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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM
GOALS SELECTED FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
- LEARNING-DISABLED STUDENTS

by
Paula K. McCormick
and

Maurice D. Fisher

The study provi&es educators with a conceptual and statistical pro-
cedure that can be adapted for use nationwide to analyze the instructional
characteristics efﬁthe IEP goals of learning-disabled students, as uell as
.stuaents in otherispecial education programs. This study was designed to
aualyze the types . and frequencies of individualized,education program goals -
selected‘for elementar& learning-disabled reseurce‘(LDR) and self-contained
(LDSC} students in Fairfaxjceunty Public Schools, Fairfax, Virginia, and to

compare the learning disabilities teachers' assessment of progress made ©on N

;_the goals by these groups of students.

- The sample was randomly drawn and included IEPs for 102 LDR and 94 LbSC
students from 32 elementary.schools. A subsample to rate student progress
consisted of a random selection of 61 elementary students frcm the LDR and
62 elementary students from the LDSC samples.

All analyses in this study were completed by using the Statistical

‘-9 Package for - the Social Sc1ences (SPSS) on the Hewlett Packard 3000 computer.-

The SPSS program was used to compute frequency counts of dlfferent variables,
\

‘ 2 . . . . .
t-tests, x tests, analysls'of covarlance, stepwise regression analys1s, and
A .
A\ \
T-score cohversions.

i
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The results indicate that the IEP goals written for iearning-disabled
studests are highly individualized. By analyzing g;al frequencies, patterﬁs,
cateqories,band progress, this study demonsprates ehat the educatienal‘pro-

ramming for each.student is developed to match his or her unique. learning
difficulties. In most cases, goal categorles are not assoc1ated with a par-

tlcular program model (LDR and LDSC), and goal progress is not ‘associated

with a particular educational'ability and achievement level characteristic_

=

)

included ip this study.
| The frequency of diffefent»tyﬁes of goal cateéories useq in the LDR
- and LDSC programs varieauaccording to the number of'months a student has
been enroile& ipba special education program and reading and matﬂ achievement
leveis. | ‘
The method developed for analyzing IEP goals and students' progress
/made toward achleVLng these goals will prov1de 'school dlstrlcts with practical

procedures fer planning and evaluating their programs by using IEP data.




FHE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

/

Public law 94-142, Education for All Handlcagped Children Act, signed

into law in 1975, has clearly been one of the most 51gn1f1cant pleces of

F
4

~legislation in this nation‘s'histoxy to affect handicapped youth. This ;
legisletion‘guaraﬁtees that all handicapped individuals between the agee
of 3 and 21 be i&entified and provided with a free, appropriate public
‘education. "

At the foundation of this legislation is the requirement of the

Individualized Education PSogzéﬁ (IEP). The IEP is both a management and
23
1ns$ructlonal tool that assures that all children who are handltapped and

\~

requlre special education services,.receive those services that are app:o—

e IEP serves as a mechanism for guaranteelng that students’

iy d 51gned 1nstructlon is delivered and evaluated
Durlng-the last'flve years, many ‘public and private school educators
who work with handioeppedbetudents have been involved with the-IEP‘process.
A greet aﬁouot_of time, energy, and fonds has been spent oo he develoément
of IEPs. Mtch of the IEP research that_hae been conduéted thus iar ha;
centered on determining whether the IEPS were in compliance with the law.
"Walker and Kukic (1979) maintain that,beiﬁg in paper compliance with IEP
requirements is a‘relatitely“easy‘task. ﬁnfortunatefy, the use of IEPe in
students’ instructional programe is not an operatiohal reality in most
school classrooms (Safer, Morrlssey, Kaufman, & Lewls,,l978) The real

challenge before educators is to study goals written on students' IEPs and

to use this information in prograT planning and evaluation.

N



In a recent study by Marver. and bavidv(1978) of th;ee states’' experiences
with IEPs (Califoraia, Massachusetts, and Montana), it was found that specific
traiping in writing IEP goals Shouid.be giv;n to speciél education pejsonne;.
The findings of this study also indicated that most of the IEPs met tie re-
quireménts 5pecifiea in Public Law 94-142. However, the quality of iEPs'
variéd giéatly, e.g., in some of the IEPS,-the annﬁal goalsvwerg indi;tin—
quishablg from the'éhort—term obﬁectives. Marver and David (1978) concluded

Jthat if IEPs are to improve in quality, local education agencies will need

to provide much technical assistance to their special education personnel.
v S -

. N
_The purpose of the Study - ‘

Thf% study examines the types of. individualized education prograi goals
selected foi elementary leafniﬂg-disabled resource and self-contained stu-
dents in Fairfax dehfy Public Schools and compares'the‘learning disabi}ities
téachers' assessment of progress made on the goals by these two groups of
students. h |

Thé firsﬁ subproblem is to’Compgre the tyr~s and numbers of goals selec-
fed for students in the learning disabilities cesource program with those se-
lected for students in the }earningmaisabilities self-contained program.

The second subproblem is to compare the‘relétionship between a spudent's
age, ability level, achiévement level, and nu@ber‘of years in a special edu- ~
cation program and the types of IEp goals selecteé. ’

The third suﬁproblem isutp compare the learning disabilities teachers’
assessment of progress‘made on the-gogls by students in the learning disabili-

ties resource and self-contained programs.




The Definition of Terms

Goals ‘ .
Goals are written instructional statements, based on a student's current
: ; - :

educational needs, that spécify'what each individual handicapped learner is

expected to éécomplish within'a year's time. Goals represent the exact state-

Il

ments whifh are written 6n a student's IEP.

Goal Categories/Types of Goals
. PR
Goal categories/types of goals pertain to the classification of the IEP

goals into 14 groups by specific content area. The groups combine segments

"of the Fairfax County Public Schools elementary curriculum'guide‘(Fairfax

County Public Schools Elementary Program of Studies), the Fairfax County

Publié-Sch;le IEP Manual, and the federal definition for learning disability.
d" . \ . .

Every goal written on a student's IEP is placed into one of the 14 goal cate-

-gories.

Goal Number

The goal number represents the total sum of all goals written on a

student's IEP.

Goal Pattern ©y

" The goal pattern is the unique design formed@ as a result of the assign-
ment of goal categories to each goal on a student's IEP. For example, ifia
student.has four goals written on the IEP and the categories assigned to those

goals are 1,3,1,6, this arrangement (1,3,1,6) would be the student's goal

pattern. S e - e
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Goal Position

.~ The goal position is the sequence in which the instructional statements
appear on a student's IEP.. For instance, goal position one includes all goals

that appear first on students"IEPs.

%

§
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES

.~

The purpose of this study was to describe the IEP goals selected for
elementary school learning-disabled resource and learning-disabled self-con-

"tained students and compare the: progress made on the IEP goals by these two

“groups of students. .

°

Sample Selection and Characteristics’

The following procedures were used to select the students' IEPs.
1. Students with IFPs written between'February and»June 1981 were
‘identified by searching a computerized roster of all‘handicapped
st 1ents currently enrolledgin ECPSl |
2. After identifying 300 elementarf level learning-disabled students
) ‘%ﬁ75_LDR and 125 LDSC students) who'fulfilled this criterion, their
spEcializedtrecordsdfiles wererre;ieued on-a:school:by~school'basis:“-"

3. In order to select a representative-group of approximately'lOO LDR
and 100 LDSC students.fromtthis pool of‘300 possible candidates, a
: proportional sample of students was selected from each elementary
school. For example, if a school had 15% of all LDR students in the
original pool of 175, then 15% of the LDR students in the studyfsample
: ' . o]
of 100 were randomly.selected from this school. The selection pro-
cess included using1? table of random" numbers to choose the partici-
pants in this studv . It should be noted that the study sample con-
sisted of 94 LDSC and 102 LDR students who actually met the sélection
criteria. .
bnce the sample Was'determined,'information about each student was obtained .
frgm the area SpéCialized records.file and recorded on data colleétion sheets.

For‘the purposevof this analysis, it was necessary to.convert chronological

age, total number of years in special education, number of years in the LD

e



program, and current placement inté months. Each goal was copied verbatim

-

on the data_cbllecﬁion'sheets in exactly the same order as.;t éppearea on the

students' IEPs. (See Appendix A)

Elementary learningjdisabled_stugents from 32 schools wefre involved in

w -

the study. The LDSC students were' selected from every school.(lz) that ha

classes for spudeqtg with more severe learning problem:s. The LDR students

_were-qhosen from all 32 schools.: The total number of special education
ﬁgachers who instructed the hén€icapped students Qés 31 LDR and 28.LDSC teé—
chers-reépectively. Although the proportion of students selected in this .
sample varied across schools, the data reéorted in, Table 1 show that.the actual

numbers of students chosen in the LDR program were similar across schools /
. - : - 1
/

and classrooms. However, the variability in the LDSC éubgrodp was much

o

__}?rge{_across §59091s_beéau§euLDSC classrooms were,loc&@ed in 6nly-12 schogls
‘and there ..ore usually two or more classrooms of this type in each of these ™
t. N . -

P

schools.

Table 2 presents a fu:ther“éﬁéiysis of the demographic characteristics- Y

i

of these subgroués. 4s shown in this téble, ﬁhe“LDSC and LDR subgroups had

similar chronological ages, wéxéfsélected fromxphe same grade levels, and
" . : k e .
e e

included a similar number of boys and girlé. L

- The educational, ability, and achievement level characteristics of the

LDSC and LDR subgroups are reported in Table 3. These results show that the

~ LDSC studentgawere enrolled in special education programs.fof'a‘signifiéant;yg
longer period of time than the LDR students, the WISC IQ levels were signifi-

cantly higher for the LDR than LDSC studénts, and the achievement levels of

B . 4 et o

the LDR students'weré:significantly higher-. Thhs, the analysis of these data .
demonstrates that the LDSC subgroup suffered from more learning problems than
the LDR subgroup. The only similarity between the educational characteristics

o




‘Table'l"

Jyf L Distribution of Handicapped Students Acrosa
\ : | Schoola and. Clasees | b
Number‘df Handicapped Students . -.;

! Per School |  PerClass
o LDSC () Lnﬂ\n-wz) - cwsc (R0 LR (Nel02)

"R X% L 33 ET

. LSL © oo o LG8 S

Rage 316 P 14

N —

tp .05 (t=11.79, dfs19%)

L .
f
. ~
\ !




Table 2 | ' .

Demographic Characteristics of the’Sample

LDSC (N=94) = LDR (N=102) Total . Frequency (X2)
. Chronological Age - \ V
‘,\ 1 - . - \
© 126.99 ' 123,52% -\ ‘
| : ; N
Range 93-164 - . 86-154 -
Grade Level

M 660 4.50% -
D 10 1.26 -
Range ' - 2-6 - 2-6 . -
- Sex |
H&le ‘__‘»/__;,_',,_',.,_-J«Z—;’.— S 74 t 1‘06
E;ﬁale - - 22 ' - 28 : 50
fotal 7" 102 196

13




Tadble 3 =
Bducationsl, Ability, end Achievenent lavel mnems'oue.
of the LDSC and LDR Sample '

n L} 8 Range .
Months of Instruction in Special Educstion

Months in Special Education

. L] R
LDSC . 9% 34.32 16.51 1-78 !
4,66
LDR" . 102 23.00 17.51 476
Months 4n LD o ' o
LDSC ' "% 32.%9 1.62 1-64
; &.4)
LDR 102 22.2) 17.06 &-74
. Months in Current Placement i A e
LDSC : 9% 23.09 11.9% 162 0.41
LDR 102 22.23 17.04 L7 )
Ability Level (1Q) of Students
WISC Full Scele .
LDbSC . 8?7 C 94,43 12,44 61-123 .
. . . ' 5.62*
LOR - R | 106,75 . 12.48 79-139
Stanford Binet '
osc _ 6 103.17 9.09 92-113 .
CCOULDR T T ‘ & TS TTTTTARLYS T T T YseA13e T T T
Leiter . .
Lbsc _ 1 9lese - .
LDR ) B - . .
Achievement Lavéls of Students
Woodcock Johngon--Reading .
Lbsc : 36 78.81 8.79 7 65113
. - : 6.3
- LDR 62 90.69 11.73 72-122
Woodcock Johnson--Math )
D. 56 84.73 12.2% 65-126
Losc . o C 6.19*
LDR . ' 62 - 94,03 11.79 65-123
WRAT--Reading ' _ .
.24 s ~11%
LDSC b1 ] 84.2 13.8 » 56 3.0
LDR 40 93.98 10.84 $7-119
WRAT--Math
: ‘ .28 12.54 48-114 N
Losc 38 85.2 _ 3,995
LDR 40 96.20 11.66 $7-123
' . 'p-< .05 e t test advinistered becauae of soall K sevfcore obtained by one atudent

ERIC o '
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of these subgroups was in the proportion of students who repeated at least
one grade and thoée who did not repeat any grade in school (41 and 53 for

LDSC, and 34 and 68 for LDR, X° = 1.78, NS).

Procedures for Data Organization and Collection

In order to examine the types of individualizéd education program goals
selected for e;ementary learning—d;séblgd resource and self-contained stpdents,
——1it was necessary.to develop g'goal classification system. Therefore, the IEP
goals of each LDR and LDSC student were classified into the following 14 goal

categories which combine elements of the Fairfax Cdunty Public Schools elemen-

tary curriculum guide (Fairfax County Public Schools Elementary Program of

Studies), the Fairfax County Public Schools IEP Manual, and the federal defi-

nition of learning disability. .

Goal Category  Elements o ‘
LY . .
" 1. English Language Arts . Written expression, grammar, spelling
_._2. .Fine Motor Skills _ Handwriting, small muscle activities
3. Gross Motor Skills Body awareness, laterality, direction-
ality, and normal development skills
such as running, jumping, and ball
handling
4. Mathematical Calculations Seriation, numeration, addition, sub-
' traction, multiplication, fractions,
decimals, percents, ratios
5. Mathematical Reasoning Quantitative concepts, time, money,
measurement, ‘and word problems
6. Reading Comprehension Literal.and ihterpretive meanings ¢
7. Basic Reading Skills . chabuiary, phonics, pre-reading’
skills, fluency, structural analysis
8. Science Observation, investigation, environmental
: awareness .
9. Social/Emotional Skills . ' Interaction, appropriate school behaviors; 

identification of values




i1s

Goal Category ' Elements
10. Social Studies ‘Civic rights and responsibilities,

map skills, comranity awareness

"711.. "Verbal Communication o ~ Roceptive, expressive language
o~
12. Sensory Perception Visual and auditory discrimination,
) memory, figure-ground, and attending
behavior
-13. Study Skills ' ' Organization, obtaining information,

reference, and note-taking skills

14. Other ; . :' Goals that could not be appropriately
° ' placed in another category
As previcusly indicated (See Sample Selectlon and éharacterlstlcs), 1nfot-
matlon was’ selected from the area specialized records flle and written on-Data
Collection Sheets. This informationlincluded the student's name, date of birth, .
chronolcgical age, LD program (either resource or self-contained), IEP date,
sex, total number of years in any special education program, the date the
cext IEP conference is to be scheduled, number of years in a learning disabili-
_ltigs_pxchaml_g:adewinlwhichmthewstudentmis"currentlyWenr011ed, retainment status,
triennial reevaluation date (when the student is to receive the next complete
evaluation for special education eligibility), number of years in the current
learning.disabilities placement,land'the learning disability processing problem.

Additional information collected included IQ and achievement test scores. All

students had been administered the WISC-R, Stanford Binet, or Leiter International

!

Performance Scale as a part of the eligibility requirements for special educa-

tion services. The students had also taken either the Woodcock-Johnson' Psycho-

Educational Battery (Part II-~Tests of Achievement) or the Wide Range Achieve-

ment Test.

After-goals were recorded on "the data collectlon sheets, each goal was

placed into the appropriate goal category. The number of that goal category




(1-14) was then inserted next to the goal. Following this procedure, a panel
of experts reviewed the results to help improve the classification scheme.

For the purpose of selecting a subsample to rate student progress, 61
_elementary students from the LDR and 62 e l_ementa'r.y__ﬁs,tud,em: s_from the LDSC___
samples described above were randomly selected to dete;mine their teachers!
assessmentAof‘students' progress on IEP goals. .Thus, a total of 123 out of
196‘studénts in the original sample were chosen for rating student progress.
fhe first stép in this process was to idenfify the‘special educat;on teadherA
for each student.

As part of’éﬁe administrapion of the ratiné scales, each tedcher was
instructed to place the appropriate code number (1 = no noticeable proéressh
through 4 =~student haé made mugh noticeable progress) which best described
the amount of- progress thebétudent had made toward achiéyement of that gqal
siﬁcé'September, 1981, next to. the I1EP goai; (See Appendix R) -

N

*
R

ToAdetérmine the reliability of this instrument, ‘each teacher (N = 57f%ﬂ}¢\ Praad

completed a rating scale, then reassessed one of’the students one ‘week later.

Twenty-eight learning-disabled self-contained students and 29 learning-disabled
resource students were reassessed to determine the reliability. The rating

scale was found. to have a test-retest reliahility coefificient of .92.(Pearson r)-

for assessments made by teachers on the first two goals. The first two goals

were chosen for the reliébility because all students in the subsample had at
: H
least two goals written on their IEPs.

M
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RESULTS

All analyées in this study were completed by using'tﬂe Statistical
""Packagé”fOrwthéwSociél”SCiéhces“(SPSS)“TNiémeﬁlI}”Jéﬁkiﬁ§7”Steinﬁréﬁﬁéf;;“
& Bent, 1975) on the Hewlett-Packard 3000 computer. The subprograms used

to complete the analyses concentrated on the follow1;g varlables which

were organlzed 1nto an SPSS data file for each student: chronological

i

age (CA), type of program, sex, months in special education, months in

i

LD~pro§ram, grade level, retention status, monthsAin current spec%al educa-
tibn piécement;rabilit§‘iévei, gchieveﬁent°lévei¥-reading;'achievement‘"'
:level—-math, total number of goals, school number, teacher number, type of
goal category by position (1-8), ratings on each goal, T-score in reaé@ng,
and T-score in math. |

The SPSS program was used to compute frequency counts of differeﬁt
variables, t-~tests, cﬁi-square tests, analysis ofAéovariance, and T-score

]

conversions, . ~ . e

P—

Subproblem One

" Subproblem One: Compare the types and numbers of goals selected
for students in the learning disabilities resource program with
those selected for students in the learning ‘disabilities self-
contained program.

Table 4 shows the mean number of goals for stﬁdents in ;he LDSC program
was 3.97 (SD = 1.28) and the mean number of goals for students in the LDR pro-
. gram was 3.20 (SD = 0.91). The difference between these means was significant
(t=4;81, df=194, p <.01). ‘Howe?ér; the range in the number of goals selécted
for studen;é in the two programs '?:as very much alike. Students in the LD#C
progréﬁ héﬁ between 2 to 8 goals wriﬁtén on fheir IEPs while students in the

g

[N—

e T R A T o



-14- -

e e o e T
LDR program had a range of 2 to 7 goals listed on their IEPs.
Table 4

Goals Used with LDR'and LDSC Students

LDR : LDSC
, N
Mean' _ 3.20 " 3.97
SD 0.91 : 1.28
Range - 2-7 T 2-8

The total number of goals written for each program were as follows:
372 for the LDSC program and 326 for the LDR program. The difference between
the total number of goals was not significant (X2 = 3.16, df=1, NS). ‘

[

"As a further analysis of these data, Table 5 shows that 54 of the LDSC
students (57%) had four or more gaals.while only 22 of the:LDR students (22%)
had four or more goals. 1In addition, the frequency counts of the numberhof
students who worked on different numbeps of goals showed-that 65 LbR studants_‘.
" (64%) had three goals.  In comparison, only 36 LDSC stﬁdents'kgeé)';éceived
three goals. o

As a major part of this study, it was necessary to gioup the goals into

14 different instructional categories (see the list of those categories in

.the Paocedures for Data Organization and Collection section). After com-
Pleting this procedure, the numSer of occurrences of eaph'category by »al
position was summarized by-using'the SPSS freqﬁency count routine. Based on
the‘frequency of occurrence of goal categories by each goal position, the
_frequency of goal categorles across'all goal positions was tabulated.- Tab;g 6

shows that Basic Reading Skllls, Engllsh Language Arts, and Mathematlcal Calcu~

lations were the most frequently used goal categories for both the LDSC and

-
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,':.‘\‘_ — —_— ——— . —— — -
" Table 5 :
| - Number of Goals Worked on By Students

, | ~ LDSC v LDR

""i'hrae 36 38.3 65
* 2 F°“f 33 35.1 14

Ope | 0 0 0

14,

63.
13.
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Table 6

Frequency of Occurrence of Goal Categories

_Across A1l Goal Positions

Goal Category =~ LDSC © LDR  LDSC and LDR .

1 English Language Arts - 88 96 184
2 Fine Motor Skills 10 23 33
3 Gross Motor Skills 1 0 ' 1
4 Mathematical Caleulations_ 79 57 - 136
5 Mathematical Reasoning 23 1w 37,
6 Reading Comprehension | 49 92.l 91
7 Basic Reading Skills 91 66 157
| & Science 0 0 0
—9 Social/Edotional Skills 7 1. 8
10 Social-Studies 8 0o 8 )
11 Verbal Communication 2 1 . 3
>“12 Sensory Pérception 6 18 24
15~5tgdy Skills « 5 8 '.13 .
3 -0 -3

14 0thér§\\\' |
. Total \\\g\ | 372 326 698
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LDR groups; These three'geal eategefies represent 67t of all the goalsi
”“chesen:for“stndents“in the 'sample. — = e e "";5 R

To assist with additional analysis of IEP goals, each unique sequence
of.goal categories identified-on each student's IEP was assigned a goal
pattern number. It should be noted that the ofder in which each goal cate~’
'“gory occurred in the™ sequernice” was ‘not—used-as- a‘crlterlon for‘determlnlng
goal patterns. For example, 4,6, 7 and 6,7,4 were considered as one goal
pattern.

Across both groups of students, there were 116 unique goal patterns
'.selegted fer the 196 students. Appendix C shows tne 64 patterns that were
'used with the LDSC students and-the 62 patterns that were used with the LDR
students. The differende“between the number of goal patterns'used nith the
LDSC and/LDR students was not significant (x2 = .04, DF=l, NS) The most
frequently occurring goal pattern was used by 9 students in the LDSC group.

ThlS pattern was as ﬁg;;gwsm,_BaSJC—Readlng Skllls, ‘Engli sh L Language Arts,

and Mathematlcal Calculatlons. In the LDR group, the most frequently
occurring goal pattern was used by 10 students, and included- Mathematical
Calcualtlons, Peadlng Comprehenslon, and Engllsh Language\Arts.

Table 7 further illustrates the uniqueness of each one’ of these goal

.
patterns, by 11st1ng every goal pattern used by more than one student in the

!

study. Of the 116 goal patterns selected for-the 196 students, 89 (77%) of

them were used w1th just one student. Only 10 of the goal patterns were
common to both the LDR and LDSC students. These 10 patterns are listed in
Table 8.

As indicated in Table 8, the two'most frequently occurring goal patterns’

were used with 13 different students. These patterns were as follows:
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-
e  Tabler
S ) Frequencies of Goale;tt'e-r;x.srUsed by Hcre
o than One Stuﬂe_nt Combined Across the
LDR and LDSC Progfams
"""""" ~—Pattern--— ... Frequency of Use %I_’»amg‘tigépb , Freﬁu%ncy of Use
1 4 53 13 7
2 6 68 2.
5 5 75 5
7 2 76 2
13 4 i 7_'; , 2"‘»,,‘
14 3 81 . )
IR R IR ENPPE 5
o 16 3 83 4
20 2 87 3
21 7 90 2
23 ETY 92 2
38 2 93 2
43 3 96 2
50 3
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Table 8 .
Goal Patterns Comeon to LDR and LPSC Students

Goal s Frequency of Occurrence
::;;::n - Description of Goal Patterns _‘ o . Tose
1 Mathematicel Calculations 1 ' ' 3
Engiiih Lingujge Arts - |
Basic Reading Skills .
-~ Reading Cozprehension - o
5 _ Reading Comprehension 3 2
Basic chqing Skills
English Language Arts
7 Mathematical Reasoning _ 1 : .'“ 1
English Language Arts |
e ”Réiaiﬂgfééég;;éépsion _
13 Mathematical Calculations K 3 1
Englizh Language Arts
14 English Language Arts : 2 : 1
Reading COmprehgﬁs;on , ’
16 Basic Reading Skills ) 2 1
I English Language Arts '
21 Basic Reading Skills (2) .2 5
Hatfxmt:lcul, _Caiculn.ions _
23 Basic Reading Skills ) 4 . 9

English Lan;iage Arts

Mathematical Calculations
50 - English Language Arts (2) 1 ' 2
Basic Reiding Skills ‘ '
_ Mathematical Calculations ‘ '
$3 |  Mathematical Calculations ‘10 . 3
. laad;ng Cauprchensiqn |
 English L.ngu;ge Arts

24
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(a} Basic Reading Skills, English’Language Arts, and Mathematical Calcu-
latlons; and {b) Mathematical Calculétlons, Readlng Comprehen51on, and

Engllsh Language Arts.

Subproblem Two

_sﬁbproblem Two : Compare the relatlonshlp ‘betweéen a- student s o

age, ability level, achievement 1 .rel, and number of years in
a special education program and the types of IEP goals selected.

it should be noted that as part of analyzing the subproblem, the

ability level 'scores were der1ved from the three dlfferent 10 tests admin-~

istered to the students.  One hundred-eighty-five (94%) students had WISC-R

Scoxes, 10 students had Stanforad Binet'scores, and only one. student had a

Leiter. Each of these tests was given equal weight when used to measure a

student's intellectual ability.

In order to conduct this analysis, only the five goal categories that

cccurred most frequently on students' IEPs were used(in this analysis.

-

These goal categoriee’are: English Language Arts, Mathematical Calcula-

" tions, Mathematical Reasoning, Reading Comprehension, and Basic Reading

<

Skills. This analysis was c°naucted on all students whose IEPs included

these five goai categories. A student was included in the analysis if one

of these goal categories occurred at least one time on his or her IEP.:
Chi-equere tests were used to determine”whether there was a‘eignifi-

cant relationship between the type of special education program students

were enrolled in (LDR and LDSQ) and their demographic,xeducational,ieﬁd'-

ability level characteristics. By applying the chi-square statistic,‘it

was possible to analyze how the,frequency’of different goal categories was

A

related to these progrém and student background variables. The chi-square
: d- Y ) . Lo -

- g -

4 .

25
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’ o . . . .

results reported in this section are for each one of the five‘goa; catégories

listed above. o -
. R

The variables used in :the chl-square tests were as followsg
- . A

Chronologlcal Age—-86 104, 105 123 124~ 142, ande143-164 months.

__Months in Spec1al Educatlon——l -18, 19- 37, 38~ 56, and 57-78 months.

Ability Level (IQ)--61-76, 77~ 92 93 108, 109 -124, and 125 139 full
scale scores.

-

. Reading Ach1evement——25—36 37~ 47 48- 58 59-69, and 70 -81 standard
- scores. .

Mathematlcv Achlevement--18 28, 29~ 39 40 50 51 61 62 ~-72, and 73-78
\ standard scores. :

A total of 25 chi-square tests_were conddcted by using the above five variables
N ' . ’ ) - .‘\ \

on.all five goal categories. All‘significant findings“are reportea in Table 9.
o o [ TLo ’ ) . - -

. ' R Subproblem Three 5/_ IR

R : . ‘ . a R e /

. L .~ . o
T proble ree: \Lompare the
. ¥fis ssment f progress made on

learnirg d1sab111 ies-kesource

arning disabilities teachers'
e’goals by students in the
d self—qoﬁtalned programs.

?

v -

~

In order to study this subproblem, t-fest comparisons“weré made between
1]

the ratlngs of the LDSC (N—?Z) and LDR (N=61) subsamples. \Table lO shows /;

that these subsamples pad 51m11ar§§§ESnologlcal ages, educatlonal, ablllty, g’
" . . [
and achie ent level characteristics as the total sample of LDR and LDSC )

El

students }ncluded-in this study (See Table.3). " ":‘¥}\

-

As the result of making these comparisons (see Table 11), it was found

- that the only slgnlflcant dlfference in ratlngs occurred on the fourth goals
IR

(t=2 41, df—49, p'< .05), where the average rat1ng for the LDR group was 3. 21;';

and 2, 76 for the LDSC group .

v After adjustlng for chronologlcal age, ablllty 1evel, read1ng achleve-'
ment level, and lhonths in spec1al educatlon program by using the analysis of
covarlance (ANCOVA), 1t was found that these subsamples were not slgnlflcantly

¥

i _dlfferent in teachers ratlngs of progress. " The ANCOVA f1nd1ngs are reported

. . . /__ .
Q. in Table 12 for the fourth goal position.' = - .
ERIC ™7 ™70 27 *5.=e S

-2_.6




Table 9

Chi-Square Relationships:Between Goal Categoriei‘ind Program apd Student Verdables

4

LOR

s

English Language Arts Goals

y used for students en-

. This goal category vy used most

rEquentl{ for students with
hlgher full scale 1Q scores (93- .

This clte?ory wpl found most fre-
3uently v
ents (48-81 ltnndurd acorel).

This ?oal category vas most fre-
quently selected for higher
achlevlng students (40- 72 stand-

“ard lcorel)

This }oal category was most fre-
~ Quent
‘tolled between 1-37 months,

th higher achieving stu-

.Thln goal category vas used most

often for students who.were en-
rolled for longer periods of tlll

. (38-78 months).

This !oal category vas most free
quently selected for students
with lover full lcnlo 1Q scores

. (61-108),

" This category vas unod sost often

with lover achieving atudents
(25+58 atlndgrd scores),

This was most often chosen fof the
lover achieving students (18- 50 3
ltandord |core|)

Hithéuatlcal galculatlonl Goals

5

Yariable Prequency'(xz)
Spactel Education  of = 3,
” pgol
AbLLkty Leval (10) o = 20,55,
l oy df . l‘.
PG
Reading o 25,60
“AChllvullnt df = &,
£ A XL
athetles - 5l 2,52,
Achievement . - df » 5,
,5A$iltty Level (1Q) o » 9,79,
Lo df ey
?Qg..dgn; a2y,
Achlcvenent : df = 4,
S pgo
‘fﬂithcnltlcl - '2 = 19.99,
“Achievenent df = &,
L - p ol

| -l This gd‘i/val)g;lt often selected . -
. for students with higher full
ecale IQ Scores (93-139).

This category vas most [requently .
- used with higher achieving sty- -
© dents (48-81 standard scores).

This goal category vas found most

often among the higher scoring .

students (40-61 standard acorel)

Studentn vith lover full scale IQ
scores (61-108) had this category
nost frequently selected.

This category vas most often se- -
lected for lober achieving spu-

" dents (25 58 ltlﬂdlrd scores).
- Lover lchlevlng students (29-50) °

most Frequently had this goal

category lncluded in thelt 1EP,

21
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| Variable Prequency (x°) LDR | - LDSC J-f
| | Nathematical Reasoning Goals B
Chronologicsl Age 'xz * 9,61, This goal category vas most fre-  This ¥o|l category ves most often
df =3, 3uently selected for younger stu  used for older students (124-164
| | . ~ dents (86-123 months), | onths), .
Months {n {Jdm‘TmmmwmmMMm’WMMMMMMumh
Special Education  df « 3, used for students enrolled for ods of time most often haz this ~
» pL 0 shorter periods of time (1- 31 poal category (193 months),
months),
Reading xz » 13,80,  Thls goal occurred most often Students with the lovest rdhdlng‘
Achjevement df = 4, anong students with the highest scores (25-38) received this goal
| - pgil reading ‘scores (4881 mndard category most often,
, scores), : |
" Reading Conprehension Goals |
! ' I ! "' |
Monthe in O 1284,  This goal category occurred most This category vas selected for
Speclal Education  df » ), frequently for students enrolled  students enrolled for a longer
\ | ool in special education for o period of time (19-78 lonthl).
" shorter period of time (1.37 |
.t E . months),
Reading xz‘- 1111, | Students vith thc highest reading  Students with the most savere
Achievement df =), - levels (37-69 atandar] scores) reading difficulties (25-50 otands
' | 1 X4k had this goal category occurring  ard scores) had more goals written
most frequently T ~ in this category.
Mathematics x2 « 12,68 Studcntl vith higher math scores  Students with louor math scores
Achlevement df = 3, (3172 standard scores) had this  (29-50) received this goal cate- -
o . goal category weitten most fre- gory more often,

quently,

%



m e

Varlable  Frequeney 1)
T el Reding lls Gouly o
Nonthe {n - x o 1959,  This category ves used nost fre. ‘NI goll cltegory Vi uud vith
Speclal Lducatlon df o ), quently for students with the sinlar frequencies acrons en-
Y4 lovest enrollnent tine (1-31 ~ ollnent tines ranglng frol156
monthe). | ponths,

Mbiliey lavel () o « 10,01, Thio goal vas uaed more fre. “Students vith lover full mh 1
~ of « 4, ?uently for students with Mgher  scores (61-108) recetved this goal

Pe e ull scale 10 scores (93139 -category most often,
. ttandard scores), |
Reading nz * 35,52,  The students with the M Imt The students with the lovest rasds
“Achievement df = 4, teading levels (18-81 mndard ng levels (2558 standard scores)
p(.'OI ‘tcores) had.the most goals in hed the most goals,
| | - ‘this category, | e SR
Mathematics e 10.20,  This g'onl,eategory most fre. Students with the Lowest math
Achievenent i =3, quently vas selected for students  acores (18-50 standard acores)
| p<.01 , With the highest math scores (31 recelved thin goz! <ategory most
18 standard ‘scores). often, B

2J
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Table 10

}Chronological ‘Age, Educational Level Ability

Level, and Achievement Level Character-

istics of the LDSC and LDR Subsample

N M 8§D t

Chronological Age

~
“““““

LDSC

-LDR

e 126.76 S 15.08 . 333, N5

.61 122.87 17.53

Monﬁhs of Instruction in Special Education

v
4

[

LDSC 62" 34.06 17.s5 .
, \ S _ 3.60 *
LDR \61 22.97 16.23 '
'Avi ébility Level (IQ) of Students
Ny T ~
LDSC 62 94.63 | 12.94
- | | 3.82 *
LDR '6% - 103.80 . 13.67 '
. o
Readiﬂg Achievement Levels (T-Score) of Students
LDSC -W 62 46.29 s
i ! 4.65 *
“LDR -\ 61'\ 54.07 10.03 _
*p £.05

30
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Table

11

Ratings of Progress Made on the Goals by the

LDR and LDSC Students in the Subsample

&—oal e
Position N M _ sD t
1 LDsC 62 13.19 .90
o | | .89, NS
LDR . 61 - 3.33 .77
2 LDSC 62 3,21 .79
| , .69, NS
LDR 61 3.11 73
3 'LDSC 59 3.12 .83
: 1.37, NS
LDR 53 3.32 .73 : :
4L  LDSC 37 2.76 .93
. * 2.41 *
| LDR 14 3,21 43
5  LDSC 14 3.43 .51
.94, NS
LDR 5 3.20 .45
6 LDSC 6 2.83 1.17
. - 096l NS
LDR 2 ©3.50 .71
7 LDSC 2 2.50  2.12 “
. . - ) 033. NS
LDR 1. - 3.00 .00 '
8 LDSC 1 4.00 .00 '
4 , .00, NS
LDR 0 .00 .00

*p .05, df = 49

31



- -27-

Table 12

Analysis of Covariance fbr Ratings. of Student

~ Progress on Fourth Goal Position

Source of Variation

Sum of as

-30.49 45 .68

Squares MS F P
Covariatesl
Ability Level .14 1 14 .20 NS
(WISC-FS) - :
: ™.
Chronological Age .10 i 10 .15 NS
Reading Achievement .83 b 83 . 1.22 NS
Months in S . |
Special Education 1.78 1 1.78 2.63 NS
Main Effects
Program .12 ' 1 .12 .17 NS
Error .17
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;; CONCLUSIONS

The results of this study indicate that the IEP goals written.for
learning-disabled students are hidhly iidividualized. Bytanalyzing goal .
frequencies, patterns, categories, and progiess, this study demonstrates
that the degrée of educafiohal programming for each student is developed to
match hié 6; her unique learning:difficulties. In most cases, goal catef
gories are not asdociated with thg particuiar program ﬁodél,(LDR or LDSC) and
goal progress is not aSSQCiated'with‘Students'_educational‘ability and
achievement level.characte;istics. |

| This study also demonstrates that the f;equency of different types of
gogl catedories used in_the LDR and.LDSC programs véried according to the
number of modths a studént has been enrqlled in a special education program,
a sfudent's reading achievement levei, mathematics"achievement level, and
" ability levél. Thus, ’it is possible that special education teachers pay
| close attention to these factors wﬁen deciding on which types of IEP goals
to include in a student's instructionaxzérogram. )

A comp;rison of the ratihgs df studedt progress for the learning-
disabilities resource‘dnd learning disabilities self-cdntained programs and |
their lack of differences iliustrates the truly individualizeddhature of
assessing the student's IEP godls. These'results are'cohgrugnt with the
otheg'fihdings.of this-study which show that each.gtudedt redgived highly
individualized gdal patterns; . and therefore it follows that the assessments
of fheir progress were also highly individualized. It appears thaf each
studdht was assessed against hisnor'her own rather than the LDR or LDSC

groups' progress. -

33
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The similarities of IEP goals between students in the learning disa-
bilities resource program and students in the learning disabilities self~
contained program have implications for both administrators and teachers

of these programs. Administrators should consider the»possible benefits

‘of grouping these students together for part of the school day according

to students! IEP goal categories. Administrators might also contemplate

whether or not the_nuhber of IEP goal patterns that were used with these

students should ke decreased.- Perhaps, teachers could improve the effective-
ness of their instruction by limiting the number of goal categories that
. ~

they use with learning-disabled studerits. By modifying these program

characteristics, the efficiency of administering LD programs and teaching

‘LD students should be improved.

The most significant aspect of this research study has been the
development of a conceptual and Statistical procedure for studying IEPs.
By following the research procedures used inythis study, special education

I .
teachers, administrators, and researchers can more effectively use IEP goals

- in evaluating and modifying their programs.

This research procedure for organizing and classifying'lEPs from

- existing student records can be adapted for use nationwide to analyze numbers

of IEP goals, instructional categories frequently used, the degree of individu—_

alization of'goal patterns and categories, the assessment of student progress,

and the relationships between instructional categories and student progress

©

"to specific student characteristics.

IEPs continue to be one of the most important elements of Public Law.-

94-142. The most recent proposals to .change the federal regulations have ~

[

' neither eliminated the IEP requirement, nor altered its basic content. There-

fore, the development of| practical research procedures to study various aspeets

~

of the IEP is essential.

. 34
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NAME :

DATA COLLECTION SHEET

CURRENT PROGRAM: LDSC LDR

VEP DATE:

‘5Ei:

u&om__

TOTAL # OF YEARS 1N SPEC. EDUC..

{EP DUE DATE:

. Schoo) SY 8C-81:

*

LD Teacher Sy 80-81: "

4 OF YEARS ¥ LD GRADE : TRIENNIAL DATE:
7 OF YEARS IN CURRENT PLACEMENT LD FOR PLACENENT:
ABILITY SCORE  ‘WiSC=R STANFORD-B INET OTHER
FOR PLACEMENT: - -
: DATE_ . DATE DATE
f M :
’ 1 :
¥
ACH 1 EVEMENT W) ) VRAT _OTHER
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b —_— CATEGORY
GOAL #2: °
GOAL 23: ' A
GOAL #4k: v
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1.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IEP GOAL RATING SCALE

DIRECTIONS

Racord the appropriate code nu-bor beside nch 1EP qoal \-Mch best describas the amount of proqnu the student

-

has ndo toward achievement of that goal um:c s.ptnbor 1981, \

Rate toqnu as objectively as possible, kuplnq in mind the ovnluatlon criteria pnvloully established on the

1P to determine goal ultory.

Cc-p_loto the rating scale ae it you were actually grading a student’s progress.

Use of this instrument will be u-ltcd to analy:lnq students’ progress toward nchhvlnq 1EP goale, and will not
include nuulnq any lndlvld\ul’l p.rfomnca as & lpechl ediocation tnchor. .

"

CODES
student has made no noticeable progress tovnd goal achievement.

Student has made little noticeable proqnu tovard qoal achieve: mt.
Student has made some noucuhh.proqrnl _gonrd qoal achievement.

‘Student has made much noticeable progress toward goal achievement.
= The qoal! hae ben deleted from the student's 1EP. T \

[ ]
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CoRgs: | » NO SOTICEAME PROCIESS

Student's Name n.éh,,
18P Date School

7  LIPTLE KOTICTADLE PROCRENG
) » 500 POTICEARLE FROCHESS

Primary Program Placement

—

¢ ® MCE MOPICRANLS PROCRESS
§ o MLETED roOw Tef Ienh.

P GoA " PAOGAESS MADE TOVARD GOAL -
IEP GOALS 70 B€ MATED ACHIEVENENT SINCE SEPTEMBER 190)
AL 11:
GoAL 12
1COAL 1):
GOAL Jh: -
oon 5 N
oo . o |
M '.: ! \‘ -
TR ‘\\ X
‘ : —
“feorL 9: R 1
, \ |
‘.‘ ) | \‘
B ' ’ A ".j.‘
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FREQUENCY OF GOAL PATTERNS

Absolute Frequency

Pattern

Absolute Frequency =

Pattern

LDR

LDSC

LDSC_

_LDR
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26
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30
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32

11
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35
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16
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37
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39

40
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41
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