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" The Instrument Catalog is published under the auspices of the Evaluation Training Consortiu;m {ETC), a project

funded by the Division of Personngl Preparation of the Office of Special Education. The goal of the project is to
upgrade the program evaluation capabilities of special education-related personnel preparation programs through the
development and dissemination of instructional and resource materials in evaluation. The Catalog is free of charge.
Copies tnay be obtained by writing to the Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University, Kala:mazoo, Mi 49008.
Point of view or opinions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those held by the Qffice of Special Education
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/ PREFACE

In addition to providing evaluation training and instructional materials, the Evaluation Training Con-

sortium (ETC) disseminates evaluation resources to preservice and inservice personnel preparation
programs in special and regular education supported (or seeking support) through the Division of
Personnel Preparation (DPP) of the Office of Special Education (OSE). This Instrument Catalog is
one of those resources. It is the resujt of a cooperative effort between the ETC project and more than
120 personnel preparation programs throughout the United States. This is a revision and expansion of
an earlier catalog compiled by the ETC project (ETC /nstrument Catalogue, University of Virginia,
1977). The ETC project believes that the sharing of evaluation instruments by personnel preparation
programs will have a positive ef fect on evaluation in the field.
’

This Catalog is a reference to evaluation instruments currently in use by personnel preparation pro-
grams. The instruments are described and cross-referericed by the kinds of evaluative purposes they
address. The intent is that they be used as a resource for programs who wish to.develop or revise their
own instruments. , >

. s
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;i;«.\ , THE ETC INSTRUMENT CATALOG
C N . . . .

r

Thus?nntroduction is presented in three sections. (1) Overviewj (2) Organizatior; of the Catalog;

/

and (3) Directions for Use of the Catalog. "

The ;'Overvie\;v" describes the purposes of the Catalod and how it was developed. The *'Organ-
ization"’ sectic;n describes the strudture of the Catalog, its indexing system and defines terms used in
the Catalog. The “'Directions for Use” section Helps the user locate information and move from one

part of the Catalog to another.

. OVERVIEW

'

in July, 1979, copies of program evaluation instruments being used in the field were solicited”
from all personnel preparation programs on the ETC mailing list. The purpose of the solicitation was®=~ ~

4
-

to update and expand the previous ETC Instrument Catalog and file. The overwhelming response ";

g

from the field resulted in this revised Instrument Catalog which contains descriptions of more than

~

12
‘five times as many instruments as the eariler version.

The term “instrument” is being used broadly; here. The reader, for the purposes‘of this Catalog,
should r;ot expect an "instrument” to refer only to tools of measurement (ye.g., a multiple choice
test), but to any document used to géther and record infoymation th\gt is u:seful for program evalu-
ation. . i

Each new i\nstrument received was briefly critiqued by an ETC staff member. These critiques

were standardized using a form listing what we believe to be technical criteria necessary for good

instrumentation (See Appendix A), and an inter rater reliability check was done to assu re conhsistency.

’

No attempt was made to judge the abpropriateness of the ins'trument content (i.e., whether the right
kinds of questions were asked or whether the important variables. were addressed). This can only be
determined by examining the uses of the collected information within a program. Those summary
cr‘itnques (which have been sent to the contributors) include suggeryﬁons for improving the directions,
items and fbrmats, etc. A copy of the completed c}it.ique accompanies each instrument ordered from

our file, so that users will have our suggestions when they revise and improve instruments they receive.

Each instrument was then cataloged according' to its inten(:l_ed purpose, resondent(s), length,

”- - - -

program type (e.g., inservice, preservice), kind of instrument, (e.q., questionnaire, observation form)/
X ) 3

I3
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item}ype(s), and special education content area, (e.g., LTD, MR, etc.). This information was used to

develop a cross-indexing system grouping instrumients having shared characteristics.

.- - -

IMPORTANT NOTE. The Instfument Catalog is intended to serve as a resource for instrument

development. Very few instruments in this Catalog are accompanied by \(alidity/reliability data, which

3

is not surprising, since contributors are most often service programs, not research efforts. The instru-
ments are placed in our file “as is.” No attempt has been made to incorporate th~e suggestions from,
the critique. Also, because programs differ in}heir content, erpose and evaluation needs, consumers.
should not consider this Catalog as a source of off-the-shelf, re_ad{t—to—use ‘evaluation instruments..
Catalog users are encouraged to order several instruments which address their area of interest, then use
the instruments (and their accompanying critiques) as resources to develop instruments custom-
tailored to their own program. '
»> M 3

ORGANIZATION OF THE CATALOG

This Catalog contains two main sections: a listing of each instrument with descintiue{gforma—

/ tion, and the indices where the instruments are categorized and cross-matched by a number of charac-

teristics.

i

- s

S ’ . . ~
The Listing of Instruments presents seven types of information: )

1. The identification number, in§trument title and name of the program/project that contributed
the‘instrumeh‘t. )

2. A description of the instrument including the instrument type (e.g., questionnaire, objective

a

test) and the variables that the instrument attempts to address.
¢

3. The resporrdent, identification of the person(s) who complete(s) the instrument (from whom is
the information sought?)
The item types (e.g., fill-in-the-blank, rating scale).

Program type(s) in which the instriment may be used (e.g., presérv'ice, inservice).

The length of the instrument. ,

N o &

The cost of ordering each instrument. , .

The price of edch instrument is based on a flat rate of 20 cents to cover_the cost of the
)

summary critique plus 5 cernits per‘page for the instrument itself. There is a $1.50 charge for the
o
mailing and handling of each order. Orders are limited to eight (8) instruments each. There is

-~ .
no charge for the Catalog. .

"y 2 . R
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sonnel preparation program evaluation instruments are definéd herg to acquaint the user with the
termlnology as it has been used in this Catalog
Direct Service Program — A program that delivers services dlrectly to a client (e.g., aclinic).

Evaluation System — A set of |nstruments wuth accompanying |nformat|on for aggregating
/ " and reporting the results. o . .

General Special Education — Special education’programs that address special education

generucally rather than having’ a specific focus like communicative disorders. P

Inservice — Training other than that which leads to a degree, programs workshops offered

to provide further educatlon expenences for. persons already on the job. -~
. Outcomes — The results, impact of a program, course, or workshop.
4
. Practicum — Any Iearmng situation provided and supervised by an institute of higher edu-

cation where the student receives “on-the-job” training (e. g student teachmg, clinical

. ’lab experiences). .
Processes — The actlvmes whlch are intended to occur during a program, course, or work-
shop.

.

Preconditions/Resources — Materials, both human and tangible, that are needed before the
intended program actlvmes are able to occur. , ’,

Preservice — Training which leads to a degree (e.g., college, university, vocational training
school). ;

Respondent — The person(s) identified who should complete the form, answer the questicﬁ-
naire, etc. |n cases when the respondent is not known, the notation is ElQ,ot specified.”’

The “Index’ section of the Catalog is to help you select instruments, and i organized by the

¢

evaluation concern(s) the instruments address. In the “Index” section you will find Iis)(ipgs (by iden-

~

tification number) of all instruments in the file designed to address each. evaluation concern area

we've included. The List of Evaluation Concerns is listed in, the " Index "’ section:

. DIRECTIONS FOR USE

4 A

This Catalog has been designed for quick reference, but you should carefully read these instruc-
tions. The first step in using it is to identify the evaluation concern or question area in your program

for which you intend to develop instrumentation, or in' which you are interested. Then, to locate

instruments which address that concern: .

First: Search the List of Evaluation éoncerns (located in the beginning of the "Index’’ section) for
. ' . / .

the areg you’ve chosen to focus on in your program.

The Glossary of key terms which often appear in special education preservice and inservice per-,




.’

.
.
* *

Next: Turn to the appropridte index. Each index is subdivided by two or more variables. By se-

’ lecting the variables that are of particular interest ‘to your program you narrow the focus of
“ . A N . N N . X . ‘.'
the concern. Here is where you!ll firrd the instrument identification numbers.

Then. Jot down the number(s) of the instrument{s) that relate to your interest. To learn more about

-~

each instrument (type, length, etc.) refer to the firsi section of the Caialog where the instruments
are described. On the basis of those descriptions select the instruments you'd like to purchase

and enteg the necessary informaton on the order form (located in the back of the Catalog).

S e
[N

. ' Remember, orders are limited to eight instruments. +.° : ‘ .

- 4
e
If you can’t find a listing or index regarding a speq/ﬁc,Lcl\wgracterist/b you want to address:
2
It's possible that there are no instruments of the specific nature that you're in need of. On the

-

other hand, there may be oné or two-entries that address just what you're looking for. All of our
cata.xlog;ing'informatmn has been stored on the c;mputer at W.M.U. for just t.ha‘t reason. by handling
o special requests, we are able, for example to tell you if there are rany instruments in our files that are
quegtionnaires régar.eliing the effectiveness of an inservice workshop for teachers of hearing impaired,

(number 275 addresses that topic). Or you may want to know if there are any "graduateff{)llow—up .

surveys aimed specifically at doctoral students who focused their work n the development of training

R

’

programs for teachers of physically handicapped children.” These ére the kinds of questions we'll be
» ' ¥ .
able to answet for you by Special Request. To make a Special Request complete’the "Special

A

Request’’ order form located in the back of the Catalog.

We hope this -Catalog is of use to onJ. Comments regarding the utility of the Instrument Catalog *
are welcome and may be addressed to:  Ann Hallawell
. . Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
J Kalamazoo, M| 49008

l-
»
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FOR THESE EVALUATION CONCERN AREAS

LIST OF EVALUATION CONCERNS

SEE INDEX NO.

If As\sessing Cbaracteristics of aPROGRAM :
' Preservice Practicum . . . . . .. PP 1~
. Preservice Course, Program or Project. ...~ ... . ... & et 2
Inservice Program ... . ... . e JRRERER 3
F,’re.school Prbgram ........ R R R R F P, .4
Parent.Training Program . .. ....... I .A*. ...................... 4
Human Service Agency Progrgm ..................................... 4
Il. Assessing Characteristics of a PERSON
Instructpr (Course, Practicum, Workshop) ... .. ........................ 5
Stu‘dent‘s iﬁ aPreservice Practicum ... .. o it e 6
Students in a Preservice Courséi’é‘_r;l"‘-ro.gram. ceey e 7.
Graduates On The Job.m . oo e e e 8
B ‘Inservice Participants. . . ....... ... .. R 9 é ¢
I1l. Special Research Index* .. . ................ ...« e e e ....10
n » 5\ .
\
v \

i
.

*This Special Research Index is designed for researchers who are interested in studying pro-
gram evaluation relative to a specific area of Special Education and is Subdivided by that variable
alone. '

. : T 5
9
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INDEX NO. 1

ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF A PRESERVICE PRACTICUM

CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN TH E( FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

—_

WHO

COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT?

WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT INTEND TO INVESTIGATE?

3

*

.
i

GENERAL

X
PROCESSES . . CHARACTERISTICS
RESOURCES (what happens, OUTCOMES * NEEDS {more than one
(how used, when, how, when, how (what products {materials, staffing, characteristic is
RE§PONDENT(S) what, etc.) well, etc.) impacts, etc.) resources, etc.) addressed)
Site Supervisor 18* 222 ¢ 375" 21
30 .
66
Supervising Teacher 105 75* 104*
Tt AY 269
Student ; 213* 169 336 289" 9 212
. ' 339 289" 346 370 - A . 17" 269
- 332" ’ .- 65 293
\ . 160 371
£ L . . - o
Y Other Than 162 ' 40
Those Listed Above (see ' t * 73
each instrument . . 156
’ 159

description for respondent)

"Contains some items partccg{.\arly related to Special Educatien.

For Asséssing Charactersstics of PERSONS (e.g., students, faculty) involved in a Preservice Practicum see Indices 5 & 6.
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ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF A r RESERVICE
COURSE, PROGRAM OR PROJECT

-CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

3
t

-~

INDEX NO. 2

o - B A
) s BB R N h SN 2 50 S0 B SN NS B8 B B e W
~ - - . ) : . 3
. ‘ . .

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT?

WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT ATTEMPT TO INVEST&EATE?

. For assessm'g' characteristics of PERSONS {e.g., students, faculty) involved in a preservice course, program or project see Indices 5 & 7.

*Contains some items particularly related to Special Education

-

T » GENERAL OTHER CHARACTERISTICS
) * PROCESSES . OUTCOMES CHARACTERISTICS THAN THOSE LISTED
g e {what happens, how, {what products, {more than one characteristic {see each instrument
, / RESPONDENT(S) “when, how wel, etc.) impacts, etc.) is addressed) description for characteristic)
¥ Graduated Student , 323" 16 123" © 67 22" ¢
¢ . " _ Py 107* 323* 175*
, ,110* 381" 373"
.Current Student C 11 206" 4% 1217 6 268" 210
~ 174* 328 33" 251 112* 340" 235" -
. 181 364 57 345‘.’ 180 358 4 ¢
Other Than Those Listed v ™M4 225 262 113
. _ Above (see each instrument 171% 249 131
e, 7§, . déscription for respondent) 203 ’ 261
0 R ' — 368
e ! 4 *
’ [N
-

’

-
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CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

INDEX NO. 3
ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF INSERVICE TRAINING

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT?

WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT ATTEMPTSTO INVESTIGATE? .

OTHER
) CHARACTERISTICS
PROCESSES | OUTCOMES GENERAL THAN THOSE
RESQOURCES| (what happens, {what 7 CHARACTERISTICS LISTED
(how used, _how, when, products, NEEDS {more than one {see instrument
, when, what | » how well, impacts, {materials, staffing characteristic is description for
3 RESP.dNDENT(S) etc.) etc.) ‘etc.) resources, etc.) addressed) characteristic)
Inservice Participant ) . 137 318 341 303" 78 153" 296 ' . 382
148" 327 382 313" 99 218" 29"
- 314 341 379 109 264 349 - .y
' 144 272% 3501 : ,
149* 275" .
" Other Than Those Listed Above 250 331 98 3p1* 97 274" 100 N
{see each instrument description 265 352" > 302" - 190 385"
for respondent) 337 199 386
273* .
o
*Contains some items particularly related to Special Education - _1
For Assessing Characteristics of INSERVICE TRAINING PARTICIPANTS see Indegkg.
\
’ - c‘?’ ’
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INDEX NO. 4 R
ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF PRESCHOOL/PARENT TRAINING, '

\ HUMAN SERVICE AGENCY PROGRAMS | .

0
CELL ‘ENTRIE\S REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

i ”,
- ‘

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT? i WHAT PROGRAM TYPE IS.ADDRESSED?
) o, PRESCHOOL PARENT TRAINING HUMAN SERVICE '
RESPONDENT(S) PROGRAMS . PROGRAMS . AGENCY PROGRAMS
- Parent . 298 . 183 ' 3
v ’ / . 379 176
Teacher 150 307 . -
’ ' : 246 308 . '
i 298
©
=
Recipignt of Services - % S 36 *
5 = . R st N ’ 145
. . ‘ - * ‘- ~ : . R . | ! F . 146
N - ) . . i N .
N Other Than Those .- g + 177 300 ' b ' i -
: Listed Above (see " : 277 b - ., . ; - . . / ) o
e mstrbmentdescnption . X 297 329 - * ‘ . A . . .
for respondent) « 299* 378 ) . * .t Ay . ' L,
- . ',s » — - )
L 4 " ‘ﬂ-_ .
&

b A

"y
1%




o INDEX NO. 5
ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF AN INSTRUCTOR IN A

COURSE, PRACTICUM, OR WORKSHOP

CELL ENTRIES REFER\TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT? WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTI'RUMENT ATTerMPT TO INVESTIGATE?
- SKILL/COMPETENCY ATTITUDES/PERCEPTIONS * GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS
{specific abilities related (feelings, opinions, etc., {more than one
RESPONDE\NT(S) to program content) related to & program) characteristic is addressed)
Student ’ 208" © a3 . 7 38 96 256*
226 165" \ 9 44 138 293
328 23 79 212 339
' 32 95 254" 364
— 33"
o
Self (instructor of 166. 224
a course, practicum or workshop) ‘
A
Other Than Thoge Listed 320" 225 . 168 :
Above (see ins nt 342 , 292
. description for respondent) 360" .- 338"
: . 363"
v ! 7
” / R .
L4
g p /
3 . . g ‘ s
;: *Contains some 1tems particularly related to Special Education '
’ ¢ '. [ . [
. For Assessing Charactenstics of a PRESERVICE COURSE, PRACTICUM, ORWO RKSHOP see Indice§'1, 28&3 ’ * '
Vv l \)) . ' » . ‘ ’ : l
L
~
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INDEX NO. 6

ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN A PRACTICUM

CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

-

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT? " WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT ATTEMPT TO INVESTIGATE?
) : : OTHER CHARACTERISTICS
SKILL/COMPETENCY HOW TIME IS | GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS | THAN THOSE LISTED (see
{specific abilities SPENT (.r'nore than one instrum;? description for
RESPONDENT(S} related to prodram contgnt) {log of activities) | . characteristic is addressed) chdracteristic)
R “* Site Supervisor . | <8 259" . 5* 53 124"
’ “ ~102- 260" . 14* 54 130
¥ 157% 290* 37* 66 164"
- 252* / 52* 103 221
B . ] ( ‘ ‘
- 71 Supervising Teacher . 77 88 319 ° 12 88 133" 255* 367" 105
84* 89 347 ,13 104" 161 288" 389"
85 90 348" * 31 120* 167 326
8 91 353" S 39 130 -211 335
87* 129 354" 42 223" 366 /-——/
' Self (studentin the  « 377 . 1 24 332° 82 161 ) 251*
- practicum) 34* 369 119* 253* .
Coa 76" \ 122*
" Gther Than Those Listed 47 227 ol 15 156 156 1/)
. " Abové (see instrument 139" 257" . . 25 161 158
description for respondent) 200 355" /), - 41 388" 258"
- 205 ‘3\ | - 115
*Contains some items particularly related tB,SpeciaI Educat;x . . -,

For Assessing Characteristics of a PRESER\’/!CE PRACTICUM see Index 1

. .
- ’ - -\ l)'
. . 4 ~ 4

) om W
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INDEX NO. 7
ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF A STUDENT IN A PRESERVICE

COURSE OR PROGRAM

‘ . CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG

WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT:? WHATQHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT ATTEMPT TO INVESTIGATE?
—_ |. ' ' . ' - . ' OTHER
) ) - ' : . - CHARACTERISTICS
TN . . - ATTITUDES/ GENERAL THAN THOSE,
I - SKILL/COMPETENCY KNOWLEDGE PERCEPTIONS | CHARACTERISTICS |- LISTED
(specific abilities (general ability | (feelings, opinions, {more than one {see instrument
related to program related to * etc., related characteristic description for
RESPONDENT(S) content) program area) to a program} is addressed) characteristic)
. * Faculty Member 233" 228* 236" o 170" o - 172"
- ) i . 238" 229% 237" 173
N ) 387" 230" 238", .
' . .~ _ 231" 239° -
. \ . 232" %So“ A
, . - 234 241" .
self' (studentina = 4" 206" 7N 324" 4 125" 2
weourse or program) . 71 242 207* 325* 206" 170* 35
204, 291* 217% 333" 242" 345" 69
. 244" 334" 1565
. ‘ . ) 4 247" 271"
Other Than Those Listed . 154 ‘ 172"
Above (see instrument 214 ) N !
’ description for respondent) . _

¥ "€ontains some items particularly related to Special Education

1 ~

\ ' 2
For Assessing Characteristics of a COURSE or PROGRAM see Index 2'¢ ~ 3
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INDEX NO. 8

ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF GRADUATES ON THE JOB

- | (
. CELL ENTRIES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMSERS AS LISTED IN THE FIRST SECTION OF THE CATALOG
WHO COMPLETES THE INSTRUMENT? WHAT SPECIAL EDUCATION CONTENT AREA IS ADDRESSED? .
' — -
' NO SPECIAL
- GENERAL SPEQIAL | MMUNICATIVE OTHER SPECIAL EDUCATION AREA .
. EDUCATI_ON DISORDERS . EDUCATION AREA IS ADDRESSED
Length of Instrument ength of Instrumént Length of Instrumeat | Length of Instrument
RESPONDENT{S) 1-3 pages |4 or more pages | 1-3 pages |4 or more pages | 1-3 pages |4 or more pages 113- pages |4 or more pages
~ Employer 108 46 267 10 1M1 1 70
' 128 81 316 94 56 116
196 1219 321 287 61 ™7
- 357 64 118

w 380 ‘ ' ' 68 ¢ 198

. 80 1
Self (graduated student) 27 132 19 245 21 92 : . 178 ] 20 48

) < 28 209 51 266 93 317 * 59 49 .
58 270 107 315 110° 343 63 50 N
106 372 126 322 ) 286 .l 201 72
[ 127 374 | 175 373 , 356 Y .
195 381
. 243 .., |
Other Than Those Listed Above v ) ‘ . 194 ' 361
(see instrument description )
for respondent) ) . L / .
: - . - 20
) .
~t 7 [} . 4 -




. ASSESSING CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS IN AN
{'_ INSERVICE PROGRAM
CELL ENTI%IES REFER TO INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS AS LISTED‘IN THE F{RST SECTION OF %HE CATALOG
) . . o
‘ . ’ Y [
WHO COMPLETES JHE INSTRUMENT? . WHAT CHARACTERISTIC(S) DOES THE INSTRUMENT INTEND TO ADDRESS? »
SKILL/COMPETENCY OTHEh CHARACTE RISTICS THAN
" {specific abilities .ATTITUDES/PERCEPTIONS - THOSE LISTED (see instrument
' ¥ related to program ki (feelings, apinions, etc. descriptiort for characteristics
RESPONDENT{S) . content) related to a program) ’ .
. Self (inservice participant) 142* 216" ‘ 182 . 149* 193*
’ 147* 248 330 . 151* 382
Pétential Inservice . 143
— e Participant . . ‘ .. 337 . ’ z
EN . . - : 376 . . S i
Other Than Those Listed ' ’ ' . e - 344 ' 3
Above (see instrument ’ ‘ !
description for respondent) . . ) P
13 . \ ‘l
*Contains some items particularly related to Special Education ’ : N~ ) >
For Assessing Characteristics of an INSERVICE PROGRAM see Index 3 . ) ’ U .
() ] P . . B - »
~ J ) - 0 ‘ X ’ N « l) oy
. I~ ‘
»
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INDEX NO. 10

SPECIAL RESEARCH INDEX

This index is designed for the Researcher not the Evaluator. Itisa listing of the instruments contained in the
ETC Instrument File grouped according to Content Area. The purpose here is to provide the Researcher (whb is
not focusing on a particular evaluation concern area} access to evaluation instruments being used in any one of
several Special Education fields, or at a specific level in the educational_system.

SPECIFIC CONTENT OR LEVEL INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS

“

1

m EaEm am s

SS AN AN BN BE B BB 8

Communicative Disorders”
.

¥

3
5

102 233
104 234

10-110 235

14
21
37
52
92
93
94
98
100 .

111 239
145 240
193 241
216 252
217 253
218 254
228 255
229, 256
232 257

258
259
275
280
286
287
288
289
290
291
320
385

Deaf/Blind

* 118

146 192

Emotionatly Impaired ~
»

171

.

Gifted

276

277

Learning Disal;led

- 55
157

230 238

236 362

363

Local Education Agencies {LEAs)
"(note: there may be
other information useful
to this area in Index 3)

‘

26

29

45
-1
' 60
62

I

74 202
83 220
10 279
134 294
1356 304
179 305

. 310

3N
312
358
362
383

Mentally Retarded

140
152

176" 206
178

Physical Education/Recreation

130

147 148

154

Severely Multiply Disabled

116
117
189

207 213
208 220

272
313

State Education Agencies (S.EAs)

136
140
141
142
144
152
163

185 215
186 , 274
187 276
188 278
189 280
190 281
191 282
192 .

283
284
285
288
3an
351
384

Vocational Education

151

306

T

.‘Q

15

‘a
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Instrument Number

Name & Origin

Description
of Instrument

The
Respondent(s)

K

[tem
Format

Program] # of

~

n

D FA
)I

Y

Administrator Rating of
Teaching Staff \ -
Department of Special Education
West Liberty State College

West Liberty, West Virginia

Advisement Data Form
Department of Special Education
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan

Client Rating of Speech &
Hearing Cliric
Department of Speech
Portland State University
Portiand, Oregon

Competency-Based'Pre Program
Evaluation e
Native American Special Educa-
tion Training Program’
University of South Dakota
Vertnillion, South Dakota

Competencies Checklist
Department of Speech and
Hearing

Coliege of St. Rose v
Albany, New York '

Core Program -Student Rating
Program "
Department of Elem_entary and
Special Education

Michigan State University
Lansing, Michigan

&

Questionnaire; gefieral characteris-
tics of a program graduate; on the
job e

~

Cumulative record; student advise-
ment process in ‘general special
education programs

e
Questionnaire, direct services of a
speech and hearing clinic

Questionnaire; oufgpmes of courses
in Native Americaf Special Educa-
tion; students’ skill/competency

. levels and studen}%’ attitudes/

perceptions

Infarmal observation; measures
gengral characteristics of student

in the practicum; area of communi-
cative disorders

3

Questionnaire; general characteristics
of a program course

Program administrator

A

¢
Student; student
advisor

1)

Parent

Student

%

Site supervisor

Student

Rating scale

Checklist

Comments/explanations;

rating scale

Rating scale

Checkilist

Rating scale; c&nts

Preservice

/

<

Preservice

[

Preservice

Preservice
. %

. Preservice »

Preservice

)

-.30

.50

.35

.30

ERIC—
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Instrument Number Description The Item Program] # of
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format
7. Course Evaluation Informal observation form; student ‘Student Comments/explanations; | |, Preservice 3 .35
Department of Special Education assessment of the.general characteris- ) rating scale ’
’ University of Utah tics of a course instructor . )
Salt Lake City, Utah ® ‘ - . . y
8. Cnteria Listing of Behaviors Formal observation, studenf’ skills Site supervisor " ||Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 2 .30°
Department of Speech & Hearing and competency levels in, the . multiple choice
Georgia State University .~ practicum

.y

Atianta, Georgja

9. Education Department " Questionnaire; general characteris- Student- k| Rating scale Preservice 3 ' .35
Questionnaire . " tics of the practicum X
Dep artment of Special Education . ' .

.

West Liberty State College
West Liberty, West Virginia

¢

’ 10. Employer Ratings of Graduates Informal observation; general Employer Rating'sca|e dPreservice . 2 -.30
Dep artment of Speech characteristics of a program . ) )
Portland State University graduate; on the job; area of
Portiand, Oregon _{| communicative disorders ) ' ‘ .

11. Entry Survey of Studentsin Questionnaire; student self-rating; Student A Rating scale; short " 11| Preservice | 2 ‘ .30
~ NASEP in the curriculum | answer . ) .
Native American Special Education . ) .

Training Program

University of South Dakota ¢ . ' N ¢
Vermillion, South Dakota v ' ] ‘ ’
12. Evaluation Form for Practicum Formal obseMation; general Supervising teacher * ||{Comments/explanations;}] Preservice 3 .35
Students—Behavior Disorders characteristics of a practicum i rating scale
Department.of Special Education - student; area of befavior disorders ' . .
Georgia State University . . .
Atlanta, Georgia )
> . ) ’ - ]
|
L
S rv

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N '




Instrument Number

Name &Origin

Description
of Instrument

~

The

Respondent(s)

Item
Format

Type

Program] 3 of
Pages

The

Cost

13,

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

-

Evaluation Guide

Department of Special Education
Valdosta State College

Valdosta, Georgia

Evaluation of Clinical Practicum
Speech & Hearing Clinie
Portland State University
Portland, Oregon

. Evaluation of Student Practicum

Department of Special Education
Phillips University

_Enid, Oklahoma

Exit Interview. Form

Department of Special Education
University of Utah

Salt Lake City, Uiah

Field Experience

Department of Special Education
Western Michjgan University.
Kalamazoo, Michigan

Fneld Site Information Sheet
Evaluatuon Research Center
University ?f Virginia
Charlottesville, Virginia

Follow-up Evaluation

‘Department of Special Education

University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah

R

" on the job

Formal observation; general
characteristics of a practicum
student

Formal observation; general

' characteristics of a practicum

student; area of communicative
disorders

Set of instruments; informal
observation; general characteristics
of a practicum student ‘

———c

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate;
outcomes of the program

Cumulative record; descriptive
information of a practicum for
special education students

Questionnaire; preconditions/
resources of a practicum site for
special education students

Questionnaire, skill/competency
Ievels of a program graduate;

h

Supervising teacher
\ 5 4

[y

Site supervisor

Noispec:fied o

Graduated student

Student .

N

Site supervigor

~

Graduated student

Rating scale

Rating scale

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;

multiple choice; rating
scale; short answer
<. s

Fill in the biank;
checklist

Fill in the blank;
checklist

Comments/explanations;|

fill in the blank; rating

“scale; multiple choice

-

K

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

R

Preservice

Préservice

Preservice

.

25

.30

.35

.65

.30

.30

.60

ERIC
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Bl Instrument Number Description The ltem Program| # of The
| Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost
| N
20. Follow-up Form Questionnaire; demographic Graduated student Short answer Preservice .25
Department of Special Education characteristics of a prdgram
West Liberty State College graduate; on the job
West Liberty, West Virgimia :
21. Graduate Ratings of Program Questionnaire, demographic < Graduated student Comments/explanations;|{ Preservice .30
.Department of Speech information of program graduates; ) v rating scale; short .
Portland State University area of communicative disorders answers " . .
Portland, Oregon ’ ¢
22. Instructional Goals Validations Questionnaire, graduated students’ Graduated student Fill in the blank; rating Preservice .50
Department of Special Education rating of the instructional goals of scale ®
Western Michigan University program courses; area of general ' ’
Kalamazoo, Michigan * special education
N
23. Instructor and Course Evaluation Questionnaire; student rating of _Student T Rating scale Preservice - .30
Department of Spécial Education course instructor .
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan
24. Practicum Activities Time Log Cummulative record; thv time is Student Fill in the blank Preservige .30
Department of Elementary and spent by the student in the )
Special Education : practicum " .
Michigan State University,
East Lansing, Michigan ’ X
25. Practi;:um Evaluation [ Formal observation; general Not specified Rating scale Preservice .30
Department of Special Education characteristics of a student in
e Western Michigan University practicum X ! .
Kalamazoo, Michigan J
26. Principal/Superintendent Questionnaire; general characteris- _ Program administrator | |Short answer Inservice .30
Interview Schedule tics'of direct services provided by -
Ilinog Office 6f Education a Title | program - *
Springti®d, llinois .
1 J ) . A4l
’ ~ M
Q " ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\




Instrument Number
Name & Origin

Description
of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)

ltem
Format

Type

Program| # of
Pages

27. Program Graduate Survey Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student Multipie choice; Preservice 2 .30
Department of Special Education tics of program graduates; on the short answer
WhBstern Michigan University job; area of general special education il
Kalamazoo, Michigan ’ .
28. Program Graduate Survey Questionnaire, general characteris- »Graduated student Fill in the blank Preservice | 2 .30
Department of Special Education tics of a program graduate; on the ) ' . '
The College of St. Rose job; area of general special education !
Albany, New York
29, _Rating of Program Competencies Questiopnaire and self-observatior;,‘ Teacher Rating scale . Preservice; 5 .45
Qgpartment of Special Education attitudes/perceptions of classroom inservice o
University of Utah teachers; on-the-job situation; area
Salt Lake City, Utah of general special educatio ‘ -
30. Site Supervisors’ Ratings of Informal observation; genéral Site supervisor LRating scale Preservice 8 .60
Field Experience characteristics of persons\involve(‘i
Evaluation Research Center in the practicum; resources used
Uniwersity of Virginia in the practicum A\) ,
Charlottesville, Virginia '
) “ s
131. Special E]uqation Evaluation Form| | Informal observation, rating the Supervising teacher Rating scale Preservice 6 * .50
Department of Special Education general characteristics of practicum
Chicago State Universit students )
Chicago, lllinois ﬁ*\» }
32. Student Evaluation Instrument Informal observation, general Student Rating scalt; coggments/ || Preservice 2 .30
Department of Special Education characteristics of a course instructor explanations
West Liberty State College . s
West Leberty, West Virginia & r
33. Student Evaluation of Special - || Set of instruments, questionnaire Student Comments/explanatlons | Preservice 15 *.95
" Education Program form; general characteristics of the rating scale
" Department of Special Education gourse instructor; outcomes of : )
Utah State University the coursés; area of general - ) *
Logan, Utah special education
[N Y
1 . p 3 :
\ ! b ‘ ®
L
- . .
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Instrument Numbei

Name & Origin

Description

of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)

Item
Format

Program] # of
Type Pages

Evaluation Research Center
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, Virgimia

35. Student Information Form

University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, New Mexico

36. Student Interview Schedule
iinois Off@ce of Education
Springfield, IHinoais

37. Student Practicum/Speech
Pathology

Audiology
University of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina

38. Student Reaction to College
Instructor

Valdosta State College
Valdosta, Georgia .

39. Student Teaching Evaluation
Georgia State University

Atlanta, Georgis

\

.
.

Grambling State University
Grambling, Louisiana

Q \5‘—’ ‘

34. Student Field Experience Record

Department of Special Education

Department of Speech Pathology/

Department of Special Education’

Departmeént of Special Education

40. Student Teaching Evaluation Set
Department of Speech and Drama

Cumulative record form,.how time
1s spent by students in the \
practicum, area of general special
education

Questionnaire; demographic infor-
mation on pre/post admission
students . -

Interview system, attitudes/
perceptions of recipient of .
services in a youth center

Set of instruments, formal-observa-
tion; rating general characteristics .
of practicum s‘tudent;area of
communicative disorders

‘ 2

' <
Questionnaire; evaluation of
course instructor

8

-

Formal observation; general
characteristics of a practicum
student

Set of instruments; general
characteristics of programs and

program sites

N ad

4’..\

Student

Student

Recipient of services

Site supervisor

. Student

Supervising teacher

~

Multiple persons

Comments/explanations;
fild in the blank

Checklist

Comments/explanations
)

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

S

1)

Rating scale

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale -

Preservice 2
+*
Preservice 5
Inservice 1
e
. .
Preservice 7
Preservice 2
. .
Preservice 5
v .
Preservice 17
! 1
»
;i v}
.

.30

.45

.25

.55

.30

45

1.05

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Instrument Number

Name & Origin

Ly

Description

of Instrument

The
Respondent(s)

Item

Format

Program} # of

Pages

a

The

Cost

. ' « B '
. K . ‘e

'141. Student Teaching Observation Formal-observationygeneral Not specified Checklist Preservice 1 .25
Form characteristics of practicum . .
Department of Special Education students o

- University of Utah . i
Salt Lake City, Utah | ) s .
: - ~
42. Supemsmg Teachers’ Appransa| Formal observation; general Su‘p/ervising teacher Rating scale Preservice _ 1 .25
Form J characteristics of practicum ’ e Rt o
*  Department of Special Education students :
Georgia State University - \
Atlanta, Georgia C
43. Survey of Student Opinion of _ Questionnaire; attitudes and Student Comments/exbianations; Preservice 32 .30
of Teaching perceptions of a stu?ent toward ratingscale ~ - ., )
Department of.Speech a course instructor . ) "
Portiand State University W > . : ‘
Por,t!and, Oregon - .
'l44. Teacher Survey ' Oqestionnéire;general characteris- Student , Comments/explanations;| | Preservice . -1 .25
Department of Special Educanon tics of a course instructor | rating scale )
Valdosta State University ' s )
Valdosta, Georgia X ) U .
. * - R T 5
45. Title |-Teacher Interview Interview form; general Teacher in Title ] Comments/explanatnornsq,,~ Inservice, 4 40
- Schedule E characteristics of direct services program h essay - state "
. Illinois Office of Education of a Title.1 program iy : ' ©Ny . | department
y Springfield, lilinois . . : \
\g . |46. Survey of G(aduate Job Questionnaire; general characteris- " Employer Comments/explanations;|| Preservice A7 .56
‘51 . ) Performance tics of a program graduate in the ° ratin'g scale; checklist
N ' Evaluation Research Center - employment situation o N
] University of Virginia . _ s . ’
w ; Charlottesville, Virginia . - -
ﬂ;;« i47 Practicum Evaluation Form Fornial observation; sknll/competeney Not specified . | Rating scale ¢ Preservige 2 30
LA ; Department of Special Education Ievels of a practicum student , ” ‘ . :' . ’ ,1 A
Georgla State University . 4 \ hlf. LA
Attanta Georgia . . / ‘ . e
* ~’L~ [;j\‘, ) o b
E 1{1C f —
T S
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Instrument Number Description The ltem Program] # of The
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost
48. Special Education Graduate Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student Multiple choice; Preservice .55
Questionnaire tics of a program graduate; on-the- rating scale
Department of Special Eduqation job situation
Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
49, Graduate Follow-up Survey Questionnaire; general characteris- Graduated student Multiple choice, Preservice .65
Department o fpecial Education tics of a program graduate; on-the- checklist
University ojlichigan . job situation
. Ann Arbor, Mi?:higan
50. Instructional Technology Program Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student Comments/explanations;{| Preservice .45
Department of Special Education tics of current students and mul tiple choice; rating ,
Utah State University + graduates . _ scale
Logan, Utah
51. Graduate Follow-up Study Questionnaire; skill/competency Graduated student Multiple choice; Preservice .60
Department of Special Education levels of a program graduate; on- rating scale o '
Oakland University the-job situation; area of general )
Rochester, Michigan special education - .
52. Student Aud‘iological Practicum Informal observation; general Site supervisor Rating scale ' Preservice .35
Ratings characteristics of a practicum
University of Utah ) student; area of communicative
Salt Lake City, Utah " disorders J
+ |53 Student Clinical Treatnie\r:t Ratings| | Informal observation; general Site supervisor Rating scale Preservice .30
Speech and Hearing Clinic characteristics of a practicum
University of Utah student .
Salt Lake City, Utah \
54, Evaluation Form far Graduate (‘ Informal observation; general Site supervisor Comments/explanations;|] Preservice .35
Interns characteristics of a practicum rating scale
Department of Special Education student
Virginia Commonwealth University . ~—
Richmond, Virginia .
1
! A3
]
1 J
Q

-




Instrument Number Description The ltem Program

Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type

55. Learning Disability Teacher— Questionnaire; skill/competency Teacher consultant Rating scale; short Preservice; 6 .50
Consuitant Survey levels; attitudes/perceptions of a answer; ranking inservice
Glassboro State College teacher consultant; area of learning sy
Glassboro, New Jersey disabilities

56. Graduate Rating Form Questionnaire; skill/competency Employer Rating scale Preservice 3 .35
Southern [lhinois University levels of graduates; on-the-job - ’
Carbondale, lllinois situation !

57. Class Evaluation Questionnaire Questionnaire; outcomes of Student Rating scale; Preservice 1 .25
University of North Florida program courses short answer
Tampa, Florida L £

58. Graduate Questionnaire Questionnaire; demographic infor- Graduated student Fill in the blank; Preservice 1 .25
University of Virgimia mation of program graduates in ( multiple choice
Charlottesville, Virginia their job situation; area of general

- special education

59. Survey of Graduate Students Questionnaire; attitudes/perceptions Graduated student Fill in the blank; Preservice -3 .35
University of North Florida of a program graduate toward the rating scale .
Tampa, Flonda job situation

60. Evaluation Form for Individualized | | Formal observation; skill/competency Not specified Checklist ) . Preservice; 3 35
Instruction levels of a classroom teacher .1| inservice

Unwversity of North Florida
Tampa, Florida

61. Survey of Graduates Employment Informal observation; skill/ Employer Rating scale; . ‘|{ Preservice 2 .30 -
Performance competency levels of a program 1 checklist ) "
. University of North Florida graduate; on-the-job situation )

Tampa, Florida

62. Evaluation Form for Group Informal observation; general Not specified . Checklist Preservice; 3 .35
Instruction characteristics of a teacher; inservice
University of North Florida on-the-job situation . ) |
. Tampa, Florida . . ' AP
40
1 J
. . i |

[
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Instrument Number ltem

Name & Origin

Description

of Instrument

Respondent(s)

Format

Program} # of
Type Pages

Cost

A . i N .
63. Graduate Questionnaire Questionnaire, attitudes/ Graduated student Short answer; Preservice 3 ..36
{Long Form) perceptions of a program ) checklist ”
University of Virginia graduate in their job situation
Charlotteswille, Virginia ’
« |64. Graduate Supervisor Questionnaire Informal observation, general Employer Essay; checklist Preservice 2 .30
University of Virginia characteristics of a program )
Charlottesville, Virginia - graduate; on-the-job situation

65. Student Teaching and Practicum Questionnaire; general charactens- Student Essay; rating scale; Praservice 4 40
Evaluation{Student Eorm)— tics-0f-a programopracticum short answer: checklist i
University of Virginta ' .

Charlottesville, Virginia
’ \
, 1Y . .

66. Student Teaching and Practicum Informal observation, general University supervisor Rating scale, short Preservice 4 .40
Form {Supervisor) characteristics of a practicum answer; checklist . .
University of Virginia student and resources of a
Charlottesville, Virginia - program practi?um

. -

67. Exit Interview Form Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student Comments/explanations;}| Preservice ~ 6™ .50’
University of Utah tics of a program’s courses multiple choice; rating
Salt Lake City, Utah scale N g

“

68. Teacher Evaluation Informal observation; skill/ Employer | Rating scale Preservice; 3 .35

Lews and Clark Coliege competency levels of a program : inservice ‘
' . el e - t
Portland, Oregon graduate; on-the-job situation

69. Entry Survey of Students Questionnaire; quatifications of a Student Multiple choice; Preservice < 5 45
Sinclair Community College student upon entering a program rating scale "

Dayton, Ohio : ’

70. Employer Rating of Graduate Informal observation; knowledge and Employer Rating scale; Preservice; 5 .45
Job Performance skill/competency levels of a program ’ checklist inservice
Sinctair Comm‘unlty‘ College graduate, on-the-job situation
Dayton, Ohio . )

) . 14
A,
Q - ’

ERIC
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Instrument Number Description The ltem Program] # of
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages
71 Student Rating Questionnaire; knowl\edge and Graduated student Rating scale Preservice 5 .45
. Sinclair Community College skill/competency levels of students
Dayton, Ohio exiting the program
72. Job Task Analysis Form Log for recording time spent by Grhduated student Ratingscale; Preservice 6 .60
Temple University program graduates on various work fill in the blank .
Phitadelphia, Pennsylvania tasks on the job
73. Manpower Survey Questionnatire, records information Program administrator ||Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 3 .35
Temple University about agencies that may work’ fill in the blank; /
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania cooperatively with the program checklist i /
e.g., as practicum sites ’./
74. Mainstream Opinionaire Questionnaire, attitudes of teachers Schoot administrators; | |Rating scale / Preservice; 4 .40
Edinboro State €ollege towacd mainstreaming teachers / inservice |
Edinboro, Pennsylvania /" |
. |75. Cooperating Teachers’ Needs Questionnaire; needs of the Supervising teacher Fill in the blank; Preservice 5 .45
Assessment program practicum; area of general rating scale; checklist; )
Wheelock College Graduate special education ranking
Special Needs Program ‘ ,
Wheelock College
Boston, Massachusetts
. il |
176. Weekly Time Record Cumulative record; changes/ Student Fill in the blank Preservice 4 .40 |
Wheelock College Graduate progress of students in the P ! R }
Special Needs Program practicum ,‘ ) - ‘
Wheelock Coilege ) |
Boston, Massachusetts - ‘
A\ |
77. Intern Rating Scale Formal observation; skill/ Supervising teacher Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 23 1.35 ‘
Wheelock College Special competency levels of students in ) rating scale g’ ‘
Needs Program - the practicum i )
Wheelock College ! -
Boiton, Massachusetts ;‘ . It
3 i
/
i

EMC
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Name & Origin
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of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)

78. Program Feedback Report
University of South Dakota
Developmentally Disabled -,
Vermmillion, South Dakota

79. Course Evaluation
Department of Special Education
Kent State Unwversity
Kent, Ohio -

80. Supervisor’s Questionnaire for
Program Evaluation for Special
Education
Department of Special Education
St. Cloud State Unwersity
St. Cloud, Minnesota

81. Employed Graduate Survey
North Seattle Community College
Home & Family Education
Division
Seattle, Washington

82. Practicum Record
North Seattle Community College
Home & Family Education
Division )
Seattle, Washington

83. Rehabilitative School Authority
Classroom Observation Report
Commonwealth of Virginia
Rehabilitative School Authority
Richmond, Virginia

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of inservice traming

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of a course instructor

'

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of program graduates; on the
job

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate; on-
the-job situation; area of yeneral *
special education - ~

&

Cumulative record; performance
of students in the practicum

Formal observation, performance ’
of a classroom teacher

Inservice participant
Student

Employer

Employer

Student

”“

Observer/consultant

.

Comments/explanations;
rating scale; short answer

-

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale; checklist

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Fill in the blank

Comments/explanations

Inservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Inservice

b 4

)

"1

25

.25 °

.35

40

.25

.25
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Name & Origin
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of Instrument
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"
\

ltem Program] # of { The |
Format Type Pages Cost

84. Student Teaching Evaluation
+ Competency Forms: Special

Education
Lock Haven State College
Lock Haven, Pennsylvania

85. Student Teaching Evaluation
Competency Forms: Elementary
Lock Haven State College
Lock Haven, Pennsylvania

86. Student Teaching Evalyation
Competency Forms: Library
Science A

Lock Haven State C&Ilege
Lock Haven, Pennsylvania

87. Student Teaching Evaluation
Competency Forms: Early
Childhood

- «Lock Haven State College
Lock Haven, Pennsylvania

88. Student Teaching Evaluation
Cémpetency Forms: English/
Communication
Lock Haven State College "~
Lock Haveri, Pennsylvamia -

89. Student Teaching Evaluation
Competency Forms: Foreign
Language
Lock Haven State College

N Lock Haven, Pennsylvania

(1

.
<k .

o
»

Informal observation; skili/

competency levels of a practicum |

student; area of general special
education

L4

lnfor’mal observation, skili,’
competency levels of a practicum
student

Questionnaire, skills and competency
levels of a practicum student

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of'a practicum student;
area of early childhood education

Questionnaire, general charactes+

tics of a practicum student | "_g/

RS

Questionnaire, skill,competency
levels of Sracticum students .

.

b

" Supervising teacher,

-

Supervising teacher

Supervising teacher

Su 1sing teacher

-

— e ~.,

.
s

°, o - ~ .
#upervisingteacher.

- - 3

Supervisifig teacher

Checklist

Comments/explanations,
rating scale

Rating scale

Rating scale,
short answer

Comments/explanations

-~
\ -
4
oA,
b
L -
. pes

Comments/explanations,
multiple choice; short
answer

Preservice

Preservice

1 Preservice

Preservice

AJ

Preservice

10

10

.35

.65

.70

.70
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Type

Pages
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The

Cost

80. Student Teaching Evaluation

. Competspcy Eorms: Science
Lock Haven §tate College
Lock Haven, Pennsylvaria

91. Student Teaching Evaluation
Comipetency Forms: Social
Sciepce |
Lock Haven State College
Lock Haven, Pennsyivania

.

92. Communicative Disorders
Graduate Follow-up Form
Department of Communicative
Disorders "

Unsversity of Wisconsin
Eau Claire, Wisconsin

93. Graduate Follow-up Form
Department of Communicative
Disorders '

University of Wisconsin

Eau Claire, WlSconsinx

94, Emptoyer Evaluation of Graduate
Department of Communicative

University of Wisconsin
Eau Claire, Wisconsin

95, Student Evaluation of Teaching
Departmentfévf Communicative
" Disorders -
University of Wisconsin
Eau Claire, Wisconsin

RIC

Q

Disordets N

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a practicum student; area
of science in secondary education

Questionnaire, skili,competency
levels of a practicum student

.

i

Questionnaire, general charactens-
tics of program graduates; on-the-
job situation; area of communica-
tive disorders

Questionnaire, ge”neralach aractens
tics of a program graduate; on-the-
job situation; area of communicative
disorders

3

Questionnaire; general characteris-,
tics of a program graduate; on-the-.
jobsituation; area of communicative
disorders

¢

»
Questionnaire; general characteris:
tics of frcourse instructor '

¢ b

Supervising teacher

~
.

Supervising teacher

Graduated student

Graduated student

Employer

Student

Checklist

‘.

Comments/explanations,
rating scale
k)

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank; rating
scale; short answer

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank; short
answer; rating scale

Rating scale

Rating scale
B

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Iz

.65

80

.40

.55

30

.25

s
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Name &Origin
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# of
Pages
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Cost

—

e

97.

98.

Bg.

100.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Supervi;ee's Impressions
Summary

Department of Communicative
Disorders

Unwersm/‘of Wisconsin

E au Claire, Wisconsin

Consultant Evaluation—End of .|
Year 1
Department of Communicative
Disorders )
Unwersity of Wisconsin

E au Clawre, Wisconsin

»

Consultant Evaluation—
Individual Client

Department of Communtcativer
Disorders -
Unwersity of Wisconsin,

Eau Clarre, Wisconsin

H

Inservice Evaluation—Public

School Clinicians

Department of Communicative
Disorders
Unuwersity of Wisconsin

€au Claire, Wisconsin

Inservice Evaluation—Department

of Communicative Disorders

Faculty

Department of Communicative
Disorders

Unwersity of Wisconsin

E au Claire, Wisconsin

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of the supervising teacher; at
practicum site

Questionnaire, general characters-
tics of professional support services

Questionnaire; attitudes/perceptions
of a program staff member; outcomes
of professwfmal support services; area
of communicative disorders

Questionnaire, general charactens-
tics of inservice training

Questionnaire, adequacy of the
evaluation of inservice tramning;
area of communicative disorders

E]

Student

Site supervisor

>t

Faculty member

Inservice participant

Inservice staff member

-

3

Ratingscale

Comments/explanations,
short answer

Ratingscale

-

Rating scale;
short answer

Short answer

Preservice

Inservice

Preservice;
inservice

\
Inservice

Inservice

&

&%)

.25

25

.25

.30

.25

. . ’ ) « .
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Instrument Number Description The Program} #of
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Type Pages
101. Liason Evaluation—End of Year Questionnaire, outcomes of Multiple persons Comments/explanations Local district 1 25
Department of Communicative professional support services Y
Disorders’ ’
-~ Unwersity of Wisconsin : .
. E au Claire, Wisconsin ’ .
102. Practicum Evalyations: | Questionnaire, skill/competency Site supervisor Rating scale; Preservice 2 .30
Semester_/Clinié%‘s fevels of a practicum student; ¢ short answer o
Department of Communicative area of communicative disorders ’ '
Disorders . ’
University of Wisconsin , -
Eau Claire, Wisconsin 1
103. Practicum Evaluations: Questionnaire; general characteris- Site supervisor Essay Preservice 1 .25
Semester/Principals tics of a practicum student .
Department of Communicative ‘ ’ e’
A Disorders . .
" Wniversity of Wisconsin . ) .
Eau Claire, Wisconsin
104. Practicum Evaluations. Interview form, general Supervising teacher Comments/explanations || Preservice 1 .25
End of Year/Clinicians™ characteristics 8f a practicum ’
Department of Communicative student; and the practicum itself; *
Disorders ~~ | area of communicative disorders
University of Wisconsin .
Eau Claire, Wisconsin -~ < . )
Ed
105. Practicum Evaluations: Questionnatre, qualifications of Supervising teacher Comments/explanatfons; | | Preservice; 1 .25
End of Year/University practicum students; outcomes of the short answer ‘( state
Supervisors practicum "|| department
Department of Communicative . ’
Disorders ‘
« ' Unpversity of Wisconsin . . oo
. "“Eau Claire, Wisconsin .
* -{106: ~Program Graduate Information Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student . Fill in the blank, Preservice 3 35
;?m tics of a program graduate; on-the- multiple choice;
epartment of Special Educat'ion job situation; area of general - short answer; checklist ,
Pennsyivania State University special education ) !
o University Park, Penn\s/y[jama . ' . X 6 oY




Instrument Number

Name & Origin
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of Instrument
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Respondent(s)

ltem

Format

-

Program

Type

H# of

Pages

The
Cost

107.

108.

109.

110.

1.

112

113.

e ‘ - - - - - -

Program Evaluation Form
.Department of Special Education
Pennsylvania State University
Unwversity Park, Pennsylvania

Supervisor’s Evaluation of
Program Graduates Form
Department of Special Education
Pennsylvania State University
Unwversity Park, Pennsylvania

Standardized Evaluative
Opinionnaire

Department of Public Instruction
Des Moines, lowa

Graduate Program Survey
Audiology/Speech Pathoiogy
Unwversity of Pittsburgh

*"Pittshurgh, Pennsylvania

Employer Survey of Program
Graduates
Audiology/Speech Pathology
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Program Evaluation

Department of Special Education
Indiana State University

Terre Haute, Indiana

Staff {Interview Schedule)
Department of Special Education
Indiana State University
Terre Haute, Indiana

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate;
on-the-job situation; outcomesof
program courses; area of general
special education

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate;
on-the-job situation’; area of general
spectal education

-~

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of inservice training

Questionnaire, demographic
information of program graduates;
on-the-job situation; effectiveness
of the program’s courses; area of
communicative disorders~

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels of program graduates;
on-the-job situation; area of
communicative disorders

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of program courses; area of
general special education

Interview form; general
characteristics of the academic
program

o

Graduated student

-

Employer

Inservice participant

Graduated student

L3

Employer

Student

Faculty member

.

Comments/explanations,

fill in the blank;
rating scale

Rating scafe

Rating scale;
short answer

Fill in the blank;
rating scale; checklist

“

Rating scale

Essay

Short answer

Preservice

Preservice

Inservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

"\

45

30

30

.50

.50

30

25

{J

< T
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Instrument Number Description The Item Program] # of
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages
114. Agency School Supervisor Interview form, actual process of Supervising teacher Short answer Preservice 1 .25
_‘J Interview Schedule the general program design
Departmenf of Special Education
Indiana State University
Terre Haute, Indjana L ) .
115. Proposed Rating Scale for Questionnaire, general characteris- Not specified Comments/explanations,|| Preservice 2 .30
Student Psychometrists tics of a practicum student - rating scale
Department of Spec:al Education
Indhana State Unwersity ’
Terre Haute, Indiana '
116. Competency Rating Scale (M.S.—|| Set of instruments, questionnaire Employer, yraduated Multiple choice, Preservice Q 9 65
Teaching Multiply Handicapped) form:; skill/competency levels student rating scale m#
Northern Himois University of program graduates; skills o .
Dekalb, 1Hinois acquired to be used on the job in
the areas of severely multiply .
disabled and deaf/blind °
117. Competency Rating Scale (M.'S.— Set of instruments; questionnaire Employer, graduated Multiple choice, Preservice 12 80
Orientation and Mobility form, skill/competency levels of student rating scale .
Specialist) ' program graduates; skills acquired
* Northern llhnois University . to bé used on the job in the areas .
Dekalb, ihnois \ of severely multiply disabled and
deaf/blind . -
o . -
118. Competency Rating Scale Set of instruments, questionnaire Employer, graduated Multiple choice, Preservice 12 .80
{Regency Doctoral Program) .form; skill/competency levels of student rating scale T
Northern lllinois University program gracuates; skills acquired '
Dekatb, 1ihinois ‘ to be used on the job in the area
of deaf/blind /
119. Student Teacher Self-Ev¥iuation Questionnaire, yeneral characteris’ Student Rating scale, Preservice ';/ 5. .45
Form la tics of a practicum student, area checklist .
Department of Special Education || of general special education _
Eastern Michigan Unwersity -
Ypsitanti, Michigan . 1
/j ' i
N 2
Tlc‘ '.J\ 3 ’ ,{/
1 ~

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Instrument Number Description The ltem

Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s)

Program] # of
Format

120. Critic Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire, general characteris- Supervising teacher Rating scale Preservice 4 40
Formib tics of a practicum student; area i ) >

‘ Department of Special Education of general special education )

| Eastern Michigan Unversity ) . - .

€

Ypsilanti, Michigan . !

L

121. Program Evaluation Form l¢ Questionnaire, outcomes of program Student . | | Rating.scale, Preservice 4 . .40
Department of Special Education courses; area of general special s, ranking . -
Eastern Michigan University education \

Y psianti, Michigan -

122. Graduate Student Self- Questionnaire, ge neral characteris- Student Rating scale; Pgeservice © 5 45
Evaluation Formila tics of a practicum student; area of matched answers .
Department of Special Education general special education '

Eastern Michigan University , \
Y psilants, Michigan ' \ '
) . .
123. Program Evaluation Form llc Questionnaire, outcoryies of pro- Graduated student = Rating scale, .3 - \P‘;‘éservice 4 40
¥ Department of Spetial Education gram courses; area of feneral ranking
Eastern Michigan University special education * <.
Y psianti, Michigan . - .
A
124. Supervisor Evaluation Form llb Questionnaire, general characteris- Site supervisor Rating scale, Preservice . 6 .50
Department of Special Equcation tics of a student in the practicum; - checklist N
s Eastern Michigan University area of general special educatién -
Ypsilanti, Michigan ~*
125. Graduate Student Form 111 Questionnatire, general characteris- Student Checkli;t Preservice 2 30
b Department of Special Eductation || tics of students in the program;
" Eastern Michigan University area of general special education * .
Ypsilanti, Michigan R
126. Spe}:ial Education Graduate Questlonrlaire, demoyraphic infor- Graduated student Checklist Preservice 5 45
Record System - mation*&F graduated students, ' ’
FortHays State University - 1~ on-the-job situation, area of yeneral
Hays, Kansas special education . ’
U ]
‘_; J | —. . ’ ) ) '

» > . >

i -

ERIC

R +

. .
ERIC
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B instrument Number Description The Item
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format

127. Survey of Program Graduates (A) Questionnaire, general characteris- Graduated student Fill in the blank, Preservice 2 .30
Fort Hays State University tics of a prodram graduate; on-the- multiple choice
Hays, Kansas job'situation, area of general R

. . special education - e
o ' ) ~ . e :
128. Employer Survey Questionnaire; skill/competency Employer Rating scale Preservice 2 .30
Fort Hays State University. levels of a program graduate; — . .
Hays, Kansas«< - on-the-job situation; area of
N S , general special education : )/~
. f .
129. Final Field Work Evaluation Questionnaire, skull/competengy Supervising teacher Rating scale Preservice 2 .30
. for Leisure Studies 282-283 ‘levels of a practicum studgnt - : ‘
Unwversity of Hhnois at .
rbana--Champaign
‘ ’ .&ampalgn, Hlinors -

130. Mid-term Evaluation Report for Questionnaire, general characteris- || Site supervisor Short answer . Preservice 4 40 -
Letsute Studies 282283 tics of a practicum student; area - ' ‘ f" . -
University of Ithnos at of physical education/recreation N = ,

-Urbang- Champaign . . , ; i )
Champaign, 1thnois . . Y
. )
/

131. System for Evaluation Evaluation system, formal obsqr- Consultant/observer Comments/explanations,| | »Preservice ¥ 18 1.10
of Occupational Programs vation’ general characteristics " rating scale; short . .o
Manchester Community College " of a program design . answer ) )

1 Manchester, Connecticut ht » ) o ' :
N - ’4,» . . ’ * ‘

132. Graduate Questionnaire ’ Questionnaire, general charactens- ‘Gradﬁ)ated student Fili in the blank; Preservice * .3 0 .35
Department of Speciat Education tics of a program graduate; on-the- “ }jnultiple choice, ¢
University of Wisconsin job situation; area of general ' . y “ s
Eau Claire, Wisconsin special education R ’ . ) , )

{ . ‘i. N Al ..,;*

133. Graduate Evaluation by Questionnatre, general characteris- - Supervising teacher Rating scaje , Pregervice 3 .35
Supervisor tics of a practicum student; area . ! »
Department of Special Education| | of general special education . - ) ) .

w Unwversity of Wisconsin o . )
~- Eau Claire, Wisconsin : ¥ . ) s
L ] ° ’ i sy - '_':. »' ’
o -~ * v ’
O | o ' 1 -
Q ! ’ ' _,} N ' ] * , '
-4
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.
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item
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# of
Pages

a

The

Cost

m .

/ .John C. Calfioun State

134 Trainable Achievernent Record
Caswell Center
Kingston. North Carohpa

135. Behawvior Maturity Checklist
Caswell Center )
Kingston, North Carotina,

Chaptei 6A-6 .
State of Flonda ™
Commussioner of Education
TallahasseeSFlonda

137. Training Session Evaluation

" Questionnaire

John C Calhoun State
Community College
Decatur Aiabama

-0

.

Instructor Evaluation Scale
John C Cathoun’State
Community College

. Decatur, Alabama

138.

.

139. Report on Student Performance
Commuinity| College !

‘ Decatur, Aldbama .

1 L Fod

140, IPP Evaluation\Checltist: 1PP
Completeness and Présence of
Developmental Objectives
{Community Version)
Department of Inititutions
Division for Developmental
Disapihities
Denver, Colorado

‘,; :J

136. State,Board of Education Rules™

=

Formal observation, knowledge
and skill/competency levels of

a child in development
Formal observation, skil,
competency levels of achild

in behavior devaopment '

Rules of the State Board of

L4

‘Education in Florida.regarding

approval of teacher education

prograngwj/

Questionnaire, actual processes

of inservice training

Questionnaire, general charaacteris-

tics of a course instructor

.
-

Questionnaire, skill,/competency

levels of a practicum student;

area of general %cial education

Evaluation system; general

characteristics of a program or

site, area of mentally retarded

~

Examiner

Examiner "

Inservice participant

Student

Supervising teacher
student

Program administrator

LS

a

Fill in the blank -

Checklist

Rating scale,
short answer

Fill in the blank,

muitiple choice; rating *

scale

-

Comments/explanations,

fill in the blank; rating
scale; short answer

Checklist

'

School testing

School testing

Preservice;

'l inservice,

state
department’

.

Preservice,
inservice

-

Preservice

\Preservuce

State
department

Copyrighted
material

Copyrighted
material

43

per

e

Not available
through ETC

Not availabie
through ETC

.55

25

.25

55

2.35

e

EMC

)

‘e - _ - - - - - - - - - - - — - — - -
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Format
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Type Pages

141

Q

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

Survey of Individual Program.
Plans {Institutional Version)
Department of Institutions
Dav:sign for Developmenta

" Disabuhities

Denver Colorado

Regular E ducation Inservice ’
Training Checklist and -
Questionnaire

Regnon XiX

"El Paso~Texas v,

Regular Education Concern
Based Adoption Model
Region XIX

€1 Paso,. Texas

Worksho;; Evaluation Form
Region XX
£l Paso, Texas

Chabot College Speech and
Hearing Center 1979 Evaluation
Chabot College

Hayward, California

Chabot College Physically
Limited Student Resource
Center 1979 Evaluation
Chabot Coliege

HaYward, California

_ goucapion A

Evaluation system, cumulative
record, general characteristics of
professional support services; area
of developmental disabilities

Quesfnonnaue, skill/competency
and knowleage tevels of workshop

participants, area-of general special
2z

PO e
A AR
Questuonnanre,'attutudeé and
perceptions of potential inservice

1. participants

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of inservice tratning

Questionnaire, outcomes of speech
therapy services; area of communi-
cative disorders

Questionnaire, general chardcteris-
tics of services offered by a center;
area of deaf/blind and physically
limited :

_Not speci-fied

Inservice/workshop
participant

Potential inservice

partic?

Inservice participant

Recipient of services

Recipient of services
LY

e

Checklist

Essay, rating scale

-

%

Filkin the blank,
mul tiple choice;
rating scale

Fill in the blank,
rating scale

. -,-€:»,
Comments/equanations,
multiple choice

s

o

Comments/ex’plénatnons,
multiple choice; .
checklist

State 14
department
Preservice, 2
inservice; state
department .
Inservice 7
Inservice. state 2
department
<
Preservice 3
-
Preservice 4
4&:
V’b’ ‘-j ¢
" - .
{

.90

.30

.65

30

35

40
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Pages

147.

148.

{149,

150.

i51.

152.

ERIC ~
e W N W A W

Pre-Workshop Inventory
Department of Health, Physical
Education and Recreation
Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana

Post Workshop Inventory
Bepartment of ‘Health, Physical
Ecucation an‘z Recreation
Montana Stat University
Bozeman; Montana .
Follow-up Participant Question-
naire

Department of Health, Physical
Education and Recreation
Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana

Preschoof Pupil Progress
Evaluation Plan

Paphandle Chiid Development
Association Ingorporated
Cour d’Alene, ldaho

.

Goal Attainment Follow-up

Guide -
University of Northern Colorado
Greeiey, Colorado ~

.

Community Survey Form
Okiahoma Association for-_
Retarded Citizens Incorporated -
Oklah&ma City, Oklahoma

Questionnaire, knowledge and skilt/
competency levels of workshop
parucipants; area of physical
education/recreation

Questionnaire, actual processes of
inservice training; area of physical
education/recreation

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics.of an inservice garticipant;
general characteristics of inservice
training; area of physical education/
recreation

Set of instruments, formal
observations; skill/competency
levels of presch ool age children
in motor, cognitive, social self-
help and language skills

Data aggregation chart, job_
performance of an inservice
participant, area of vocational
education

Set of instruments, yuestionnaire

form, processes of community .
£

services; area of mentally retarded

i

Inservice/workshop
participant

inservice participant

Inservice participant

.

Teacher

i

o,
3

Inservice participant

Not specified

Rating scale

Ratiny scale

&

Comments/explanations,
rating scale; short
answer

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank;
multiple choice;

short answer

Fill in the blank

»

Short answer

W

Inservice 3
7
Inservice 2
‘).i\
o
Inservice 1
P
)
Preservice, Copyrighted
inservice; ' material
preschool
programs
Inservice 1
o’
Preservice, 15
inservice;
state
department
7 -

.35

30

25

Not available
through ETC

.25

95

Frop e
¥
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,
i

+ of The
Pages Cost

153. Evaluation Form for Personnel
Development Activities
State of Michigan Department
of Education
Special Education Services
Lansing, Michigan

154. Competency List and Self- |
Evaluation
State of New Jersey Department
of Community Affairs
Trenton, New Jersey

1195. Undergraduate Course

Projection

Special Education Speech and
Hearing

Unwersity of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

156. Initial Information Form
Special Education Speech and
Hearing
Unwersity of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

157. Program in Learning Disabilities
Fietd Placement Evaluation
Special Education Speech and
Hearing
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

158. Field Placement Letter
Special Education Speech and
Hearing
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Q . Lt

MC J

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of inservice training. area of
general special education

Objective test, pre and post skills
and competency levels of a student
in the program, area of physical

education/recreation
3

Cumulative record, Shanges/
progress in a student’s program;’
area of yeneral special education

Cumulative record, general
characteristics of a practicum student;
general characteristics of a program
practicum

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels of a practicum student; area
of learning disabilities

b
Letter for announcing placement -
of a student to a practicum site

Inservice participant

Not specified

Student

Facuity member

Site supervisor

Fill in the blank,
ratiny scale; short
answer

Rating scale, checklist

Fill in the blank;
multipie choice

Commenty/explanations;
fill in the blank; short
answer

Rating scale

’

Inservice

Preservice,
inservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

R

O

ey
40

40

30

.25

65

25

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
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Instrumert Number

Name &Origin

1\

Description

of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)
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Format

Program | # of The
Type Pages Cost

o
. 159. Description of Practica , Description of the praética and - i 'P;eservice 2 .30
Speciat Education Speech and’ courses in the special education * - \ ] :
Hearing - program 3 J
University of Muchng}an . i o
Ann Arbor, Michigan i . .
L4 N i: .
160."{rogram and Supervision _Questionnaire, general characteris- Student Ratigg scale, short Préservnce 2 .30
Evaluation Form tics of a program practicum ansvfer . ’ '
Special Education Speech andr .
Hearing / | .
. * Unwersity of Michigan ' v \
* Ann Arbor, Michigan '
Y\ Ao N |
' 1161, Evaluation of Teaching Questionnaire, general characteris- Supervising teacher, Comments/explanationi, Pre;ef’yice 4 40
Competencies } tics of a practicum student student short answer, ranking .
Special Education Speech and . ’ ) . [
Hearing . ' ° .
‘University of Michigan ; . i
Ann Arbor, Michigan g ! ) . N J )
- ~ |
: . . - i
N 162. Faculty Coordinator’'s Summary Cumulative record, resources of the Program admunistrator | [Fillin the blank, | Preservi ’ 2 .30 " ‘
Sheet Parts | & 11 program practicum ) checkhst W
- Special Education Speech artd ) , ’ . !
Hearing ) ,
University of Michigan - . )
Ann Arbor, Michigan Ty o
v . * . § b
" 1163. Field Placement Supervising Cumulative record, preconditions Program administrator | [Fill in the blank Preserfice, 1 .25
jeacher List for.placement in an internship or state
71T Speciat Education Speech and Practicam department
Hegnng ] ) . / ; L
University of Michijan - / ) q
Aihn Arbor, Michlgan . ! !
v .. i
. | Al ‘
. vh ' hd . - = -
' . 7 \ ! . |
' , » . .
| | , | ,
Q . .~ e L} ' - ! l
ERIC ‘ —— |
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The
Respondent(s)
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Format

Program
Type

| 3#of The
Pages Cost

L

164 Final hepon on Trainee by
Field Supervisor
Special Educdtion Speech and
Hearing
University of Michgan
Ann Arbor', Michigan

165. Traihee's Evaluation of Super-
5 visorand Field E xperience
:.‘-Specnal EdUcatiGn'spaech and

Hearing
Univerdity of Michigan
A\nn Arbor, Mac]’ngan )

o !

166. St\.\|pemsor‘s Self-Evaluation FornTy

«" ~ gpecial Education Speech and

H;anng . - .
U \uversnty of Michigan
. Anp Arbor, Michigan
167.'0bservatlon of a Teaching
Situation Form

. “He'an'ng
Urnversity of Michigan
Arin Arbaor, Mic

of Supervisor
. Special Education Speech and:
Kearng '
University of Michigani
Ann Arber, Michigan

-

RIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q

Special Education Speech and 5

Questionhaire. general charactens:
tics of a prac icum student, area
of general speciat educatnon,\

Questionnaire, attitudes,/perceptions

_ofastudent toward the supervising
teacher, practicum situation; area

| of general special education

uestionnaire, skili/competency.
lewls of a site stipervisor

.

1 .

Informal observation, general ,
charactenistics of a practicum
student

Informal observation, general
charactenistics of the supervising
teacher; at a practicum site

I

Site supervisor

1T Student

Stte supervisor

-

S~

g

4

Supervising teacher

Program administrator

Essay " .

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank; rating
scale, checklist

Rating scale, short
answer

-

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank,
multiple choice

"«

Comments/explanatians,
rating scale; checklist

Preservice

-
Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

2

3=

¥

o

30

35

30

30
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of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost

Instrument Number

Name &Origin

~ -
N . . ., . ) - Y
169. Evaluation of Special Education ,buesnonnaure,actua| processes Studen\ s, . Comments/explanations; || Preservice 5 45
Internship Program ' of a program practicum rating sgale; short-answer . Ll
v " *Special Education Speech and o B . . ‘ .
Hearing . . oy - . ) . s
* University of Michigan ' . n ‘ S . .
Ann Arbor, Michigan . S L )
170. Doctoral Students’ Progress Questionnaire, genéral characteris- Student, student Commen!s/exp}anations} Preservice 6 .50
Report with quer Letter . tics of a doctoral student; area of advisor short ans*ver; checklist s ! '
Special Education Speech and general special education | “.‘ ; }
* . Hearinga.-<. i ! - \
University of Michigan ‘ . . . . ’
Ann Arbor, Michigan :
171. Course Planning Sheet Cumulative record form; actual Student; student Checklist: Preservice 2 ) . .30
Special Education Speech and processes of program courses, advisor i i .
Hearing . . area of emotionally disturbed . ) ’ f
Unwersity of Mich:gan . . * ) ! ) ‘
~Ann Arbor, Michigan ' . ’ < __— ;
- ' A ° ‘ ( d
172. Research Committee Eva]uatioh’ * Questionnaire, general characteris- - Student advisor Commerits/explanations, || Preservice 1 " 25
- Sheet ! tics of*doctoral research reports; . fill in thg blank; short '
| - Special Education Speech and area of general spgcial educatign %swer ’ -
. Hearting . « - ‘
. University of Michigan . | . ; !
vt | € HABN Argon Michigan- 7T o A . o °
, . v e e * Lo . . R ,,‘A;".,. [T — . - ks :1.:- M ‘
173. Preliminary Examination Report Cumulative record, performance..qf oof 4 Fattity member’ Comments/explarigtions; || Preservice. S Al oo
. +Special Education Speech and _students in the-program fill in the blank: rating ’ I o %W}, -t
earing . scale Y A R | ‘
University of Michigan : . v e e . )
: Annrbor, Michigan ’ . o 4 \ C
Iy . B ’;L"!
. A S
d ) K k)
~ Iy 4 . . - ~ Ay
, 1 . '
L . .
8 »
. . . ’
j . o

Q : ‘
RIC—————— : : ‘ .




K } . - ‘

Instrument Number
Name &Origin

-

Description

of Instrument

PO

The

Respondent(s)

1

5.1

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

174. Doctoral Studént Program

Exaluatiop, Form
Special Education Speech and
Heérmg *
Unuversity of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan
75. Alumm Program Evaluation
Form °
Special Education Speech and
Hearing
niversity of Michigan
.j\nn Arbor, Mughigaﬁ
76. Parent Feedback Form
Institute fgr the Study of
Mental Refardation and Related
Disabilitie
University\of Michigan
Ann Arbor} Michigan

77. Consultant Feedback Form«
Institute for the Study of
MentaleRetardation and Related
Disabilities

_ University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan v

78. Training Assessment Follow-up
Form I
fnstitute for, the Study of
‘Mental Retardation and Related
Disabilities
University of Michigar

PEERY

Ann Arbor, Michigan -1
@ o .'o
.
1
. Y
Q

\

Questionnaire, demographic infor-
mation of students in the program;
actual processes of program courses,
area of general special education

o v

L]

2=
-

Questionnaire, demograblhnc infor-_ ’
mation.of program graduates,
on-thé-job situation; general
characteristicsl of the program’s
courses~area of general special
education .

Questionnaire; general-characteris-
tics of direct services; area of
meptally retarded

. -
Questionnaire, outcomes of Prog
fessional support services, area of

- general speciai‘e‘ducation

~

Questuoimaure, general characteris-

1. tics of a graduated stadent; .

“description of the job setting; area .
of mentally retarded T

.
-~

-

als

Student .

Graduated student

4

- /

Parent

L .

. Faculty member,
agency administrator

\

-

vGraduated student

. . f
s
(] v

[

Item Program] # of The
Format Type Pages Cost

Comments, fill in the
blank; rating scale; .
short answer, checklist;
ranking ”

-
. .

Ratingsscale, short
answer »

-/

Multiplé.choice; short
answer

-

P

»
.

¢

Multiple choice, rlating
scale

P

\

Multiple choice;
rating scale; short
answer ,

™

E"BSGWICE

Presernyite

S~

-

Inservice

v

N

. -

Inservice,
human service
ageocy

Preservice

(<

9

.

" .65

.65

.35

35

45

PR

!

. 4
.




Instrument Number
Name &Origin

Description
of Instrument

Program
Type

# of
Pages

The
Cost

—p—

179.

180.

181.

182.

183.

. "‘Annual-Survey Form

185.

Mainstreaming Inventory
Special Education

University of Northern Colorado
Greeley, Cqlorado

Student Activity Evaluation
Spec:at Education

University of Northern Colorado
Greeiey, Colorado

Instructor‘Activity Evaluation-
Special Education -
Umversity of Northern Colorado
Gfeeley, Colorado
re-session Self-Appraisal Form
arent Educagipnal, Advocacy
raining Center
Alexandria, Virginia

Post-session Self-Appraisal Form
Parent Educational Advocacy
Training Center

Alexangiria, Vlrg;nla

Kansas State Department
of Education ,
Topeka, Kansas !

Foyms for Reporting Peréonnel
Kansas Stafe Department

bf Education -,
Topeka, Kansas

Wy :
h”

B3

7F

5 . Y
Questionnaire, attitudes and percep-

‘tions of a classroom, teacher toward

mainstreaming °

.

Questionnaire, generai characteris-
tics of program course activities

L3

Set of instruments, questionnaire
form; actual processes of prdgram
course activities

Y

Questionnatre; knowledge and
attitudes/perceptions of parents

prior to a workshap
-

Questionnaire, parent knowledge
and attitudes within the aentext
of a workshop, area of general
special education

Records analysis, costs of a program;
area of general special education

e e A T A SO -,
- s R - 2

; . P L I
el g < - .
(Pl’.ogram administrator

[y e

Questionnaire, activities loy ofa {
progfam staff member; on thé-job

Teacher, future
teacher

Student

r

Studeqt

Parent .

Parent

¢

Program administrator

+

3

Rating scale

-

~

.

Rating scale

L]

Comments/explanations;
o «
rating scale

‘

Rating scale, short
answer

Rating scale; shoxt

answer
L4
Fill in the blank
. .
N
-

T1Fin in the biank

-

Inservice;

preservice
by,

ﬁ’; .
Preservice

Presérvice

o
Inservice

" Parent
training

Stdte P

department ™ |

Y
State
department

>

35

.30

40

.45

30

ERIC

‘
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)
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Instrument Number

Name &Origin

Description
of Instrument

The

} Respondent(s)

Program
Type

Item ;
¥ Format

# of The
Pages Cost

186. Approval and Compliance
Report r
Kansas State Department
of E'gucanon

Topeka, Kansas

Count of Exceptional‘Chlldren
Kansas State Department

of Education |

Topeka Kansas

187.

. End-.of-Year Report

Kansas State Department .
. of Education

- Topeka, Kansas

-

naire and |Year Ending Forms
Kansas State Departmen
of Education

. Topeka, /Kansas

Parapro essional Program .
. [Evaluatian System
~ /Kansas State Depanment. s N
of Educahon
Topeka, Kansas

190,

. ‘Schdol A;;ual Report I
Kansas State Department
of Education
Topeka, Kansis

. Registra?ioh of Deaf/B‘d
Kansas State Department
of.Education *
Topeka, Kansas

. SMtj/DB on Site Visit Question-

“

Questionnaire, general characteris-
ucs of a plan for program operation,
area of yeneral special education

[

Cumulative.record, preconditions/
resources of the job situation; area
of general special education

Cumulative record, resdurces of the
job sttuation; area of general special
education

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of students in school; actual-
processes of teaching in the school;
area of general special education

mgasurement sknll/competency Tevels
b 1ot prdgrarn staff'members" general
charactenstlcs of inservice training;
area of general special education

Questionnaire, qualifications of a
. program staff member

*

Question naire; general characteris-
« tics of students within a school
district, area of deaf/blind

bl
LS
-~z

EvaluaifOn sz‘siem multiple modes of ]

S e

School administrator,
state department
personnel

Program administrator

-
-

o

Brogram administrator

Multiple persons
v

’
Multiple persons

Psychologist;
social worker

Not specified

|answer; checklist

’

Checklist

Ay

Fill in the blank
-

4

Fill in the blank

Comments/explanations;
short answer; rating
scale

Rating scale; short

¥
Comments/explanations;
short answer

Yo e
Multiple choice; short
answer

State
department

State
department

State
department

State
department

-

"A
State
Gepartment

Inservice;’
state
department -

0

State
department

14

17

2

40

40

.90

1.05

.30

.25

ERIC

|




Instrument Number
Name & Origin

Description

of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)

PL

Item
Format

Program
Type

- 1193. End-of-Year Report—Language,
Speech, Hearing )
Kansas State Department .
of Education

Topeka, Kansas

194. Early Childhood Education
Checklist B

Kdnsas State Department

of Education -

“Topéka, Kansas

195, Student Questionnaire for
Program Evaluation

Department of Special Education
St. Cloud State Uniyersity

St. Cloud, Minnesota i

196. Supervisors’ Questionnaire for
Program Evaluation

Department of Special Education
St. Cloud State University

St. Cloud, Minnesota

197. Special Education Follow-up
Evaluation

Special Education
University of Utah

Salt Lake City, Utah *

-

&

198. Special Education Employer
Evaluation of Program Graduates
Special Education
University of Utah

WSalt Lake City, Utah

X

Ouest‘;on\;anre, general characteris-
tics of an inservice participant; on-
the-job situation; area of communi-, ,
cative disorders

Informal observation, yeneral
characteristics of an employment
situation, area of early childhood
handicapped

Questionnaire, demographic infor-
mation of proyram graduates; -~
outcomes of a program’s design,
area of general special education
w-
' »
Questionnatire, sknll/qompeter;cy
levels of a program graduate; on-
theviob situation; area of general
special education e

. L]

Questionnaire, knowledge and
skill/competency levels of a program |
graduate; on-the-job situation ‘

Questionnaire; knowledge and
skill/competency levels of a program
graduate; on-the-job situation !

Inservice participant

'Y

Consultant/observer

4

Graduated student

-

Employer

Graduated student

Employer

¢

Fill in the blank

Comments/explanations,
fill in the blank ~ ~

Il

Comments/explanations,
multiple choice; .
rating scale

Multiple choice, rating
cale

Fill in the blank;
rating scale

o

Fill in the blank;
rating scale

Inservice -

.

Inservice

Preservice

.

Preservice

t

Preservice

°l Preservice

.

()

.50

.65

.50

.35

.60

50

ERIC™

oy, .
L I ¢ N
-— . ¢ ; g -
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Instrument Number

Name & Origin

Description
of Instrument

The

Respondents)

Item
Format

Program} # of

7 ) L . . L
S t
,

.[199. Mainstream Inservice Team
(MIST) Activity Evaluation
Forms

Toms River Schools

Toms River, New Jersey

200\ Observation Checklist for
tudent Teaching

School of. Education

University of Denver

Denver, Colorado

201. Graduate Follow-up
Questionnaire
Schoot of Education
University of Denver

“Denver, Colorado

Refined Scale: Attitude
Toward Mainstreaming
Clinical Services
University of Arkansas

" Fayetteville, Arkansas

202.

-

University of the District-of
Columbia ' .
: T“WéEth’gtb‘nfD%‘C.“‘*—"“**

1204. instructional Module Checklist

University of the District of
Columbia :
Washington, D.C.

(O8]
oo

Q

203. Consultant Evaluation Formey{ .

¥

Objecnvé test, general characteris-

ucs of an inservice training program
i

A5

Informal observation; skill/
competency levels of a practicum

student
!,.r“b

] 1
Questionnaire, yeneral characteris-
tics of program graduates; on-the:
job situation ¢ L

Questisqéire', attitudes/perceptions,
of mainstreaming; with report*
findings

. AL

L.
Questionnaire, processes and -
reSources of mini-courses

\
-

Set of instruments, skill/competency
levels of students in the course

Multiple persons

e
N

Consultant/observer

. Graduated student

s

Faculty members;
students; classroom
teachers

A

Consultant/observer

Student

v

Rating scale A

-

Rating scale, checklist

Comments/explanations;
essar\r; multiple chpice;
rating scale

v

‘Rating scale

R

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale

.

Rating scale; short
answer

Inservice . 2

Presepvige 5

Preservice 2

Preservice; | 7
inservice

..

Preservice; 2
inservice
Preservice 19
e
’ r
ap '
L

.30

.55

.30

.

ERIC

-
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .




B Instrument Number Description The ltem Program
Name &Origin of Instrument d Respondent(s) Format Type
T 7 N
205. Site Observation Recording Questionnaire; measuring skill/ Examiner Rating scale, short Rreservice,; 1 .25
Form dompetency levels of a practicum. answer ' inservice 3 ‘
~ Unwersity of the District of student N
Columbia . ' -
. Washington, D.C. -

206 Evaluation of CPl Workshop Questionnaire, skili/competency =Student Comments/explanations, || Preservice; 3 35
Unwversity of the District of tevels and attitudes/perceptions rating scale inservice
Columbia ‘ toward a course, and the actual - .

Washington, D.C. processes of the course, area of . . . .
< mentally retardeq .
207. Final Examination Objective test; knowledge fevel of a Student Essay ; multiple choice Preservice ’ 5 45
Unwersity of the Distnict of student; area of severely multiply ’
Cotumbia disabled
Washington, D.C. - [ ) ‘
' .
208. Student Evaluation of Faculty Ouestnbnna|re, skiil/competency Student ' Rating scale; short Preservice 1 .25 *
. Observation ~ levels of the supervising teacher at answer :
5 University of the District of a practicum site; area of severely . 7 .
~ Columbia - multiply disabled ; ) ,
) Washington, D.C. o ' ) n(_‘
' : N ! ol ‘-:?;5"'{’& B Ty A

209. Graduate Follow-up Survey . Questionnaire, skill/competency . Graduated student Comments/explanations, Prese'*'llfe I | 2': o { 30 " i

. University of the District of - ‘levels and atmudes/percepuons ' riting scale -+ o 4 T 3
Columbia of a program gra‘uuate *onsthe- X 4 b /
Washington, D C. “job situation? area of general o . . ,

special education et )

910. Evaluation of Institute of Questionnatre, adequacy of a Student *-| IMultiple choige: e Preservice _':ij 1o ¢1: M; 2B,
Behavioral Research Cognitive program examination  ° *- -,‘ Y R
Examination v ) v L ) ' R
University of the _District\o,f‘ . ' e
Columbia o RO o )

Washington, D.C. . ,
3
~ ) ; Q K ®
q J -, ' b ) ¢ \ N
N > . N LN
‘ ~ - e . - ’ . \4
Q - N ot ’..,, . o
. E lC ’ - ) e T PR .
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Description The Item Program] # of The
of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost

Instrument Number

Name &Origin

O

211. Student-Evaluation® Questionnaire, general charactens- Supervising teacher Commems/explar'\atio’r’\s, Preservice .50
* Unwversity of the District of tics of a practicum student rating scale
Columtg:a +4 '
1 Washsngton, D.C. .
212. Practicum Suitability Form Questionnaire, general characteris- Student Rating scale, short Preservice .30
Unwersity of the District of tics of the supervising teacher at answer
Columbina the practicum site: general charactens
Washington, D.C. tics of the program’s practicum N
A
213, gPractlcum Placements Questionnaire, resources of a Student Rating scale; short Preservice .30
Umve’mtx of the Pistrict of program’s practicum; area of answer
. Columbia ” severely multiply disabled
Washington, D.C. - -
‘ A
214. Training Proficiency Scale } Forn Q,observanon skill/compe- Not specified Rating scale Preservice; .25
Unwersity of the District of tenéy levels of a student inservice,
Columbia \
Washington, D.C.
215. Mainstreaming Mitdly Questionnaire, amtudes/perceptihons_‘ Teachers Multiple choice, rating "Preservice; .45
Handicapped Children -, toward mainstreaming B scale inservice;
Unwersity of Virginla : Y, state )
Charlottesville, Virginia o 1l g _department .
Lk ~ o
“ 1216. 1978 National Workshbp Series Objective test, skill/competency Inservice participant Essay, short answer, Inservice .45
Pre- Workshop Evaluation levels and knowledye of inservice checklist, ranking
" Trace Research and Development participants; area of communicative .
, Center disorders -
University of Wisconsin ’
Madison, Wisconsin
» O ':) . \
¢ - ~
‘ ! . 9%
- “
ERIC : |



Instrument Number Description The Program] # of The
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Type Pages Cost
e _ —
T |1 -
217. Review of Introductory Topics Objective test, stuuents’ knowledge Student Shoit answer Preservice; 2 .30
Trace Research and Development of communication skills; area of / inservice
Center communicative disorders
University of Wisconsin -
Madison, Wisconsin
218. Communication Development Questionnatre, general characternis- Inservice participant Comments/explanations, || Inservice 3 .35
Workshop Evaluation ' tics of inservice training; area of rating scale; short - '
Trace Research and Development communicative disorders answer; checklist
Center -
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wiscensin
e
219. Survey of Graduate Job, Informal observation, skilt/compe- Employer Comments/explanations, || Preservice ’ 7 .65
Performance tency levels of a program graduate; rating scale R
i Special Education on:the-job situation; area of general \
Coppin State College spe;:ial education ,
Baltimore, Maryland ' ° ’
. ' Ay
220. Competency Assessment Form Questionnaire; knowledge and skill/ ' Faculty member Rating scale Preservicé; 5 ._45
Special Education competency levels of classroom : !nservice
Coppin State College teachers; area of severely multiply
Baltimore, Maryland disabled . ' . R .
221. Site Supervisor Ratinh of Field Set of instruments, questionnaire Site supervisor Cqm?nents/explanatnons, Preservice 7 .55
Experience and Site Information form; general characteristics of a short ansiver
Special Education practicum student; general
Coppin State College " charactenstncs of the practicum *
Baltimore, Maryland . . || site
$ »
222, Rating of University Field Set of instruments, formal observa- Site supervisor Comments/explanations, | | Preservice 3 35
Experience Supervisor tion; general characteristics of the fill in the blank; rating
. Special Education supervising teacher.at the practncum scale; short answer
Coppin State College site; general characteristics of the ’ °
’ Baltimore, Maryland practicum ‘
’
g f
- ¢ ) 8
. °
]

EMC
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Instrument Number

Name & Origin

Description
of Instrument

223; Student Teachmg Competency
Evaluation
Special Educat(ion
Coppin State College
Baltimore, Maryland

. Rating of the Site Supervisor
Special Education
Coppin State Coliege /
Baltmore, Maryland
225. Faculty Course Questionnatre
FCcQ
Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado
Bouider, Colorado

226.
Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Calofado
Boulde}r/f Colorado

ek

Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

228.
Disorders

Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science,
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Student Evaluation of Instructor

227. instructor Evaluation of Students

Course Evaluations: Articulation

Formal observation general
characteristics of a student in the
practicum; area of general special
education

Qdestionnaire, general characteris-
tics of a practicum site supervisor

.

Set of instruments, questionnaire
form; attitudes/perceptions of course
instructor and of the students
toward the course .

$

Questionnaire; skill/competency

levels of a course instructor
1

Questionnaire, skifl/competency
- 4
levels of a practicum studept .

Questionnaire, knowledge levels of a
student in the course; area of
communicative disorders

s

-
3

e

Supervising teacher

s .

~

Site supervisor

Faculty member,
student’

Student

-~

&

P
Faculty member

.

Faculty member

[tem
Format
Comments/explanations,]] Preservice
fill in the blank; rating
scale
g Al ,
Comments/explanations, || Preservice
multiple choice; rating
scale; checklist
Comments/explanations,|| Preservice
fill in the blank; rating *
scale
L 3
Rating scale Preservice
Rating scale Preservig' ‘
‘ r
&
%“
Lt w .
Rating scale Preservice-
¢ v ’
?
1u
9

11

Copyrighted
material

.30

Not availablé
through ETC

.25

.30

.30

Program| # of The |
Type Pages Cost




\

The
Cost

Instrument Number

Program] # of
Name &Origin

Pages

Description The Item

of Instrument Format

Respondent(s)

%

>

229. Course Evaluations:
Conservation of Hearing

‘ Depa\rtmem of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
Unive/rsity of Colorado -
Boulder, Colorado

230. Cm}he Evaluation: Chnical
Remediation of LLD
Bepartment of Communicatibn,
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado

~ Boulder, Colbrado

231, Course Evaluations: Cerebral
Palsy
' Department of Communication
VYDisorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado
Boqlder, Colorado

232" Course Evaluations: Speech
- and Language Devejopment -
Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

233. Student Evaluation for
Manual Communication
Department of Communication
. Disorder and Speech Science
’ University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

¢

»
Questionnaire; knowledge levels of a
student; area of communicative |
1
disorders

N
Questionnaire; knowledge levels of a
student; area of learning disabilities

Questionnaire; knowledge levels of a
student; area of cerebral palsy

.

Questionnaire; knowledge levels of
a student in the course; area of
commpnicativ! disorders X\

Pa

Questionnaire; skill/competeficy
levels of a student in the'course;
area of communicative disorders

Faculty member

Faculty member

Faculty member

‘Facul'ty member

Faculty member

Rating scale

]

Rating scale

Rating scale

Rating scale

Rating scale

-

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

v

Preservice

.30

.25

.30

.25

.25

ERIC
—
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Name &Origin
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of Instrument

The

Respondent(s)

item
Format

Program

Type

# of The
Pages Cost

234. Course Evaluatians: Phonetic Questionnaige, knowledge levels of a Faculty member Rating scale Preservice .25
Science student; area of communicative * e
é Department of Cognmumcation disorders . ) ’ . \ -
Disorders and Speech Science - J
Universigy of Colorado ‘ .
Boulder, QOIorado ‘
235. Course Evaluations: Multi- Questionnaire; course content in an Student Rating scale . Preservice .25
Handicapped Communication academic program; areas of com’ ’
* Disordered Children ‘ municative disorders and severety -
'Department of Communication . multiply disabled )
Disorders and Speech Science .
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado .
4
236. Course Evaluations: Language Questionnaire, knowledge levels of Faculty member Rating scale Preservice .30
Bases of LD . a student; area of learning disabled ‘
’ Department of Communication
*  Disorders and Speech Science
Unwversity of Colorado *
p ‘ Boulder, Colorado - - «
- {237 &Jurse Evaluations: Speech and Questionnarre, kﬁowledge levelsof a Faculty member Short answér Preservice .25
Lanjuage Development of Deaf student; area of communicative - ' "
Depa’rtme}t of Communication disorders
Disorders and Speech Science
. University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado
238. Course Evaluations: Psycho- Questjonnaire; knowledge and skill/ Faculty member ' Rating scale Preservice .25
linguistics competency levels of a student; area .
Department of Communication of learning disabilities; psycho- . \o“
Disorders and Speech Science hinguistics .
Unwersity 3f Colorado < g
Boulder, Célorado 1 -
. ..
1
Q ‘ T '

-ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




Instrument Number

Name & Origin

Description
of Instrument

The
Respondent(s)

ltem
Format

Program

Type

239. Course Evaluations: Theories
of Language D¥glopment
Department of Communication
Disorders and Speech Science
University of Colorado '
Boulder, Colorado

240. Course Evaluations: Assessment

of Hearing ¢

Department of Communication

Disorders and Speech Science

University of Colorado

Boulder, Colorado

241. Course Evaluations: Cleft
Palate

’ Department of Communication
Dissrders and Speech Science

. Unwersity of Colorado

Boulder, Colorado

A

242, Student Reactionnaire
Teachers Collwgis-
Columbia University
New York, New York
243. Graduate Questionnaire
Teachers College
Columbia University

New York, New York

P

110

Questionnaire, knowledge of a
student; area of communicative

disorders
' .

v

Questionnalre, knowledge Ieve‘s of
a student; area of communicative
disorders

Questionnaire, knowledge levels of
a student; area of communicative
disorders g

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels and attitudes/perceptions of
students in the context of a course;
area of general special education,

Questionnaire, demographic infor-
mation of a program graduate; on-
the-job situation; the needs of the '
program; area of general special
eglucation

L)

2

Faculty member

Faculty member

_Faculty member

Student

Graduated student

Rating scale

Rating scale

[ 22

Rating scale

/

Fill in the blank;
rating scale v,

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank;
checklist

Preservice

Preservice;

inservice
L)

Preservice
’ ~

Preservice

.

Preservice

[}

10

.25

A
.25
.25
.70

A
40

-

ERIC
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244, Pre-Post Assessment (Knowledge
of Educating the Handicapped
in Regular Education)

College of Education

Arkansas State University

State University, Arkansas

»

245. Graduate Student Information
Survey ‘

Virginia Polytechnical Institute
and State University
Blacksburg, Virginia
‘Tfl'_teraputic Evaluation-and
Treatment Center Skills,
Assessment ¢
Southeast Mental Health and
Retardation Center

Fargo, North Dakota

246.

247. Minn-Kota’'s Consortium

Training Level 4 Pre-Post'Test -

Southeast Mental Health and o

Retardation Center

Fargo, North Dakota

248’ Theraputic Competency Check®
list and An Item Analysis for
Ratings on a Five Point Scale

" Southeast Mentat Health and
Retardation Center
Fargo, North Dakota

249. Evaluation of the Teaming Model
Virginia Commonwealth )
University

. Richmond, Virginia .

ERIC

Obiective test; knowledge levels of
a student; area‘of general special
education A -

Questionnaire, demograph1é infor-,
mation of program graduates; on-
the-job situation; area of general;
Ispecial egucation

Set of instruments; formal observa- .

tion:skill/Eompete‘ncy levels of
preschoolers in development of
|angu&e, cognitive, personal, social,
fine, and gross motor skills

{

Objective test; knowledge levels of
a student; area of general special
educhtion

Informal observation; skill/

competency levels of an inservice‘
participant in a workshop

Set of instrument:s; general charac-
teristics of professional support
services for work teams composed
of faculty ar%g gradu‘ate assistants

*

Stué&g, .

Graduated student

,

Teachéy; therapist

-ty
T

i

Student

Inservice participant

Muyltiple persons

e L

Multiple choice .

Comments/explanations;
rating scale ;checklist

-y

Y

Filt in the blank; .
multiple choice;
checklist

Fill in the blank;
multiple choice;
short answer

Checklist

Verbal essay; rating
scale <

. Preservice; ™
inservice

[ 4

)

’

Preservice

Preservice;

igservice;
¢

preschool

1 -program

Preservice

" Preservice

Preservice

"

75

36

34

3.95

.55

2.00

1.90

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pages
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Cost

B [ad >
250. Questionnaire: Directory of Questionnaire, resources available Not specified Comments/explanations; || Preservice 1 .25
Available Special Education for inservice training essay'; rating scale;
Resources checklist
. Virginia Commonwealth N
University - - '
Richmond, Virginia
251. Survey of Student Teachers in Questionnaire; attitudes/perceptions Student Multiple choice; }eswice; 2 .30
the Department of Elementary of students in the practicum; checklist inservice
| Education . | outcomes of the program courses &
Virginia Commonwealth ‘ ’
University ’
Richmond, Virginia
252. Student Practicum Performance buestlonnai,re, skill/competency Site supervisor Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 9 .65
Report levels of a practicum student; 4 rating scale
State University of New York area of communicative disorders
Buffalo, New York ' '
253. Student Evaluation Form Questionnaire, gengral characteris- Student Short answer Preservice 5 45
Supervised Clinical Externships tics of studenys in tﬁe prak:ticum; area a
State University of New York of communicative disorders R R .
Buffalo, New York "‘A ) , ,
254. Student’s Evaluation of Questionnaire;gene‘rél characteris- Student Comments/explanations; || Preservice 1 .25
Supervision tics of a supervising teacher; in the fill in the blank
State University of New York practicum; area of communicative . ‘
Buffalo, New York R disorders
255. Supervisor's Checklist Analysis of worksample; general Supervising teacher Comments/explanatians; || Preservice 1 . .25
State University of New York characteristics of a practicum student;
Buffalo, New York area of communicative disorders '
) ! ) 1i .
113 : :
—~ ;
, z
‘ A

|
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Respondent(s)

ltem Program # of The
Format Type Pages Cost

RIC

256. Supervisor Evaluation
State University of New York
Buffalo, New York .
257. Clinical Performance Review
. State Unwersity of New York
> Buffalo, New York

1

Practicum Experience and
Clinical Performance

State University of New York
Buffalo, New York

259. ‘Clinical Performance Evaluation
Form <
State University of New York
Buffalo, New York

260. Rehabilitation Counseling Skills
Inventory Manual . *
Counseling and Personnel
Department
Kent State University
Kent, Ohio

261. Nutrition Education Program
Region 20 ) .
San Antonio, Texas

262. £SC-20 Curriculum Infusion
Guide Checklist
Region 20
San Antonio, Texas

263. Teacher I mplementation Check-
list Metric Education
Region 20
San Antonio, Texas ;

111

Q

258. Summary Sheet: Graduate Level

4

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of a supervising teacher; area of
communicative disorders

Cumulative record, skill/competency
levels of a student in the practicum;
area of communicative disorders

Cumulative record; qualifications of a
practicum student; area of
communicative disorders

Formal observation; skill/competency
levels of a practicum student; area
of communicative disorders

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels of a practicum student; area .
of general special education 1

'
’

Questionnaire; general charactens
tics of nutrition education program '

Questionnaire; outcomes of a

program course; area of crime
7 .

prevention and drug education

. L]
Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of inservice training

Student
Faculty member

Not specified

-~

4

Site supervisor %

Site supervisor

Program administrator

Faculty mer’n}ber

Faculty member

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

. N
Filt in the blank

@

Rating scale

v

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank;
rating scale

Rating scale .

Multiple choice; short
answer; checklist

Preservice;

inservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Inservice

)

Preservice;
inservice

Inservice

5

1

13

.45

.25

.25

.75

.85

.35

.30

.30

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pages
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Cost

-

264.

265.

266.

267.

268.

269,

270.

EMC

JAruntoxt provided nm:

ESC-20 Workshop Evaluation
Form

Region 20

San Antonio, Texas

Technical Assistance Rating
Form

Region 20

San Antonio, Texas

Graduate Survey Queastionnaire,
Special Education

L West Vugmua University

Morgantown “West ’Vurgmlé

Graduate Employer Survey
Special Education

West Virginia University
Morgantown, West Virginia

Student Exit Survey
Special Education

Westd/irginia University
Mor wn, West Virginia
Practicum Evaluation
Special Education

West Virginia University
Morgantown, West Virginia

a

Undergraduate Certification
Survey

Special Educdtion

West Virginia University
Morgantown, West Virginia

! l..\l

B Lt
P o

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tic™ef inservice training

Questionnaire, the actual processes
of professional support services

Questionnaire, demographic
information of program graduates;
on-the: job sutuanon mstructlonal
goals of the program design; area of
general special gducatlon

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels of program graduates; on-the-
job situation; area of general special
education

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of a program design; area of
general special education

Set of instruments, questionnaire
form #general characteristics of
multipgeipersons at the practicum
site, and genéral characteristics-of
the program practicum .

Questionnaire; demographic infor-

mation of program graduates; on-the-

job situation; area of general special

sgg:atlon
| 2

‘In§ervice participant

Not specified

Graduated student”

s

" Employer

Student

Student; supervising
teacher AN

L]
’

Graduated student

18

Comments/ex planations;
multiple choice;
checklist

Comments/ex planations;
rating scale

,
Comments/explanations,
multiple choice;

rating scale;

short answer =~ -

Rating scale

Multiple choice;
short answer

Comments/explanations;
short answer; checklist

.
”

hers

&
W
e

Checklist

Inservice

Preservice;
inservice

Preservice

Preservice;
inservice

‘

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice;
inservice

[N

e

.30

.70

.40

.55
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pr2.

. PR71. Student Entry Survey

Special Education
West Virginia University
Morgantown, West Virginia

Workshop~Severe/Profound
Evaluation Form

State Board of Education
State of lilinois .
Springfield, tilinois

.

273. Interview/Checklist and
Schedute for Directors
State Board of Education
State of lllinois
Springfield, Illinois

274. Interview/Checklist Schedule
for Staff Personnel

State Board of Education
State of lllinois -
Springfield, 1llinois

975. 1llinois Teachers of the Hearing
Impaired Annual Workshop
Evaluation Questionnaire

State Board of Education

276. Gifted Program Evaluation
Report and Form

State Board of Education -
State of Hlinois

Springfield, Illinois

State of Hlingis
< .Springfield, Nlinois -

Questionnaire; qhalifications of
preadmission students: area of
general spectal education

. ~~

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of an inservice workshop; arey
of severely multiply disabled

*
interview form; general characteris-
tics of inservice training; area of
general special education

>

interview; general characteristics of
inservice training; area of ggferal
special education -

>

Questionraire, general characteris-
tics of inservice training; area of
communicative disorders

.

Questionnaire; processes of
programs; area of the gifted

Student

Inservice participant

Nog specified '

Not specified

Inservice participant

Not specified

ltem Program} # of

Format Type Pages
Fill in the blank; Preservice 5 .
multiple choice

4
Comments/explanations; || Inservice 2
short answers; ranking -
> A
Short. answer : Inservice . 4
2 L
. . X
Comments/explanations; || Inservice; 3
short answer state
department
' *»
Fill in the blank; rating | Inse¥ice IR 3
“|scale; short an ;

chqckli,s't ?

. "
Fill in,the blank State 3,

départment

) 116

Py

45

.30

.40

.35

.35

+35
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277. ASC for Gifted Semi-Annual
Self-Evaluation Report
State Boa/d of Education
_State of H/tinois . '
Springfield, I1Hinois

Annual Self-Assessment
Questionnaire .
State Board of Education
State of 1llinois
Springfield, iitinois

278.

279.. Images--Interim Manual for

Assorting Guaranteed Educa-

tional Services

. State Board of Education
State of Hlinais

Springfield, IHinois

Mt. Plains Regional Center
Technical Accountability Team
Review (A & B)

Mt. Plains Regional Center for
Sesvices to Handicapped Children
+ Denver, Colorado

280.

281. 4th Year Manpower Project
Workscope

Special Education Manpower
Project

Massachusetts Department of
Education

Boston, Massachusetts

1%

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of a service center; area of the
gifted

v

v
S

Evaluation system, cumulative
record; actual processes of direct
services{ area of general special
education

Rules of the State Board of Educa-
tion in Mlinois regarding compliance
with requirements of PL 94-142
and other laws and regulations
gua[anteeing educational services

Evaluation system, various modes of
measurement; actual processes of
program placement; area of\«
communicative disorders )’

Description of project workscope
in terms of objectives, processes,
and products

Inservice st3ff member

.

Consultant/observer

P
v

.
?

Program administrator

e

Fill in the blank; short
answer; checklist

N

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank;

-| checklist

-

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank;
rating scale

Inservice

State
department

State-
department;
locat school
district

State
department

Preservice;
inservice;
state
department

.

19

Copyrighted

material
52
-
7
' 4
J11Y

.65
- “
1.15
Not availabte

through ETC

2.80

.bb

i N
.
¢ .‘G.

Q
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v~ Special Education Manpower

RIC

282. 4nterstate Steering Committee
Questionnaire
Special Education Manpower
Project
Massachusetts Department of
) Education
Boston, Massach,use}s
—

283. Data Matrix 3rd Year

Project

.. Massachusetts Departnient of.
Education

- Boston, Massachusetts

284. Committee Member
Questionnaire
Special Education Manpower
Project
Massachusetts Department of
Education
Boston, Massachusetts

285, Evaluation Plan 78-79
Special Education Manpower
‘Proiect
Massachusetts Department of
Education
Boston, Massachusetts

286. Information Questionnaire
{Grads)
Speech Pathology & Audiology
Ball State University
Muncie, Indiana

Q

e o

7 3

Questionnaire; outcomes of an
interstate steering committee; agea
of general special education

4

Cumulative jecord; current and
projected supply, of specia educa-

b
2
l

U
N

Questionnai neral characteris-
tics of a commlttee’s operations;
area of general special education

L L \) \-

Evaluation plan and program
design

Que;tipnnaire; general characteris-

_ tics of a program graduate; on-the-
job situation; area of communica-
tive disorders

tion personnel N \“'

Not specified

Committee member

Graduated student

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;

fill in the blank; short
answer; checklist

Multiple items

State
department

Preservice;
inservice;
state
department

State
department

P
W e

Preservice;

inservice;
<state .

department

]

Preservice

3
5
5
{
8
\\
9
]

.35

A8,

.60

.65

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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287. Evaluation of Performa/nce
Supgrvisor/Employer
Speech Pathology & Aldiology
- Ball State University
Muncie, (ndiana
288. Evaluation of Student Teachers:
. Speech Pathology & Audiology
Ball State University
'Mt'/mcie, Indiana

289. Student’s Evaluation of Student !
Teaching Experience
Speech Pathotogy & Audiology
"Ball State University

Muncie, lndiay,_/

290, Clinician Evaluation Form:

] Speech Pathology & Audiology
- Ball State University

Muncie, Indiana

291. Instruction Sheet Competency .
‘ Forms
" Speech Pathology & Audiology
Ball State University
e Muncie, Indiana
292. Peer Evaluation ¢ _
Speech Pathology & Audiology
Ball State University
Muncie, Indiana ’

Questionnaire; skill/competency
tevels of 4 program graduate; on-the-
job situation; area of communicative
disorders

Formal observation; general charac-
teristics of a student in the practicum;
area of communicative disorders

Questionnaire; process and outcomes
of a program practicum; area of

communicative disorders

Questionnaire; skjll/competency '
¢

levels of a pradticthy student;

area of communicatiVe disorders

- !

Set of instruments; informal observa-
tions; skill/competency levels of a
student; area of communicative’
disorders ’ ‘

i »
Informal obseﬁ/atio‘n; performance
of course instructors; on-the-job
situation

Employer

Supervising teacher

Student

Site supervisor

?

“ Student

’-

Observers”

Rating scale

P

%

Comments/explanations;
rating scale; short
answer

Rating scale; short
answer

4

Rating scale- %

Rating scale

-

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

. Preséivice .-

E

. -

Preservice;
inservice’

N
Preservice

29

.30

.35

.35

e 30~
’

1.65

.30

)

~

e

'ER]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Item Program] # of The
Format Type Pages Cost

293.

-

295,

296.

297,

298.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Clini¢ian Evaluation of
Supervision

Speech Pathology & Audiology
Ball State University

Muncie, Indiana
Currie-Milonas Screeniné Test °
{for Learning Disabilities)
Gordon College

Wenham, Massachusetts _
Evaluation of Staff Development
Activities

Grant Wood Area Edugation
Agency

Cedar Rapids, lowa

Special Educa’tion Inservice
Evaluation
Grant Wood Area Education

'Agency . .

Cedar Rapids, lowa

Program Design/Evaluation
Questionnaire

Department of Family Medicine
University of Connecticut
Health Center

Storrs, Connecticut

Perceptions of Developmental
Skills (PODS) ‘
HICOMP Outreach Project
Pennsylvania State Upiversity
University Park, Pennsylvania

b—
i
C.

v

Questionnaire; general characteris-
tics of the supervising teacher; at the
practicum site, general characteris-
tics of the practicum

Screening test to measure achieve-
mentin reading, sgelling, writing,
and mathematics in grades 6-10

Questionnaire, general characteris-

tics of inservice training
i

¢

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of inservice training; area of
general special education *

Questionnaire and defscription of
program activities for training of
citizen boards in the mental health
field

Formal observation, skill/competency
evels of preschoolers in development

f communication; own care, motor,
and problerﬁ solving skills

Student

Teacher/examiner

v

Inservice participant

} i

Inservice participant

Program administrator

. Teacher, parent

)

Rating scale; ranking

¥

Fill in the blank;
‘multiple choice; rating ~
scale

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
essay; short answer

-
N

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Preservice
L]

Local school
disctricts

Inservice

Inservice

"_Humanéervice
agency

Preservice;
inservice;
preschool -
programs

Copyrighted
material

Copyrighted
material

.35

Not available
through ETC

" .40

.30

.60

N_ot available
through ETC




Instrument Number Description The ltem Program| # of The
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost
299. COMP--Ident Assessment Format|| Manual describing an approach to Preservice,; Copyrighted Not available

HICOMP Outreach Project screening, assessing,-and designing inservice; material through ETC
Pennsylvania State University Lok programs for handicapped preschool preschool :
University Park, Pennsylvania children programs
300. CpMP—Ident Find/Screen Gunde for planmng and conducting Preservice; Copyrighted Not available
Planning Package a program to ldentlfy handicapped inservice; material through ETC
HICOMP Outreach Project. preschool chlldr? preschool
Pennsylvania State University : \ programs
University Park, Pennsylvania -
. Ty
301. Personnel Training Needs Questionnaire; needs within inservice Not specified Checklist Inservice 1 .25
Houston Independent School training; area of general special . ‘ '
District . : education A , :
»  Houston, Texas ’
302. Inservice Needs Asse‘ssmer‘tt-— Questionnaire; need for inservice School pringipals Rating scale; short |l Inservice 1 .25
Elementary & Secondary traiming,-area of general special L | answer, ' } \
Principals ' N education . -/
Houston Independent Sch\tJol : ) , . !
" District . ;
Houston, Texas . \
303. Inservice Needs Assessment Questionnaire; general characteris- Inservice participant Rating scale; short Inservice 6 .50
{7 Forms) ' tics of a needs assessment; area of ‘ answer
Houston Independent School general special education - \ M
District N , ‘ ; f
Houston, Texas ' . b
304. Survey to Parents Questionnaire; general charagteris- Parent Comments/explanations;}{ Inservice; 4 40
™ Houston Independent School’ tics of 1EP meetings; area of general rating scale ' , lotal district
District ¥ special education ) .
Houston, Texas ‘; wt
: . ; w2
Sy v . . H D
120 : 129
' \
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305. Curriculum Materials Evallation
Houston {ndependent School
District
Houston, Texas

>

306. Internal Program Evaluation of
Student Competencies (Entry &
Exit Levels)

Vocational Education

Fiorida International University
Miami, Florida ‘

30°7. Lexington Developmental
Scales {Long Form) «
United Cerebral Paisy of
the Bluegrass

Lexington, Kentucky

Lexington Developmental
Scales (Short Form)
United Cerebral Palsy of
the Bluegrass
Lexington, Kentucky

o
Innovative Inexpensive
Instructional Materials
United Cerebral Palsy of
the Bluegrass
Lexington, Kentucky

308.

309.

Questionnaire for Parents
Meckienburg County Public
Schools

Boydton, Virginia

310.

Sy et

~ §

Questionnaire; eurriculum resource
useability; area of general special
education ,

Questionnaire; skill/competency
levels of a student; in the practicum
situation -

Formal observation; skill/competency
levels of preschoolers in development
of motor, cognitive, anguage,
bersonal and social skills

¢ 3
RN

Formal observation; skill/competency
slevels of preschoolers in development
of motor, cogniflve, language,
personal and social skills

Matérials for teaching gross and fine
motor, cognitive, language and other
skills i

-

Questionnaire; parent knowledge of
child assessment services

Faculty member

-~

Multiple persons

Teacher

[P IEEEN

Teacher

Parent

Comments/explanatians;
fill in the blank; rating
scale; matched answers

Rating scale

Fill in the blank;
multiple choice;
rating scale

<

-

Fill in the blank;
rating scale

Fill in the blank;
rating scale;
checklist

Local district

o~

Preservice;
inse'rvice

Preservice;
inservice;
preschool
programs

Preservice;.
inservice;
preschool
programs

Preschool
programs

Local district

3

47

Copyrighted
material

Copyrighted
material

.

. Copyrigl§ted

material

.35

2.55

Not available
through ETC

Not available
through ETC

Not available
throygh ETC

.25

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Name & Origin

‘ )
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of Instrument

The
Respondent(s)

} ’

Item
Format

311. Questionnaire for Teachers, K
Meckienburg County Public
Schools

Boydton, ![rginia

312. Questionnaire for Amtrators
Meckler_\burg County Public
Schools

Boydton, Virginia

313. Special Study Institute
Opinionnaire
Department of Education
State of Florida
Tallahassee, Florda
314. Program Exper?enoe Question-
naire
Southwest E§ucational
» Development Laboratory
Austin,Texés
315. Survey of Graduate’s Perception '
of Special Education Training
Department of Special Education
Valdosta State College
Valdosta, Georgia

316. Survey of Supervisor'sPerceptions
sof Special Education Training
Department of Special Education
Valdosta State College

Valdosta, Georgia

l iyt
lv; ng '

- ,&

o

Questionnaire, instructional goals
of a program design

{

.

+

Questionnaire; ifistructional goals

"of a prégram design

\

.

Questionnaire; needs of inservice
training; area of-severely multiply
disabled

!
Questionnaire; actual processes of
inservice training

& —

Questionnaire; demographic infor-
mation on program graduates;
general characteristics of a preservice
‘program; area of general special
education

Q

Questionnaire; skill/competency

levels of program graduates; on-the-
job situation

Y

Classroom teaghers
M |

>

Program administrator

%nsewice participant
k)

~§§\ ,
Inservice participant

)

X

\

Graduated student ’

Employer

S ®

Comments/explanations;
Lrating scale

f

| Rating scale

Multiple choice;
rating scale;
short answer

8 -

[ 'Rating scale

-

“1lEinin the blank;

rating scale; checklist;
ranking

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale; short answer

Preservice;
inservice;
state
department;
local district

Inservice

AN

Inservice

Preservice

\

Preservice

/;

Local district

.t

15

.40

.35

.30

45

L4
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Instrument Number Description The ltem Program
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type
3
317. Satisfaction/Satisfactoriness Evaluétion system; questionnaire Graduated sktt;lden't‘ Multiple 1tems Preservice ,H 25 1.45 -
.|... Questionnaire form; general characteristics of a ¥ T
Department of Psychology program graduate; on-the-job situa- »;'»E .
Iltinois Institute of Technology tion; geperal characteristics of the & '
Chicago, lllinois preservice program; area of rehabili- '
' tation counseling \
318." Evaluation of Staff Develop-  —~|| Questionnaire, actual processes Inservice participant Comments/explanations;|| Inservice R 25
ment Presentation , of inservice training : rating scale; short answer -
Inservice Training Program 3 ;- :
California State University - ' ‘
Los Angeles, California - . . i Y
w v .. S
319. Criteria for Weekly Evaluation of Evaluation system, formal observa- Supervising teacher Rating scale Preservice # 7 !*B!\;
Special Education Internship tion form; skill/competency levels of ' ;\' :
North Kitsap School District a practicum $tudent o > g
y Poulsbo, Washington “
320. Evaluation of Supervision Questionnaire, skill/competency Not specified Comments/explanations;|| Preservice 2 .30
Department of Speech levels of sup®rvising teachers; at - rating scale , . °
Communication the practicum site; area of
Portland State University communicative disorders | o
Porttand, Oregon J / b
321. Supervisor Rating of SE Questionnaire; skill/competency School principatl Conlanaﬁons; Preservice 9 .65
Teacher's Performance and levels of a program graduate rating scale, checklist
_ Contributions on-the-job situation; area of general ’
Department of Special Education special education
+  University of Hawaii
Honolulu, Hawaii
322, Impact on Services to SE Children| ] Questionnaire, processes within the Graduated student Fill in the blank; Preservice ', 5 .45
Department of Special Education the job situation; area of general short answer ¢ :
University of Hawaii special education )
Honolulu, Hawaii ' ._N N A
. "\,
, 132
134 :
Q . \
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393,

324.

325,

326,

327,

[328.

- B20.

[330.

.
ERIC ~
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Graduate Follow-up Question-
naire’

Department of Special Education
University of Hawaii

Honolulu, Hawaii ~

SED 556 Midterm Exam
Winthrop Collede

Rock Hill, South Carolina
SED 556 Final Exam .
Winthrop College

Rock Hill, South Carolina

Evaluation of Interdisciplinary
L.ab Experience
Winthrop College
Rock Hill, South Carolina
>
Evaluation of Inservice Project
Winthrop College
Rock Hill, South Carolina

Winthrop College Course
Evaluation ’ t
Winthrop College

Rock HillgSouth Carolina

Follow-Along Questionnaire
Wl’hthrof) College '
Rock Hill, South Caroiina

Parent's.Evaluation of
Tutoring Program
Winthrgp College

Questionnaire, process and outcomes
of preservice training; area of
general special education

Obijective test; student knowledge
within the context of a course;
area of general special education

Objective test; student knowledge
within the context of a course;
area of general special-education

Questionnaire, general characteris-
tics of a practicum student

(

Questionnaire, process of inservice
training

Questionnaire; perceived attitudes/
perceptions of a course instructor;
processes of the program courses

I

Cumulative recording form; chanées/
progress made by a client

v “

Questionnaire; pe.rceived attitudes/ *
perceptions of a parent; parent

Atraining program
Rock Hill, South Carolina v

Graduated student

Student
Student
Supervising teacher

5
Inservice participant
v

Student )

Not speéi fied ™

Parent

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale; checklist |

Multiple ch%

Multiple choice

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Comments/explanations;
rating scale
Rating scale

Checklist

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Preservice
)

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

]

R4

{nservice

Preservice

Preservice

{nservice

13

1o

t

xS

.85

.58

.40

©.30

30

.25

.30

.25
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Name & Origin
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Type

Program] # of

[]
331. UAF Special Training Report -
Form .
Winthrop College

Rock Hill, South Carolina

332. UAF Trainee Registration Form
Winthrop College
Rock Hill, South Carolina -

333. Interdisciplinary Knowledge
Test

Winthrop College

Rock Hill, South Carolina

334, Special Education Knowledge
Test

Winthrop College

Rock Hitl, South Carolina

335. Trainee Evaluation Form
Winthrop College
Rock Hilt, South Carolina

336. Training Evaluation Form
Winthrop College
Rock Hill, South Carotina

B37. Mainstreaming Survey
Department of Recreation and
Park Administration
University of Missouri
Cotumbia, Missouri

Q

Questionnaire, processes of inservice
traini\ng
. N

)
/

Registration form, time spent in
various activities; actual processes
of the practicum; area of general
special education

Objectve test, student knowledge
within the context of a course; area
of developmental disabilities

bjective test; student knowledge
ithin the context of 3 course;
X ) .
rea of general special education
3

‘Questionnaire, general characteris-

tics of a practicum student

Questionnaire, actual processes
of a program practicum

/

Questionnaire, attitudes toward
mainstreaming; needs of inservice
training

Not specified

Student

Student

Stadent

&

Supervising teacher

Student

Potential inservice
Participant

Fil in the blank

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank;
checklist

Multiple choice

-

Muttiple choice

Comments/explanations,
rating scale

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Rating scale; checklist

2

Inservice

Preservice

Presevvice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Inservice

[
<

<

.35

.30

.35
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Type Pages

Name & Origin - of Instrument Respondent(s) Format
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, . __
338. Faculty Advisor's Evaluation Questionnaire, general performance Site supervisor Comments/explanations;|| Preservige 7 .55
School of Education of the faculty'practicum advisor; rating scale - :
University of South Dakota ‘|| area of general spectal education N
Vermillion, South Dakota o
339. Internship Questionnaire #b%k Questnodnalre, general characteris- Student Rating scale ’ Preservice 8 .60
_School of Education i tics of the practicum, site ’ : ‘
Unwversity of South Dakota supervisor and faculty advisor N O o
~ Vermithion, South Dakota ’
' U rl B . -
340. Graduate Program Evaluation Questionnaire; general characteris- Student Rating stale.. Preservice . 8 .60
School of Education tics of a program.area of general ‘
University of South Dakota ‘special education )
Vermillion, South Dakota *
v <
341. Workshop Evaluation Questionnaire, processes/outcomes Inservice participant. Comments/explanations; || Inservice 6 .50
School of Education ' of inservice training rating scale; checklist ‘ ’
University of South Dakota * ' . -
Vermillion, South Dakota
342. NCCU Faculty Evaluation Evaluation system, knowledge and Multiple persons Comments/éxplanatfons; Preservice 43 2.35
System Forms skill/competency levels of course . fill in the blank; rating -~ '
Research, Evaluation & Planning || instructors . , o $cale; ranking
North Carolina Central University .
Durham, North Carolina: ‘
343. Follow-up Questionnaire Teacher || Questionnaire, demographic informa- Graduated student Comments/explanations; || Preservice 20 120
Training Program i(\Severe and tion on program graduates; on-the- o fill in the blank; rating ’ . .
, Profound Handicapping job situation; area of multiply scale; ranking par o g
Conditions * handicapped : . '
. Education Division - .
Johns Hopkins University :
* z,. Baltimore, Maryiand . i .
/ - . - , .
. q 3 1]43
L ‘
. .
~ L - .
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Instrument Number Description The ftem Program| #of
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Cost
344, Summative Evaluation of Formal observation, changes/ Not specified Commen}s/explanations; Inservice 2 .30
tnservice Training Workshop progress of an inservice workshop short answers )
Handicapped Preschool Educa- participant
tion Program -
University of Wyoming
Laramie, Wyoming .
345, Evalt'mion of the LD, MR, and * Questionnaire; general characteris- Student - Rating scale Preservice 9 .65
ED Programs tics of a student in the context of '
Program in Special Education a course; outcomes of a course; area
and Rehabilitation of general special education
University of Maine ] \
Farmington, Maine
346. Student Teaching Experience Questionnaire, skill/competency Student Comments/explanations; || Preservice 3 .35
Program in Spectal Education levels and attitudes/perceptions of a rating scale '
and Rehabilitation practicum student; processes of the ’
\ University of Maine {)racticur‘n
. Farmington, Maine . i
[347. Supervising Teacher Rating ' Questionnaire; qualifications and Supervising teacher Rating scale *|| Preservice . 2 .30
of Student Teacher skill/competency levels of a . , L
Program in Special Education student in the practicum
and Rehabilitation )
. University of Maine
Farmington, Maine
o i \)
348.mUniversity Supervisor Rating Questionnaire; qualifications and Supervising teacher Rating scale; .Presérvice 2 .30
of Student Teacher skill/competency levels of a ; checklist - '
Program in Special Education practicum student; area of general ~
and Rehabilitation special education
University of Maine
Farmington, Maine - - ! )
349, Workshop Evaluation Questionnaire; general characteris- Inservice participant Rating scale Inservice 1 .25
- Department of Health & Welfare tics of inservice training — -
State of idaho 34 .
Boise, Idaho . . v
¢ l V: |
- < . 1 4!
Q

RIC :
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Instrument Number Description The ltem Program] # of The
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type Pages Cost
v
350. Fnal Training Evaluation Questionnaire, skill/competency Inservice participant™ || Comments/explanations;|| Inservice 6 .50
Department of Health & Welfare levels of inservice trainers, at a ) multiple choice; rating
State of Idaho workshop; general characteristics scale .
Boise, Idaho of inservice training '
5\
351. Evaluation Design Evaluation design for state depart- Preservice; 1 .75
Oklahoma State Department ment programs inservice;
of Education . state
Okiahoma City, Oklahoma . department
352. Evaluation Forms Set of instruments; informal observa- Multiple persons Multiple items Inse rvice ' 6 .50 )
Oklahoma State Department tions; general characteristics of
of Education persons involved in inservice training;
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma * processes of inservice training; -
. N area of general special education )
353. Competéncy Log-Field Cumulative record; skill/competency Supervising teacher Checklist P}eservice . 14 .90
Experiences with Exceptional levels of a practicum student; area of
Children- Generic general special education
Division of Special Education L
University of San Diego R A .
San Diego, California ’ "
354. Field Experiences with Excep- Cumulative record, skill/competency Supervising teacher Fill in the blank Preservice 8 .60
tional Children—Advanced levels of a practicum student; area ' .
Specialization : of general special education
Division of Special Education
Unwversity of San Diego
San Diego, California N "
355. Competency Log—Studeni Cumulative record, skill/competency Supervising teacher; Comments/explanations;| | Preservice 13 85
Teacher Handbook levels of a practicum student; area of student fill in the blank; short
Division of Special Education general special education answer
University of San Diego
San Diego, California 5
) g2
: ~
11, :
- A
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Pages Cost

362.

356. Follow-up Evaluation on
Graduates

Division of Special Education
University of San Diego

San Diego, California

Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire
Dwision of Spectal Education
University of San Diego

San Diego, California

357.

358. Student Evaluation of Course
Alabama Agricultural and
Mechanical University
Normal, Alabama !

b
359. Adequacy Checklist”
" Alabama Agricultural and
. Mechanical University ¢,

Y
Normal, Alabama !

@

Competency Assessment
Alabama Agricultural and
Mechanicat Unwersity
Normal, Alabama

360.

361. Competency Evaluation
Alabama Agricultural and
Mechanical University

* Normal, Alabama

Consultant Rating Scale—P
Alabama Agricultural and
Mechanical University
Normal, Alabama

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels and attitudes/perceptions of
a program graduate; on-the-job
situation; area of general special
education

Questionnarre, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate; on-the-
jop situation; area of general special
education

Questionnaire; students’ interest and
.satisfaction with a program course

Worksampile analysis; |EP process;
area of general special education

Questionnaire; knowledge and skill/
competency levels of a program
staff member; area of general special
education

Questionnaire, skill/competency
levels of a program graduate; on-the-
job situation

Questionnaire; performance of
teachers; on-the-job situation; area
of learning disabilities

Graduated student

Employer
Student
Rater

Not specified

Tu pervising teacher

Not specified

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

Rating scale -

Checklist

Rating scale

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

e

Rating scale

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

Local district

Inservice,

Preservice

Local district ,

-3 .35
1 .25
' 1 .25
1 | .25
‘ 5 45 ‘
2 .30 l
1 25
| 114




Instrument Number Description The ltem Program
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Type

7

363. Consultant Rating Scale—T Questionnaire; performance of Recipient of services Ratingscale Inservice 1 .25
Alabama Agricultural and program staff members; area of
Mechanical University tearning disabilities

Normal, Alabama

364. Graduate School Evaluation Questionnaire; general characteris- Student Ratingscale Preservice 4 40
Form tics of a course instructor; processes
Alabama Agricultural and of the course

Mechanical University
Normal, Alabama

‘ ' ) | ' '.

365. On Task Measure Formal observation; form for Trained observer Fill in the blank; ‘Inservice 1 .25
Alabama Agricultural and recording ‘‘on task’ behavior in checklist ' 4
Mechanical University #/0 second intervals ‘ i
Normal, Alabama , : . @

Py
366. Report of University Informal observation, general Supervising teacher Comments/explanations;| | Preservice 1 .25 '
Supervisor characteristics of a practicum ) rating scale ~ )
Alabama Agricultural and student

Mechanical University
Normal, Alabama

¢

367. Inten Réting Scale Formal observation, general charac- Supervisir‘q teacher Comments/explanations;] | Preservice 47 2.55
Special Needs Program teristics of a student in the prac;icum; rating scale
Wheelock College ‘ area of general special education ~

Boston, Massachusetts

368. Matrix of Growth Description of competency areas; Preservice; 10 . .70
" Special Needs Program . en‘abling actwities and performani® . ’ inservice J
Wheelock College ~|{ evaluation criteria in graduate :

Boston, Massachusetts ) programs
369. Exploratory Da& Contracts Schedule, activities log of students Student Short answer Preservice 3 .35
. Special Needs Program in the practicum
Wheelock College '
Boston, Massachusetts o .

N . ‘-— ’ S
1 x..\,) . ‘ 1!‘()
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Instrument Number Description The Item Program| # of
Name &Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format
370. End of Year Program Review Questionnaire; outcomes of a Student Comments/explanations; || Preservice 12 .80
Special Needs Program practicum | rating scale .
Wheelock College N
Boston, Massachusetts \
‘ s =
371. Intern Qrientation File - Cumulative record; general charac- Student Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 4 r40
Special Needs Program teristics of a program practicum fill in the blank; short
Wheelock College ; , answer : !
Boston, Massachusetts S e
372, Employment Status Question- Questionnaire, demoyraphic infor- Graduated student Comments/explanations; || Preservice 2 .30
naire mation of a program graduate; fill in the blank; ’
Special Needs Program on-the-job situation; area of : checklist g .
Wheelock College ' general special education ’
Boston, Massachusetts ' . ) .
1373. Follow-up Survey of Recent Questionnaire; skill/competency Graduated student Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 6 50
Grads levels of a program graduate; on-the- rating scale; checklist -
Special Needs Program job situation; general characteris- ' - ' -
Wheelock Coliege tics of a program’s courses; area of i
- Boston, Massachusetts \ general special education
374, Long-Term Grad Follow-up Questionnaire; demographic infor- Graduated student Comments/explanations; | | Preservice 3 /’ 35
Survey mation of program graduates; fill in the blank;
Special Needs Program . on-the-job situation; area of checkiist
Wheelock College N general special education "
Boston, Massachusetts . 1
1375. Interns’ Projects and Site Needs Questionnaire, needs of a program'’s Site supervisor Comments/expianations; || Preservice ) 2’ .30
Assessment ! practicum; area of general special . checklist; ranking
Special Needs Program education
Wheetock College
Boston, Massachusetts
[376. Orientation Meeting Site Needs Questionnaire; needed programs Future inservice Checkiist Preservice 1 .25
Assessment . of inservice .participants " participant
Special Needs Program . - -
Wheelock College . ’
Boston, Massachuset - . o
ton 'assa setts ‘ 11 5

[RIC——17
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Instrument Number Description The ltem Program} # of The
Name & Origin of Instrument Respondent(s) Format Pages Cost
377. Weekly Time Record Cumulative record; skill/competency Student ... Fill in the blank Preservice 4 40
Special Needs Program levels of a practicum student ¢ . i
Wheelock College ,
Boston, Massachusetts .
378. Parent Interview Procedural outline interviewing Student Essay Preservice; 2 .30
Special Needs Program parents of pre-school children with preschool
Wheelock College whom the graduate student works - program
Boston, Massachusetts ’
379. .Parént Training Needs Survey Questionnaire; needs of parents for Parent rRating scale Inservice 4 .40
Parent Edycational Advocacy assistance In developing skills for
' Traiming Center dealing with handicapped children
Alexandnia, Virginia .
380. Supervisor's Rating of Graduates Questionnaire, effectiveness of Supervisor Rating scale; multiple Preservice 2 .30
Department of Communicative Master’s pragram by assessment of choice; comments
Disorders skills of graduates .
University of North Dakota -
Grand Forks, North Dakota .
381. Graduate Follow-up Questionnaire, effectiveness of Program graduate Rating scale; multiple 2| Preservice 7 .55
Department of Communicative graduate program choice; comments; fill .
Disorders : . T e T in the blank A
University of North Dakota e A B AR *
Grand Forks, North Dakota . oo & - : . ‘
382.S§Ma|nstreammg Summer lnsttwe Qu¥stionnaire, effectiveness of \asqrﬂce participant R.;ting scale, comments Inservice 4 40
University of Virginia workshop In meetmg heeds of P e - " N ) \‘“ \V
Charlottesville, Virgimia participants . R et T A
’ . AN ‘w ' , - f T
. - ‘ & e < - . ey o M .
383. Behavioral Developmental Formal observation, standardized Examiner C ck‘list‘\gomn‘uem . ‘P'r'ésqmce Copyrighted |{ Not available
Profile instrument to measure children’s A o - 1| material through ETC .
Department of Special Education eligibitity for special progjams \‘\ . ' .- -
Marshalltown, lowa o ’ 1 ) *
Tt / . ' PN
[N X Y \.‘\\W .
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38WPNational Rural Project
Center for {nnovation and.
Development’ .~
Murray State University

_ Murray, Kentucky

Inservice Education Evaluation
System

Aurarie Communicative
Disorders Clinic

Denver, Colorado

385.

386. Tufts/EdCo Inser;l.icel Training
Program
Tufts University

Medford, Massachusetts

.
“e

Competency Attainment Record
Department of Special Education
University of Hawaii

Honolulu, Hawaii s

Field Observation

Department of Special Education
University_of Hawaii ’
Honolulﬁ, Hawaii

389. Feedback on Special Education
400 Students.

Department of Special Education
Universjty ‘of Hawaii .

Honolulu, Hawati,

=
Set of instruments; questionnaires;
‘area of general special education in
a rdral setting

.

Set of instruments, questionnaires,
general characteristics of inservice
training: area of communicative
disorders -

Y

Evaluation system, questionnaires,
general characteristics of multiple

' persons on the job; general charac-
teristics of inservice training
Formél,observation; skill/competency
levels of a studentin a course; area
of general special education

Formal observation; general charac-

teristics of a student in the practicum;
| area of general special education

I

-

Questionnaire; general characteristics
of a student in the practicum; area ,
of general special education

Multiple persons

Inservice Participant;
inse rvice staff member
oy

+| Multiple persons

Faculty member

' Faculty member;

student

Supervising teacher

.-

'Multiple items

Comments/explanations;
rating scale; checklist /]

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; multiple
choice; rating scale;
rankir{g

Comments/explanations;
rating scale

2%

Comments/explanations;,
fill in the blank; rating
scale ’

~

Comments/explanations;
fill in the blank; rating
scale; checklist

State
department;
local school
district

Inservice

Inservice

Preservice

Preservice

Preservice

88

12

22

12

4.90

.80

.80

.40

.45

—
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Appendix A ‘

The Instrument Summary Critique includes a total of twenty-fwo criteria for assessing the

quality of an instrument. Thesé criteria are divided into four areas: introduction/cover letter,

Ie
directions, items, and format. (see page viii) =~

’
What the critique tells ybu

For each criterion on which an instrument was rated, one of the following judgments was
made: - |
—a “probLe.m” which means: the instrument does not appear to meet the criterion or’
it could be improved with respect to the criterion
—""not a probtem” which means:  the instrument appears to meet the criterion

) k. 3
—~"NA" which means: the criterion does not apply to this instrument
in many ca\sxs examples of violations of the criteria are given, as well as suggestions for im-

proving the instrument. !

What the critique does not tell you

While these twenty-two criteria are geperally applicable to many instruments, they are not the
only factors which influence the quality of an instrument. Therefore, a list of 'not a problem”
checks on the critique form does not necessarily imply that the instrument is perfect in every way.
A major criterion for a good instrument is that it (':ollects appropriate information for the interpre-
tations and uses which are to be mage of it. This information, related to the validity of the instru-

-

ment and the context in which it was or could be used was not available to us, and therefore, the
critique of the instru;nent does not takeﬁthese factors intd account. Because we intend }he instru*
ments in. this catalog to be used as examples for others who are developing their own instruments,
we leave it to those develbpers to consider theée and other important factors. The references for

instrument development listed at the end of this appendix provide some quidelines for doing this

work.

!




How the criteria-wefe applied anc\/\ what they mean

—Criteria addressing the introduction and coyer letter
1. Identific;tion of the purposes and use of the instrument
2. ldentifying wh'y the respondent was selected

L4

3. Assurance of confidentiality and anonymity of the respondent

4, Motivitor(s) for completion and return of the instrument . -

5. pi'rections for returning the completea instrument

6. Idelntifying who is requesting the information .

When reviewing the Mnstruments we.kept in mind the fact that the respondent’s first ex;;osu re
to an instrument is usually through its‘ cover letter or intré)duction. To increase the chances of the
respondent completing and returning the instrument afttkof doing so as an informed participant in
the evaluation effort, it is important that he or she be inen information about theipurposes of the
instryment, who wants the information, how it will be'used, etc. Thus, in reviewing the instrument
we |[ooked for these and other ?;atures listed in 1-6 above. Depending on the method of adminis-
tration, we realyilze that this information may be given verbally, however, providing an accompanying
well-written statement is often worth the extra effort.

In addition to the general introduction for the entire instrument, if there are content sub-
sections, we looked for a brief statement of purpose and content at the beginning of those sections.

This helps the respondent prepare for the items which follow, especially if there seems to be a

sudden change in topic.
-

—Criteria addressing the directions

7. Directions for completing the instrument
Although many respondents are alreatly familiar with procedures for completing instruments,
. )

we believe that i1t is important to give explicit directions to minimize confusion that can lead to

-~

/ -
inappropriate responses and later problems in summarizing and analyzing findings.

12
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We thought that those directions should include two features. They should tell the respon-

dent: : :
— what kind of answer is expected, e.g., “from the list below, check a/l . . ."”, ’select the one
response that best describes . . .”", “rank the importancé of ..."”
— how to indicate his or her answer, e.g., “place an X in the box next to . ..”, “place a 1

!

next to the most important ..., "'briefly describe in the srpace below...”” .
In addition, some directions—depending on the kind of information they are intended to
elicit—should include other features such as: - ;
~ the point of view from which the respondent should respond, e.g., “‘when answering the
following questions, draw on your experiencesas a..."” ' '

N

Thus, in reviewing. instruments we considered the clarity and ddequacy of the d_ir/ec,tiaﬂs"fb‘r

. guiding and motivating the respondent.

Some suggestions for improving directions are also indicated on some critiques, for example,
underlining critical words to give emphasis and to make it easy for the respondent to refer to those.
key \:vords as he or she completes the instrument. |

8. Guidelines for comments

In many cases.it is désirable to leave open space for respondents to make comments about the
subjects addressed in the instrument or about the instrument itseif. Such open space may also be
included after a single item or a set of items. ‘When such a space is simply labeled “‘comment,” it
serves as additional room for the respondent who wants to write more than has been accommodated
elsewhe,re on the instrument. In many casés respondents will ieave it blank. |

To elicit_ specific kinds of comments, it is a good practice to provide some guideli.nes indicating

"

the kinds of comments one could make, for example, "‘please comment on . . .” or “‘comment

- . -
.

(e.g.,...)”

When reviewing instruments we kept in mind these different purposes for comment segtions
and indicated cases in which it appeared that the instrument could be more effective in eliciting
information by giving the respondent more explicit auidelines.

-
©

!
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—Criteria addressing the items -

9. ltem stems relevant to the purpose of the instrument

A well-designed instrument should include only items that are consistent with its purpose. '

As additional irrelevant items are added, the instrument will lose coherence and logic from the point
of view of the respondent ar;:i probably provide no additional useful information. )

Without a statement of the purpose of the instrument, it was difficult for us to make judg-
ments about the relevance of item stems (the part of the item to which the respondent responds).
However, in many cases we could infer a general purpose from an introduction or instrument title
and used that as a basis for judging relevance. Of course, users of these instruments-should be aware
that these were rough judgments. They must consider their own purposes for any instruments they
design and use those purposes as criteria for borrowing p!eces of instruments from this catalog.
10. Unidimensional stems usage

When critnquiné the instruments we noted problems in items which addréssed more than one

~

variable.
’ For example, directives like the following may yield information that is difficult to interpret
because each response is dctually the combination of two responses:
"’Rate the extent to which\you think the workshop was interesting

and provided information useful to you in the classroom.”

- . -t
We rated items such. as this ‘’a problem” and offered alternatives for soliciting responses on both

participant interest and perdeption of information utility. -

. )
11. Specified unit of response

This criterion means, essentially, that the item should indicate the kind of response that is

~

expected. This requires careful wording, but the payo'ffis a reduction in respondent confusion and
responses that are more readily interpreted.

For examplé, on a forced-choice item in which the respondent is asked to indicate how long he
or :he has used a particular set of instructional materials, the respondent who used the materials
from September 1, 1980, to February 28, 198l, could answer in many different ways; e.g., "6

o6

months,” “'% year,”” "less than a year,”’ “since September,”’ or ‘‘more than a semester..” All are cor-

.

v
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rect responses, but some may berreferabIe for ease of aggregation and because of precision required
for the analysis. Thus, if the question asked: "’for how many months. . ..” or “in what month and
year did you first use ...." the unit of response is given. Writing the unit on the line where the
response is to Se written is 6ften a good reminder of the appropriate unit.

12. Exhaustivejesponse categories

13. Nonoverlapping response categories

We indicated that an instrument had a “problem’”” when response categories did not include
all possible responses and when the respondent was put in a position of having to choose between
two response options that were both correct.

The following example violates both of these criteria:

'’Please indicate your age:

25 years or younger 251030 over 50.”

Obviously, the persen who is ‘25 has two categories from which to_choose, and the_ person who
is 31-60 has none.

A better set of options would be one that meets both criteria, for example:

younger than 25 25-t0 29 30to0 39 40 to 49 50 or older
14. Response categories relevant to stems
15. Other response options provided when necessary (I don’t know, not applicablei no opin- .
ion, etc.)

While criteria 11—13 emphasize the importance of well-worded response categories per se,
these criteria note the necessity of ensuring that those categories are meaningful in relation to the
iterr{ stems. :

.8

For example, consider an instrument that has a number of items regarding a university course;
the stems are statements about the course and the response options are five points on a scale from
strongly agree to stroﬁgly disagree. Stems such as ""There was an appropriate number of readings”
and “'There was adequate time for class discussion’’ can be responded to with any of the scaled
response options. But a stem such as ""How well was the instructor prepared?”” doesn’t match any

of the response options.




Although this criterion mé_y appear to be an easy one to meet, we found that it was often
violated on instruments Having items with a common set of response options. It seems that item
writers can easily forget to mateh stems to responses when there’s a long list of them. It may also
be--that nrl1 the interest of format consistency they try to force items into an in appropriate section.“

One way to check on the ‘rele\)ance of reéponse ca.tegor«ies is to role play a respondent by
reading the item stem and then;selecting any of the response options to ba sure they are sensible
responses.

This is also a good way to check on the adequacy of those response options by making sure

’

that “‘don’t know,” “not applicable,” or other possible responses are included when necessary.

"16. Use of language which may bias responses
f

It's possible to helb shape a response by writing item stems that are “leading questions.”” For
example, an item on a workshop rating form which encourages a positive response.
“Don't you agree that the materials will help you in the classroom?”

We felt that items like this posed a possible threat to obtaining unbiased information, and we

1

provided suggestions on alternative ways of ph\rasi/ng the stem.
17. Use of clear terminology
18. Use of correct grammar
Respondents will be able to provide more accl:urate information if the language on the instru-
ment s kept clear and appropriate to the audience for which.it is intended. When reviewing the

instruments we had to keep the intended audience in mind. If the instrument was designed for

v

parents of school-aged children, we felt the terminology should be clear to us as well. However,

some instruments developed for use by students in communicative disorders courses at the college

1

. L] . .
level had technical language that was not always clear to us; but in many cases we assumed it was
i

appropriate for the intended audience. Nevertheless, we caution instrument users to check termi-

nology carefully. e
We seldom found problems with grammar (a typographical error here and there), but feel that

it's an important criterion not to be overlooked.

vi .
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—Criteria Addres;ing the Format‘
19. Clearly printed instfumgnt

The format (organization, style and general appearance) of an instrumentis a factor which
should be considered during development because it can influence the response rate and the ease
and accuracy with which the instrument is complet;ad.

Wher; reviewing instruments we labeled as “a problem’’ any instruments whose items are dif-
ficult to read or could be misinterpreted due to pogr photocopying, mimeographing or illegible
hand\;vriting.

20. Adequate space foruresponses and comments

Itis fru'stratinog for a respondent who is interested in completing an ingrum@discov%that
there is inadequate space for writing his or her responses. Certainly there will be cases inwhich a
respohgjent will want to attach a sheet or wfite on the back of the page to continue comments.
Bixt those should be rare cases. For most respondents the space provided should be adeqyate for

¥

making whatever responses are required, whet'her they are simple checks on a scale or open-ended

’

comments. ’

As we reviewed instruments we considéred thé ease with which respondents could writes

.
hd .

responses in spaces provided. We also reviewed the spacing from the point of view of t}1e person
aggregating the informatign, since a ""problem’’ for the respondent usually means a “problem” for
the person reading th;a responses later, o~
21. Cq}nveniently located directions

Instruments that require detailed directions which may have to be referred to frequently as
thé rgspondent completes the instrument are more convenient to use if they ap;;ear on each page
where they are needed.

. { .

Questions regarding the development and use of thes Instrument Summary Critique Form
should be directed to:  Ann Hallawell
Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, M1 49008
(616) 383-8166 . &
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- Evaluation Training Consortium . —_—
Instrument Summary Critique 1
Instrument Name Instrument Number ~Date
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1 tdentification of the purpose and use of the instrument
2P£dent|fymg why the respondent was seiected '
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4. Motvatoris) for completion and return of the instrument - —_—
5. Directiops for returning the compieted instrument - ’ -_— l
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) Comments ‘ ’ s ) : _ l
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—
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Comments ,
t 5
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. 13 Non'-overlapplmg response categories ‘ — s '
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14 Response categories relévant to the stems - .
15 Other response options provided when necessary )
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R 16 Use of language which may bids responses @ —
) 17 Use of clear termmol‘ggy
18.Use of correct grammar ' . . - ..
Comments ‘ ' )
. . |
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19 Clearly printed instrument - I
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