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Abstract
. The purpose of this. study was to examine

teachers', and- administrators!y -reactions to
+ ’ . . ’
students' reading programs and pﬁpgress in elemen

4

S .
rooms throughout, .the year. + Survey data

n, and clarity ds. pa

/'\\

examined the effects of resource room teachers'

participa@ion,, ;atiéfactio

1
-evaluation svstem on student achievement in’'readi
- g . . N

the “data  was collected on_studepts “from the

{

J \ ° )
parents', classroom

ragious aspects of

rary schopl resource

were collected on
"t of 'a study that
)use'of 'a formative

ng.,'THe'majority of

stldy's experimental

group. Results indicated that participation ij

and clarity of the

students' programs and progress were Y]acking,‘.with, evidence of a

difference in ~ special education-regular édufcation communication

¥

findings for' increased

A v

between twd districts. The implications of the

communicationare discussed., » °~
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o 4 - B
Communqcat1on of IEP.Goals and Student Progress Among

)

Parents, Administrators, and Regu]ar C]assroom Teachers

Using. Systematic Fofmative Eva]uat1on

T : \
7. ‘ ’

The number of handicapped students served wikthin both resource
. e
program and regular classroom sett1ngs is ~increasing. Many students -

who once were receiving all of thejr educational programming within.

the. regu]ar classroom, now are being served on a part-time basis

within the special education setting Thomas (1981) proposed that the

%

* combination of Sect1on 504 of the 1973 Rehab1]1tat1on Act and the
:enactment of PL 94-142 spec1f1ca11y led to greater numbers of

. - -~ R Y
handicapped chi]dren being identified and ‘given -more specTa]ized
. ‘ . o
. attention;_ At the. same time, with the 1ncreaS1ng acceptance of .

mainstreaming, hand1capped\students whd were once in self- conta1ned

] -
f spec1a1 education -programs have moved 1nto part- t5>e resource

{
programs with increasing numbers and kinds of services beéing provided
\_;jn,the’regu1ar classroom (SRI, 1980).
Given the 'increasing number of handicapped students in both

)

regu]ar and resource .programs, communication between regular and
special edUgatorslneeds to be increased in order to facilitate greater
onderotanding and support of, and involvement in, a chi1d'§\education.
Howeve®, in most schools there is still a "two 'box"  structure
(Reynolds, 1977) in which_ regutar. and speciaf education operate

o~

independent.]y.
'ﬂ Reyno1ds (1977) emphaoized the need for teamwork between regular
and special educators. Admfnistrators c]assroom teachers " and
parents all play 1ntegra1 roles 1in the spec1a1 educat1on process, and

all would benefit from effect1ve commun1cat1on with the special =

A | .
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" meetings.

i ' \l\
2. . !

~

education teacher. This communicaticoh typica11y.5egins.at'the IEP
meeting. Yoshida Fenton, Maxwell, and Kaufman (1978).found that the

1nd1v1dua1s most frequent]y 1nvo]ved in team meetings in Connecticut

[y

were schoo] adm1h1strator$, special - education teachers, regular

educationj'teachers, and schoo] counselors. Po]ana,ﬁ Ysse]dyke,_

\

Thurlow, and Mirkin (1979) and Thur]ow and Ysseldyke (1979) discovered

) fromf nationa1 surveys that the 'schoo psychologist and regular

education teacher were included most frequently ‘dvera11 in team

t

Gnce the IEP is developed, -commynication should focus on the

ch11d's progress towards His/her goa1§, changes made in the progranm,

a

and the extent to which the child's goa] was met. Marver (1978)

reported that after the IEP was wr1tten ha]f of the teachers’they

studied d1d not refer to it dur1ng the remainder of the school year.

X

To ‘finvestigate the communication process .between special
\

’ ' . :
education teachers .and classroom teachers, adm1n1strétors, and

-~

. parents, survey datat‘were obtained during a study designed to

determine the effects of resource room teachers' use of a formative

eva]uation' system (Mirkin, Deno, Fuchs,. Wesson, Tindal, Marston,” &
Kuehn]e,_ 1981) on student achjevement in reading.  .Repeated

curriculum-based measurement and contintous evaluation procedures were

used with experimbntal subjeck$ in the study as .an alternative to

informal assessment methods, Fuchs, Mirkin,.Deno, Marston, and Tindal

1

(1982) found that' these procedures rendered more objective,‘aécurate
) . . T ) .

data on student progress. _The 'extent ,to which these data are
* . . "

effective1y- commuﬁicated s\;,,}j'g‘z‘;w,1'nd1'v.1"dua1s in cher roles within the

. - B 7 -
-~ 4
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3
school, as well ‘as to parents, was the focus of this study.

Specifically, the study examined classroom teachers', administrators',

and parents' partjéipation in, satisfaction with, and'percebtidﬁs'0f~

the clarity of studentsf:reading.programs and pfogress in tHe special
education setting throughout the year.

,_) Method

Subjects

Subjects were’parents, Classroom teachers, and administrators of
elementary schoq] children who took part in;the.study. _Nithin one

school distrjct, seven alministrators- completed surveys. All students

"in this district were in the experimental group. . Within another

‘sghoo1 district, 16 classroom~ teachers and 12 parents completed

surveys. = A1l of the ‘students were also in the eiﬁé?ﬁmenta1 group. .

¥ithin a third schoo]-district,,fOUﬂ-administrators{and nine classroom
teachers completed surveys. The administ#ators' surveys pertained to
' ' o . , o

students in the experimental group, ,while the c]assroong teach%rs'
surveys pertained to students in the'EontrQ} group.

Thus, a total of 12 parents, 25 teachers, and 11 admini;trators
responded to the"surveys. Thesé numbers reflected a high return rate

. . ' _

for originally distributed surveyss: 60.0% of the parents, 83.3% of the

¢ . . : :
classroom teachers, and 68.8% of the administrators - completed anh

[

returned the surveys. , T

Expérimeﬁta] group. The treatment of thg experimental gfoup

"students is describea in Procedures to Develop and Monitor Progress on

»

IEP Goals (Mirkin et al., 1981). Briefly, . teachers of the

experimental group students first wrote\curricu]um-baséd IEP goals and

e Q-

-
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'objeﬁtives in the aréa of reading. (See Apbeﬁdix D" for a copy of thej
. Goal and _Objeétiye Form.) Fo]iowing -~ this, teachers devé]oped
‘1'currigu1um-Qasedf measuremént syétems to' match' sbeci%ic goals and
. 6bjéctives; -Then,* at Tleast three times week]y,_théy,were to‘méasure_.
stuaentt and utilize fhoge data to defermine whenf‘to change thén“
instruttional programs to increase the probabiJity that students woﬁ]d
achievé-the%r goals. A sample G§ai and Osjectivé Form, Graph,, and
Instruétiona] Change Fprm appear’in nga;és 1, 2, and 3.

v

4 , \

-

Control grohp} Typicaf classroom procedures,@eré followed with -

%+ students in the control‘ group. Te;chers used their own 1nforma1
_ observation system and' traditional evaluation procedures,~to'/makg
instructional deéisﬁon§. o ) - ‘
" Materials

[End-of-year parent survey. A lo—itemkhsurvey' was designed ‘to

assess parents' participatiohvin én IEP conference during'the yeér,
_aﬁd fheir ‘confidehce in the p]acémeﬁt comhiftee'; ~decision on .fhé
delivery ofuspegial éfﬁ;afﬁon éervdce in the area 6f reading. If thgl
child did receive sﬁécia] educat%dn-service, then pa;ents werg asked

to comp]ete'~additiona1 items on their (é) knowledge of, and

N

satisfaction with their child's year-end reading goal, (b) knowledge

of his/her progress toward the goal, and (c) knowledge of their

P

child's academic status'cﬁmbared_to other.stﬁdents his/hér age.. (See

Appendix_A for a copy of the survey:)

w
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End-of-year “classrgbm - teacher survev. An. 11-item §ﬁryey was
= R G e - :

4

»

designed fd}'#egdian classroom teachers to complete oh student’s Zhey

had referred and who received part-time spacial education service$ in

a’ resource room during the year. On this survey, teachers indicgted
'(a)_pantigipation.in the siudent?s Igffgr'perfodic review-conﬁjréncé,

(b) <atisfaction with and USefu1hess'q§;the assessment information,

PN

(c)'élarity Bf and éqtisfgation with the student's reading program and

. ' - ~
progress-in the special Settinq; angﬁ(d) student performancerelative
to the other- childres in the ‘classroom” when compared to their
. : - R
performance 4t the bgginnfng of the year ., (See Appendix B for a.copy

of the survey.) .

Administrator or supervisor survey. Administrators and/og
. ’ . i ) !
supervisors completed survey§y for a random selection of students

L
¢ -

within the study. On this survéy they indicated (a)ibarticipation in

*the student's IEP or bérﬁodic.rgvigw qonférence during the year, (b)

sgtisfaction'with and usefulness of thie assessment information for the

° ' A \ N . . :
academic area of reading, (c) clatity of and satisfaction with the.
studehf'slreadiﬁg g??1, the system devised for monitoring progress,
IS N »’ - N \
perceptions” of.

—

and the evaluation of final student outcome, and (d

>

ces provided in

-y

parents' understanding of the specia] eduéation sery

\

~

Procedure - , R ' B - .

reading.duriné‘the yeéﬁ. (See Appendix C for a\fopy of the su;vey.)

b

At the end of the school year (May 1982), parents, c]aiiiyﬁm
teachers, and administrators or supervisérs of ' children/ who

\ ' Jeq

parti;jpatéq in the study were sé&nt surveys and stamped “return .

envelopes. They were reqhested to fii] out and return Ehe survey
4

» ' §

-
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pertainihg to the student whose name was written\atJthe top of the
form. \ s | "

¢ " | Results

Parents' Responses s /0

=

'Ten out of the twelve parents (83.3%) reported. that they attéhded
an +IER conference during 'the academic year, and )a]] were either
~ 1 o L ¢ .

: ‘confident (33.3%) or very confident (66.7%) that their children

received special education service in the area of reading. of the

(

91.7% who said they were informed about their child's year'end reading

’

goal in the ,special eﬁucat1on program, 18. 2% indicated they were very ,

c]ear about what_the goal w&% 45 4% 1nd1cated being c]ear as~to the

goal and 36.4% said they were somewhat c]ear Ha]f of the parents
said they were very satisfied\with the reading goa] estab11shed for
. the1r ch11d Cgth the remainder of responses vafyinghfrom 8.3% very
d1ssat1sf1ed ' 8. 3% somewhat d1ssat1sf1ed .and  33.3% somewhat

e

satisfied. When askedﬁto wr1te the annua] goa] 36.4% were accurate

4

but incompléte, and 63.6% were 1naccurate. A samp1e Accurate Goal,

"Agéurate But Incomplete Goal, ahq Inaccurate Goal appear in Figure 4.

’
-
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Almost all of the paremts (91.7%) believed their child was

prqgressjng toward his/her 9631, ‘with the remainihg» not sure.

r

Information o progress toward the goal had been providéd to 90.0% of

the parents during a conference7w1th the teacher. One of the parents
,,’}

checked;Brogress with da11y read1ng funct1on1ng at home when asked

d L . ~r
I

| . . ‘ i .11 .‘ ) -



—

T

r )
~ . . 4

‘how their child was performing compared to other sfuden;s of %the sama -
“ . ‘\ . . . - ,'
age,. relative to the previous ,sggool --year, . 33.3% said they Were

 better,” 25.0% said they were' the same, 25.0% said they were worse, .and

16.7% diqn't hnow.' One-fourth .of the parents indicqfeq they were very
confident that this answer was,aECurate;'50.0% were -cgnfident, and
S S 0 N . : )
25.0% somewhat confident. o R . -
_ . . . . . . .//‘

. ’ . !
-Classroom Teachers"Resgonses .

" Classroom teachers ) reéponses to questiohs on the éurVey are .
presentezlw1th a breakdown accordqng to whether they~were teééhers of
exper1menta1 students or teachers of control students. Exp11C1¢
compan1§ons between fhe” eXperimentai and‘ cqntho] ‘kroﬁps were -not 5;
'QP"dQQFF¢ since each” group a]so reprefented ‘q ‘different school -
disthict{ Thus, the d1fferences that seem very notab]e on the ba51s
of Qisua] inspeetion could be re]ated to. experwmenta]/contro]
differences, schoo] district d1fferences; or some interaction of the
two., Most d1ffeh§hces reﬂated to Jpart1C1pat1on in- and clar1ty of
;‘%students' -reading programs, and students';>progress in the spec1a1

settjng. Tab1e 1 shows the’ responses of the two groups of te;%hers on .

fhe Yes-No 1tems_ of: the.'survey.z Other 1tems_ (e.g., ~relating to

.satisfaction withAfheir studehts' programs ahd brogress) are depehdent%')
upon the. knowledge of responses to ‘nreceding item§,.énz\¢hus are not

included.- ¢ - o C ' A : ] a

_’..---._———..-——Ar ———————————————— "

' Teachers of experimental students. = Sixteen regular classroom

4 - <
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. teachers completed surveys on students who were in the experimental

group in the study. Six'ot‘them.(32}5%) paq&icipated in the IEP or

"~ periodic review conferenceéfor the student;during the 9ear.” df‘those
attending, 66.6% were satisfied w%th' ghe assessment information .

presented at the conference, 16.7% were somewhat sat1sf1ed and 16.7%

were‘somewhat d]ssatdsf)ed, 80. 0% found th1s information very useful

™~

-
el

. for de?eloping or ‘modj%ying IEPs, while 20.0% found it moderately 7
usefu] Rejarding how clearly infonmation on their - student was'
presented by the spec1a1 teache at the conference, 50.0% said very
c]ear]y,¥33.3 sa1d.c1ear1y,_and 16 7% sa1d somewhat clearly. ‘

Of"the 16 negu]ar classroom teachers, 43.8% were infgrmed. o?
their student's annual read1ng goa] 71.4% of theseé%eachers were very

'sat1sf1ed with themgoa1, w1th the remainder being somewhat satisfied.
Only 40.0% of the teachers were 1nformed of when and what changes were
‘made in the studenth read1ng goa] dur1ng the year all through verba]

commun1cat1on. Information on changes -was prov1ded to 66.6% of the

; teachers twice; the remainder of the teachers were informed equally

\ either one or four times. ‘Most of.the teachers (75.0%) did not know
\f\}whether their student met the.year-long reading goal; 18.8% said the
student dfd meet -the boa], and 6.2% said the student did not.‘fThis

‘1jodgment‘was based on information from the!special education «teacher
. y . ‘ .
for 28.6% of the teachers, while the remainder based it on report

cards, comparison with.other students, or reading,‘writing, and verbal
4 . . \ ) . . ) o
progress in the classroom. ’ . : ‘

Half of the regular ’teacheréf:Were inforhed of the student's

reading. program in ‘the special setting, with] 75.0% of these very

: |
. . ) ] LoEn '\ |
." - : w 1 ""L

< ' 5L




20.6

< -

\‘ ] . . l'l‘.‘ 9 o
satisfied, and 25.0% somewhat satisfied. Half of the.teachers also

were informed of when-and what changes weré made in the student's
" Q.

. : 7
-reading program during the year, with the majority informed through

verbal communication (ZS.O%), aAd the remainder through report cards.

- Equal percentages of téachérs (28.6%) were informed one, two, and four
_times of changes, while 14.2% were informed six times. .Most of the

teachers were either somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with the

student's reading progress”'(46.7% each), while 6.6% were very

, - ¢ .
dissatisfied. When asked to rate how the student was performing

I ’ :
‘relative to the other chi]dren in the classroom, compared to the

!

_begi;jﬁng'of the year, 53.3% said better, K 26.7% said the_.same, and

said worse.

Teachers of control students. Nine reqular c1assroo% teachers

frbm another school district completed the survey on students who were

members of the control group. Approximately three-fourths of the

tegcheré (77.7%§/ participated in the IEP or periodic review
, {

“-conference,. with 71.4% of these satisfied !with'"the“"asseésment

information présented and the remainder sdmewhaf satisfied. Rejarding
how usefuﬁ the assessme?t information was for &eQe]oping or modifying
the IEPs, 92.8% said 1§§Was;very useful; the same percentage $did it
was moderately useful, and 14.4% said4it was somewhat useful. Over
Ha]f of the teaghers (57.2%)‘sa1d infgrmatfon.on their student was
presented by the specis! teacher very é]early, and the remainder said
it was present;d E]ear]y. /

Of the 89.0% who were informed of the annual reading goal, 37.5%

were very'sqfisfied with it, and 62.5% were somewhat satisfied. Of

. £«
5 I

n

s

o ( i4
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'_the.77.7% who were info;med'of fheir students' reading program in the
special setting, Zl.S%,were'very satisfied with it and the reﬁainder
were somewhat satisfied. Most of ‘the teachers (89.0%) we(eiinformed
ofvaen and wﬁaf changes,were_made in_the student's reading goal and
reading program throughithe year,.tommuniCated fheough'conferences,
notes, énd verbaiiy; 42:9% were informed three“times, 28.5% two times,

and 14.3% both feur and five times. _— |
Almost ha]f of the regular classroom teachers (44.4%) did not
know whether their student met the reading goal; 44.4% of the teachers’
said "the student did meet the goal, and 11.1% said the student did
not. These judgments were based on ‘the child S abiiity to read
directions and materials in other sub%ect areas, reading test results,
and genera] classroom performance. Regarding satisFaetiop with the
> student s progress in reading during the year, 11.0% were very
dissatisfied, 11.0% somewhat dissatisfied; 44.6% somewhat satisfied,
and 33.4% very satisfied. .when asked to rate how the studenti was
performing relative to the other children in the cla sroom, cohpared
to the beginﬁing qf the year, 37.5% said better, 25.0% said‘the same,

and.37.5% said worse. ) ' o ; :

Administrators' Responses

0f the 11 administrators who completed the survey for a random

-

selection of exgerimen§a1 students, eight (72.7%) participated in the -
IEP or .periodic review conference. of thes%:J 3N.5%  were very
satisfied with the assessmeﬁt information presented in reading, 5070%
wer& somewhat satisfied, and 12.5% were very dissatisfied. Ha]f’of

the administrators felt the assessment in#érmation was very usefuf for

-

15




f | . 11
dLve]oping or nmdifying IEPs and instructional interventions; 37.5%
: said it was moderately usefu], .and 12.5% sa1d 1t was . somewhat useful.
A1l of the adm1n1strators 1nd1cated that they were 1nformed of
the student's annual special educat1on reading goal; 70.0% of “them .
were very satisfied, and 30.0% were somewhat satisfied w1th ‘this goal.
Regarding sat1sfact1on w1th the system devised for mon1tor1ng the
student S progress toward th1s goa] throughout the yeary, 90.0% were
very satisfied and 10.0% were somewhat satisfied. Most of the
adm1n1stratorS'(80.0%) were 1nformed as- to whether the student met
his/her goa1,'ahd most"also were very satistied with the way ih which
student“performance in reading was evaluated at the end of the schoo1
year; the remainder were‘somewhat satisfied. When aSked how clear the
administrators thought the parents were about the specia]feducation
services provided in reading during the year, 30,0% saidfvery clear,
;60.0%‘lsaid quite clear, and 10.0%’said somewhat clear. .

General Responses as a Function of Role '

Responses related to~ the overall mean trequency of positive
ratings on some of the items answered by parents, regular classroom
teachers and administrators. are presented in Tab1e 2. Although |
icompar1sons cannot -be made appropr1ate1y across roles, the summary
data presented>1n the tab]e prov1de a general picture of the views df
three types of individuals 1nvo1ved in¢special education deC1s1én
mak1ng . ' ) 'ib']
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Discussion

The sunveys used in the pneééﬁt\\stydy attempted to obtain
y: .

jnformation about various individuals' participation in; satisfaction
b A
» Iy A R

with, and perceptiops of the clarity of students' readingAprograms and .

progress in. the special education .setting throughout the year.

Generalizations’ of the results are limited due to several factors. .
- S : \ = ‘

First, a 1iﬁ{fed\ number: of subjects par;icipa¢ed in the ~study.

/ ‘ 5
- ‘ rd .
Second, comparisons ‘between the three roles--parents, classroom

teachers,uﬁqd adminiétrqtors——within districts are impéssib]é, since
data. were‘not collected in this manner. And third, the/ data do not
allow for qpmparisons of experimental and eéntro] group students
w?thin any one distric{. | Consideriﬁg all of -fheée factors,
genera?f?atjons befween roiesfof(the subjéctsnand groups of students
(exb%{imenta1‘ and contrb])‘ should be avoided. A However, individuai‘;

. survey results -do provide interesting information.

/

~ . ~
Within one -school district, ‘the majority of the classroom

teachers who participated in the IEP or- periodic review conference

ﬁouﬁd; the assessment informatfen presented to be Véry useful "in |

developing or modifying” IEPs, even th ugh less than half of the total

number of teachers participéteq‘in the . P conference. It is clear

Jthét the majority of these teachers were nod informed of the student's

readihg goé], reading 'program, or change in the readiqg goal or
program by the’ special education. teachgr. * Most of’ the c]assrodm

1 teachers did; not know_'Whethep ’the‘vs &dené met his/her year-long
reading goal. “ ao . ¢

Results from teachers .in another districf/ indicated greater

¢

-
€
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participatjén in and clarity.of their students' reading programs and
progress insﬁhe special setting. The{variables contriguting to these
- ] ’ ¢
4 between-district d1fferences are unknown; future reSearch. should
investigate school d1str1cﬁ\factors that promote better communication

~

between special and regu1ar education staff members. .

“ Regarding resuﬁggnfrdm tne parent sunuey,"it ie‘clear that the
“majority of the parents attendedntng IEP conference, and Qere infprmed
BF’their child's annua1 4eading ﬁoa] Yet only half of “them cou]d

state ghe goal, and less than ha]f of these goa]s were accurate]y and
compJete]y stated. It 1s ev1dent that a]though the parents were
1nformed of their ch11d s goal, they e1ther did not understand it
1n1t1a11yﬁyor forgot it with t1me: Alse,, only half of the parents
reported Ehat they were very satisfied witn- the . reading goa]l
' estab11shed for their ch11d Similar results were fdund‘in a previous
study in which parenta] reaction durjng'p1acement team meetings was
1nvest1gated (Ysse]dyke & Thurlow, 1950) fhat study found ‘that
parents -did jnot seem to understand fully the meéting' S purposes and
.outcomes and that there was a w1111ngnes§ on thedr part te accept the
school decision, assuming'the‘schoo1 officials knew what they were
deing. These findipgs imply a need fon‘schdo1 pensonne1 to encourage
parenta1.invo1vement and increaseaparen;a1 understanding of what is
f & taking B]ace, at 'the IEP ﬁeeting or in ‘an& other situation unen
decisions are made regarding‘their chiid. P
_ It‘should‘be noted’ that the administrators generally responded -
positively "to the Ssurvey. - In addition to a ' large degree of

!participatidn in, the students' IEP conferences and knowledge of the .

\ I 18,
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v

students' goals and progress, the ‘administrators. were generally
X A . )

satisfiéd with the information ‘they- received. These positivé'

reactions may be re1ated td the fact that administrators do not

&

1nteract with, students or become .uvolved w1th their educat1on to the

,.r { o

e .

extent that c]assroom teachers or’ parents do.

A

Ine resu]ts of th1 study 1nd1cate that greatej emphas1s needs to
be placed on effect1ve communication between éarents and school

\
personne1 -and a]so amoag individuals -in d1fferent ro)es w1th1n the

school. These f1ndingsfsupport prev10us research and su port the need

for future research on changes that m1ght be made within the schoo1
community to foster improved understand1ng and u1t1mate1y a more‘

consistent and effective support jsystem fo[ ,a chi1d's success 1in

%

§§h001. , | . ‘ .

hd L

\
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. Tablel . .. .
Percentages of Ye§ Responses to Survey Questions

. .

- ~—

Question . L T Experimental (N=16) Control (N=9)
Did you participaté in the IEP or -
per1od1c review conference? ' »37.5 177
Have Jou -been informed of the student s - - '
spec1a1 educat1on r°ad1ng goai? o 43.8 89.0:
Were you 1nformed of the student's = | . . :
reading program in_the special sett1ng7 50.0° < 77.7
_/'u/-_

>

Were you informed of when and what changes
were made in.the student's reading

goal through the year? ; » . 40.0 V -89.0' ?
"Were you 1nformed of when and‘what changes L : '".
were made in the student's reading c T .
program through the year? - - - 50.0 K . 89.0
Did the student meet h1s/her year 1ong ) R
reading goal? - - . 25.0 | 55.5
. . - ™
. : oo
' AN
/ - . ’
- , .
¢ . —
» (%4 . .l
v ~ ' .
» -
\ "' ,. .
- , 8 P
H
' ,
* -~

oo
-
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.. Table 2 )
Percentaées"of Parents, Teachers, “and Administrators .
. . 9
///. Giving Positive Responses to Four Items
~ - » q . 4 . j
Item Parents Teachers - Administrators:
Pfrt1c1pat1on in 83.3 57.6 72.7
conference : ‘ ‘
Informed of goal 91.7  66.4 100.0
Satisfied with{goal 83.8  100.0 100.0
Perce1ved performance of - 85.3 71,2 .-
studept relative to )
peersg Azj
qpdministrators were not asked thi§/ﬁaeétibn.
’ -4
o _
.. A '
~ s .(\'
. y < .
. «
PRI
% & . %
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A
‘GOAL In » 19 weeks » when provided with 3
f school weeks unt1] y?ar s end ' s -
'- stor1es from . grade level 2 '» SRA passages , 'Miéheel .
(Level #, series) . (student's/name) xS
will read aloud at the rate of 85 . » with no more
v - T (wpm correctT— : .
than __ - 8 ~errors, 0w L ok
)

a
'

L
P

OBJECTIVE Each success1ve week when presented w1th a random se]ection

from > Grade 1eve1 2 - SRA passages S, thezstudent will read
{same leVel # and'series as above) v :
aloud at an average inhcrease of 2.6 wpm and nO'%ncrease in
S = - ) .
- L& - . C ) 4 L . . ) ‘- ‘J/
errors.. ' '

Figure' 1, Goa]_and Objectiye Form,-.

1

.0




FER MINUITE

)
<
V)
¢
a" 1
)
¢ .
) ' . . ~ o
> . s _ : )
. = R . , . L ‘
CORRECT N : .
ERRORS . Y uﬂyo/"*°'\gﬂa\‘*’°‘ ‘ ‘ -
. T T " T ; T —
. ¢ \11 ’ 6 2 N 3 : 4 2 ; 5 !
.{ 4 "‘ 1 'gl . - v ~
N B , © MONTHS .
, S i ! ’ '
3 / 3
.o - - (.

ure 2. ~ Number of Correct Words. (e) and Errors (o) Per M1nute Under Base]iné“(A)fénd>

Three Instructional Strategies (B C, and D)
1

24‘”‘ ; | // - . S0

Bs

61
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Instruttional Change Form

N
(o]

L
=

ructional Procedures | Arrangement Time Materials ‘| Motivational Strategies
Reading Practice Group (1:5) . |45 minutes - |Double’Action Short Story, Geﬁerating own stories
rehension exercises . : Part 2 -
Story Writing & class
discussion :
. \
uage Experience ~Individual same . [Student's own stories same
proach ‘with para- File cards /
professional Story. Folder
uage Experience Individual- =~ |20 minutes |See above same
* with para- . : )
| professional .
ing Camprehension < | Individual McCall-Crabbs, Book E

tivities

with teacher

20 minutes

v

SRA kit

individual arrangement

with teacher

\

£

e 3. Instruct}onal Change Form.




ACCURATE GOAL o

When providgd with stories from érade 1qye1 2 SRA passages,
Michael will read aloud at the rate of 85 correct words per

minute, with no more than 8 errors.

P
ACCURATE BUT INCOMPLETE GOAL f/

Michael will read stories from level 2 SRA passages.

INACCURATE GOAL

I don't know.

Figure 4. Examples of Accurate, Accurate but Incomp]ete, and
Inaccurate Goals.

r

<

28
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APPENDIX A CA-

Child's Name

Date

END-OF-YEAR PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

-

1) Did you attend an IEP conference during this academic year? [_] [}
‘ : - Yes No

2) Has'‘your ch11d recelved special education service in the area of

reading this year? Il f%]
e

Yes No

How'confident are you that this answer is accurate? .

11 - Cl - 1
Not at all . . Somewhat Confident . Very Confident
-Confwdent Confident

If you answered NO to Question 2, STOP. If you answered YES, please continue
answering these questions.

3) Were you 1nformed about your child's year-end reading goal in the specia]
education program? . I—j |:j

Yes No -

How clear are you about what the annual reading goal is?

1 ] 1 L
Unclear Somewhat Clear Very

Clear

If you know your child's annual reading goa],.§1ease write it beloﬁ:

v . '\

23
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4) How satisfied are{you with ‘the read1ng goa] estabiished for ‘your
child this year? -

O co- o - O
Very- Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied _

9) “Has your child been progressing toward his/her reading god\?.

o o 0O

Not No - Yes
Sure .

If yes or no, how have you been informed Qf progress toward the
goal? Qi

P

o \ . e

i

- 10) Relat1ve to last year, how is your child performing compared to’ other
students who are as old as your child?

] I o o -

Don't Worse .,  Same Better:
Know ‘

- How confident are you that this answer is accurate?

(. 1] 0 |

Mot at all  Somewhat Confident Very Confident
Confident Confident . . :
¢
) \

lr)
&

Lo
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L

END-OF- YEAR CLASSROOM TEACHER- QUESTIONNAIRE

Student's Namé ' e : Date

i
1) Did you participate this year in the IEP or periodic review conference
for the student whose name appears above? [:] [:I

- Yes No

If Nd p]ease skip questions 2-4.

2) How satisfied were you with the assessment 1nformation presented at
the conference?

] o - |1 —J
Very Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied . Satisfied Satisfied

. .3) How useful.was this assessment information for deve]oping or modifying

i o |

+  Not at all Somewhat ‘Moderately Very
' Useful - Useful Useful Useful
4) How clearly was .information on this student presented to you by the
\\“ special teacher at the conference?
Not at all Somewhat Clearly Very
Clearly Clearly : Clearly

'5) Have you been informed of the student's 1981-82 spec1a1 education

reading goal? [:j [_J

Yes
If yes, how satisfied were you with that goal?
oo O O £l
Very Somewhat Somewhat very
Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

6) Were you informed of the student s reading program fﬁ the special

;.setting7 ,:[:| | [:I
No

~ Yes

If yes, how satisfied were you with that program?

= S i O
Very Somewha t Somewhat L Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied - Satisfied

RIC 5 . 31
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7 }

7) were y- 1. informed uf when and what changeé were made in the student'é read-

1ng goal through the year” D [:]

J'l

Yes _ No

, If yes, how frequent1y? | \}57}
. \ (approx1mate number) i
- A 7 b

If yes, how were ‘the changes communicated to you’ ’

o o 0 S

Verbally, Note® , Conference Other . : ' -
_ (please specify) //>

8) Were you informed of when and what changes'here made in the student's reading

program through the year? [:] [:]

i If yes, how frequently? .
- - (approximate number)
If yes, how were‘thg changes communicated to you?
Verbally  Note Conference Other
- ' : . (please specify)
- o
9) Did the student feeét his/her year~1ong reading go§17' v ’ \,
Pon't  Yes No . , )
* Know : ~

L

o ) ]How<confident are you that this answer is accurate?.
p

an o [ -

Not at a11 ‘Somewhat Confident Very
Confident = Conf1dent , + Confident

s
o

~

Briefly describe on what ‘basis you are deciding 1f the student met his/her
year-long goal. : :

10) How satisfied were you with the student's progress in reading this year?

o0 B e o

" Very Somewhat Somewhat - Very .
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied = Satisfied. Satisfied '

rd
L ‘
o
32
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Compared to the beginning of the year.fhow is the student performing

relative to the other children in your classroom?

D ] 3 - O
Don't Worse  The Same Better
Know . o 7

I

~

-

pS

N Jf
-

4



: . . APPENDIX C | o
Student's Name B - SO _ -

‘Date " - o L /
ADMINISTRATOR OR SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE | .

. |"DIRECTIONS: PLEASE:ANSWER THE FOLLOWING, QUESTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE
-| STUDENT"S NAME LISTED ABOVE. DO NOT ANSWER THEM ‘FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN 'GENERAL. : ) : '

1) Dpid y6u participate this year in the IEP or periodic revjew.gonferénce
for the student whose name appears above? . - " ' .

Yes . No <Ih )

— — C

If yes, answer all the remaining questions. If no, answer questions
4 through 9. = , .

2) How satisfied were you with the assessment information in the academic_
arga of reading presented at the conference(s)?.

1 - 2 -3 .4
Very Somewhat Somewhat ' Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

3)' How useful was the reading~asse55ment-1nformatioq;for developing or modi-
fying individual educational Programs/planning instructional 1nterventfons?_

~_Not atl Somewhat Moderately Very ' ‘ , :
all useful Useful Useful Useful ' .
4) Were you informed of the student's 1981-82 special education reading .
goal? ' o . ;o
Yes No

—— T gt

5) 'Howxgat1sfied were you with the 1981-82 reading goal?
1 . 2 "3 s

Y r
Very 5 Somewhat Somewhat . |, Very R
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied - Satisfied Satisfied
6) How satisfied were you with the system devised for monitoring the
'student’'s progress toward this goal throughout the year?
S BCR 2 3. 4
Very . Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied = Dissatisfied. Satisfied-  Satisfied

7) Were you informed as to whether the student met his/her annual reading
goal? ' T o : _
" Yes No: - ’

— ——
/
/

34
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8) How satisfied are you with the way in which final student outcome in
reading was evaluated at the end of the school year?

a0 2 ' 3 4 —
. Very Somewhat Somewhat " Very

Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied _ Satisfied .

9) How clear do you think the parents are about the special educat1on
services provided in reading during this year? . .
N

G

R 2 .3 4 )

Unclear Somewhat Quite Very,:
Clear Clear Clea'n,
N )
|
I
N J
N
/ !
- / ’
/
/ /
4//
y /
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GOAL AND OBJECTIVE. FORM

GOAL In P ' - -, when presented with stories from

{# school weeks until year's end) )

' e~ - L will read aloud at the

~ "{Level #, series) " (student's name) ~ o

rate of _ with no more than - . errors.,
(wpm correcg) - #y - :

OBJECTIVE Each successxve.week when presented with a random se\ect1on from

i " student will read aloud at _

(same level # and series as above) ) _ '

LN

‘wpm and no increase in errors. i -

.

an average increase of
» #

;
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