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Chapter 1
Overview of IRLD Evaluation Research
Over. a six-year period, the Institute for Research dg Learning

Nisabilities (IRLD) at the University of Minnesota condicted research
on evaluation issaé§; ‘especially as “they relate to assessing
educational progress of learning disabled students, identifying
instructionally-relevant evaluation procedures, and using continuous
svaluation in classrooms. Current evaluation practices, alternative
measurement procedurés, and thé use of data to evaluate st%gents;
programs were studied by means of a systematic research program.

This report describes the results of IRLD studies that provide
information on evaluation procedures, especially as they relate to

students who are receiving special education services.—FTMiéngs from

1

******* d on research
‘Fesults. The studies from which the findings and recommendationg were
derived used a variety of methodologies. Included among thésé were:
: Comparative studies ' J ' o
. Surveys and interviews n ’
- Experimental studies '

- Developmental studies

- Observations o - :
. S?§§1e subject studies ‘ . o ‘
- Analytical studies '
Implementation studies
Highlights of Major Findings i

thg major findings are

)The major questions that we asked ary

ijons of the findings for

-
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- practice are discussed in Chapter 2. Details of the evidence that
supports. the findings are presented in 'C'h'ap'ters 3-10. Informatli'o'n' on

the data sources and specific research : procedures are presented i .
Chapter 11. - .

1; What do teachers report to be their typ1ca1 evaluation .
pragt1ees7 -
X ’ Y S B
a. Most teachers eva1ua student progress four times

b. Teachers pr1mar11y re1y on 1nforma1 observations or

informal tests to assess stugynt mastery of IEP goa]s

they ravely use systemat1c evaluation procedures ) -

c. The confidénce that teachers have regarding the -

dccurdcy of their judgments abeut student performance
is un3ust1f1ed

teacher to the next.

/¢

2. To what extent do teachers use direet and frequent
™ . measurementsprocedures for evaluation?

a. Most special education teachers are familiar with direct

and frequent measurement strategies, but few use them.

b. Teachers believe that direct and frequent measurement

! ' is time consuming and takes away from. 1nstruct1ona1 time.

‘¢: Teachers who do use. d1rect and freQUent measurement

strategies; on the average, use only a small proportion

of a student s instructional time.

3. To what extént do teachers use the information obta1ned from

direct and frequent measurement to makeawnstruct1ona1
changes?

a.’ Teachers primarily re]y on personal observation and
: judgment td\nake changes 1in instructional programs;
Few teachers use direct and frequent evaluation
1nstruct1ona1 p]ans or to decide when to reteach or: -
review a skill,
\ - ,,,; - - . v - _ .
. b: Teachers who are required to use direct and frequent ) . 5

-

- v

.
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- measurement strategies make more instructional program
- changes for students than do’teachers not required to
- ' use the strategies: .

c. ' Changes made 'by feachers are variable; the most commonh
: : characteristic of changes is the infrequency with which
DS they are made. ‘ ' T

focus on appropriate changes to make in-instruction,

7 motivation; and physical setting:
Reading Evaluation =

4. What are the characteristics.of a recommended direct ﬁéé%&?é

of reading?
. L *
a. A direct measure of reading should focis on the

behavior of reading aloud from text. Measures of this
behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable, and
sensitive to student growth),.have -instructional

utility, and are logistically feasible -in the classroonm.

A second choice behavior to measure is reading aloud from
word 1i8ts; '

b: When assessing a student's level of performance, the

. : ] difficulty level of the direct reading measuras should be
- - 3s close as possible to the age-grade appropriate Tevel,
without reaching a level so frustrating that the medsure

is insensitive to student growth.

c. When assessing a student's level of performahce, reading
‘test items (text passages or words) should be selected
randomly from a mid-sized domain, such as stories or
// ~ words within a basal reader. . '

.

d.” When selecting passages from one basal readers it is
desirablg to select several "parallel" forms.

‘€. When assessing a student's mastery within progregs
measurement; the reading mastery criterion should be
an _absolute raw score correct and incorrect criterion;:
‘a_recommended criterion is 50-70 words correct per

“hinute, with 7 or fewer errors. , '

5. How should the direct reading measure be administered and
scored?

a. The duration of a direct reading measure should be frofi

one to three minutes each time it is administered.

b. Reading performance or progress on a direct reading

. ) measure should be scored-in terms of the number of words

o I PR
d. Training in. data evaluation procedures should:inciude a s
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read correctly:

c. Within an evaluation system, the d]regtfread1ng measure
should be adm1n1stered at least two to three times per
week. . ,

d. The determination of whether to measure performance or
progress should be made in light of individual student

and teacher needs. Both procedures produce technically
adequate data.

To what extent are basal reader criterion-referenced tests

technically adequate? ,

== Despite the content and face validity of basal®reader
criterion-referenced tests; their technical adequacy is
often questionable. ‘

T Nem

Evaluation ' : 5

(oo

scored? . R

5
of spe111ng i‘ )

a. A direct measure of spelling should focus on the behavior
of wr1t1ng words d1ctated from lists. Medsures of this

behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable,; and

sensitive to student growth\ have instructional ut111ty,

and are logistically feasible in the classroom. A second

= N . N T

" choice behavior to measure is writing compositions.

b. When assessing a*student's level of performance the

difficulty level of the direct spelling measure should

be within one to two grades of the student's
instructional level.

included in a dictated spelling list should-be se1ected

c. When assess1ng a squent's level of performance, words

randomly from the domain of words in the spelling text
or basal reader.r

How ‘sho\ild the d1rect spe111ng measure be adm1n1stered -and
\ . .

-

a. THe durati‘oh of a direct spelling meagure should be fr/cfv
d

~ two_to three minutes each time it is administered. Paged

,,,,,,,

acceptab]e procedure ;

be Performance on a d1rect spelling measure should be scored
: in terms of either the number of words spelled correctly
or the number of letters in correct sequence. yetpers

in correct sequence is preferred for low- funct1on1ng
students. :

Rq
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.c. Within an evaluation system, the direct spelling measure
should be administered at least two times per week.

d. The determination of whether to measure pérformanCé or
progress should be made on the basis of individual
student and teacher needs. The two procedures produce
similar’ results.

Written Expression Evaluation : .

9.

10.

\

What are the character1st1cs of a recommended direct measure

of written expressian? ;

=< -A direct measure of written expression should focus on
the behavior of(wr1t1ng compos1t1ons in response to a

verbal stimulus. Certain measures of this behavior

(tot'al words written, total-words spelled correctly, or

letters in correct sequence) are technically adeguate,

have instructignal utility, and are logistically feasible

in the classroom;

How §ﬁ§618 the direct written expression measure be

administered and scored?

a: Iheﬁduratﬂoneef a direct written expression measure
| should be three minutes each time it is administered:
b: Performance on a d1reet written express1on measure _

should be, scored in terms of either total number of
words or number of: correctly spelled words.

c:  Wahin an evaluation system; two or three writing
mp]es should be elicited on each measurement occasion.

11.

12.

what are the character1st1cs of a recdmmended direct measure
of oral language?

-

== A direct measure of ora1 1anguage shou1d focus on the
behav1or Q{ descr1b1ng a p1cture stimulus.

How should the d¢rect oral 1anguage measure be adm1n1stered
and scored? _

‘a. Performance on a direct 0ra1 1angua e measure should

be scored in terms of the number of non- repet1t1ve

words spoken. o,
The oral language measure’ shou]d be adm1n1stered by a

fam1l1ar exam1ner.

o

\
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Mathematlcs Evaluat1on

v “13: What are the charackeristics of a recommendeJ d1rect measure
; of mathematics?

-- ’Pre]iminary data suggest that a direct measiire of
. mathematics should focus on the ca]cu1at1on of math
computat1on problems.

14. How shou]d the d1rect mathematics measure he adm1n1stered and
scored? .

a.: ‘The types of problems presented to a student may be

determined by the grade- level of the student or may

sample from all types of math funct1ons

b. Performance on a d}rect mathemat1c9 measure shou]d be

Scored in terms of the number of digits correct.

c. Within an eva1uat10n system; severa] samples should

be elicited. on each measurement occasion;

SécﬁalmAﬂjustment Eva1uat1on

15.  What are the charactéristics of a recommended direct measure
of social adjustment?

\ -

-- A direct measure of soc1a1 adiustment shou]d focus on

general c]assroom conduct and social interaction: The
- spec1f1c behaviors should be 1dent1f1ed within the
‘ ‘ spec1f1c setting of 1nterest o
16. How should thef@1rect social ad]ustment measure be -

adm1n1st%red and scored?

a. Administration of the direct soc1a1 adjustment measiire

could involve observation of the Bbarget: student and

classmates on an interval-sampling schedu1e

b. Performance cou]ﬂ be scored by ta11y1ng occurrences of

. the target behav1ors :

Data Utilization

N

17. ;Wnat'are"recomméndéd;5Focé8urés for graphing déta?

a. Correct performance should be graphed. Incorrect
t

Is sperformance may also be.graphed along with:corfec
performance to provide information about accuracy of
performance .

- ¥ b, When graph1nd a student’s level of/ﬁérformance equal

§° 1ntervaquraph paper .can pe used rather than

G . E i -
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semi=logatithmic chart paper.

c. When graphing a’siﬁdéhtﬂé,féédihgﬁgffé@éjiiﬁg progress
through a_curriculum, number of words spelled or pages
read should be spaced along the ordinate axis :according

to the time of mastery expected of average students in
the curriculum. o -
18. How should graphed data be used to evaluate students’
programs? - c _
N - . M 1
_ e 3 - R S
a. Graphed data“"should be summarized and interpreted to

determine whether the iastrictional program is effective ,
or needs to be changed. v - _ L

S

b: Goal-oriented analysis is preferred for monitoring

progress toward IEP goals, obtaining information about
when to change a student's instriuctional program; and

explaining student progress to parents. and other
teachers; ' - .
.C. Program-oriented analysis jsfpmgférréd for obtajning
ynformation about what to changk in a student's
instructional program: _ : .
d. A combined goal-oriented and program-oriented procedure
K ~ that is recommended involves drawing a trend line
‘\ through 7 to 10 data pojints; if the trend is flatter
than the goal line; a pyrogram modification should be
introduced. 2 i R

" 19. How should teachers be trained to use data for judging

intervention effectiveness and improving student performance?

a. Diréétfjnzzrvicé osgwofkshoptraining,ratherthanse1f
@pmmended for training teachers to

instruction, is re g teachers
collect data frequently and to use the data to make -

instructional decisions.

o
.

efficiency in using direct and frequent

Systematic procedural changes can incneése teachers’
- procedures;

ffic measurement

{

‘¢: Direct training of teachers in measurement activities
is more likely to result in tedcher use and éﬁfﬁtiency

- than training through manuals alone.
. ",

d. Goa] setting is integral to progress measurement
activities; teacHers: should monitor studgnt performance

] - in relation to short-term objectives rather than -
’ long-term goals.
e. Qirect and frequent measurement with curriculum-based -
{ ) >

*\ . . & .
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20. To what extent do measurement and data utilization by

teachers affect students’ 1earn1ng?

a. Student performance increases more when teachers use
specific data-utilization rules to monitor progress than
when they rely on their own Judgment about student
progress

c. Students' know]edqe about their qoa1s and progress is
greater when teachers employ direct and frequent
meQ§qrgment and eva]ugt1on

d. Measurement appears to be a necessary condition in
" , produc1ng student growth, but not a sufficient one;
positive effects of measurement cannot be susta1ned

unig\i data- ut111zat10n procedures also are used.

Qi
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implications for educators. Some of the general implications are
IRED researchreports and monographs. ;o

At the most general level, the IRLD research indicqtes that there
aré viable alternatives to those current evaliatioh practices which
lack . technical adequacy and which frequently are unrelated to making
instructional decisions. For the most part, evaluation of learming
disabled students is éﬁafa&iériged by pre and post testing on
standardized measures and by informal teacher procéaurés'daiihg the
course of instruction. The IRLD research findings 'suggéSt that
procedures that de-emphasize standardized testing—and that emphasize
continuous monitoring of pupil performance represent a more efficient
and effective approach to evaluation when providing special education
services to students. Further, the éTEéFﬁéEiéé ébbroaches-Wé have
developed require as;little as one to three minutes of testing time in
a specific area, can also be used to make identification and
eligibility decisions, and broader decisions about program
effectiveness ahd allocation of resources.

IRLD research focused mainly on identifying and analyzing
alternative evaluation measures in the areas of reading; spelling; and
written expression: Some initial work also was dohe in orail language
and mathematics: The mathematics work is being continied by local
school districts who participated in IRLD research. In addition,

research on non-academic measures (social adjustment) also was
. LY .

-
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be used to improve educational programs for students:

The specific nature of the alternative approach reflects the
notion that students must be measured on instructionally relevant
tasks that can be administered repeatedly, and that their performance

must be monitored continuously to identify when instructional,
motivational, or othér types of changes are needed to maintain student
performance growth. Furthermore; the information obtained must be

used systematically to make changes for students: The need for this

L]

type of approach is inherent in federal law (P.L. 94-142) which °

requires that schools construct individual educational programs (IEPS)

for special education students. The itﬁg must specify curriculum-

based goals, and procedures for measuring progress toward those goals.

A critical component of these procedures .is their usefulness in
generating data that can verify the extent to which program changes
lead to program goals.

The IRLD research verified that efficient measures could be

developed for readifg, spelling; written expression, oral language,
and mathematics. Procedures also’ were identified for social
adjustment; but these were more situation specific, ' thus Timiting
of the developed measures. Numerous implementation studies examiped
the feasibility of using the developed measures and the alternative
approach to evalu?f)on'within special education programs. Measures

and procedures were revised on the basis of these studies.



adopteds the recommended evaluation procedures in their special
~education programs. In some cases, the procedures were adopted only
for monitoring progress. of special education students. 1In. other

education  decisions,  including eligibility and  termination

considerations. 'The types of programs adopting the procedures have

been quite varied. For example, one school system is a rural
edicattonal cooperative comprised of six school districts. Tre school
diStFi?fé have a total of about 5,000 students, with approximately 250
served in special education. Another Schoo] S&Stém is a large urban

The total minority population accounts for 34.8% of the schoo]
population. Special education services are provided to 5200 studsnts
in this district. |

The adoption of the direct and frequent measurement procedures by
school systems speaks for its usefulness and feasibility. An
excellent case study of how such a measurement and evaluation system
might be created and employed is provided in IRLD Monograph No. 20.

'S



nature of eva]uat1on procedures typ1ca11y used by Spec1a1 eduo?t1on
teachers. Three specific questions are addressed in this chapterx

: What do teachers report to be their typ1ca1 evaluation ’\
practices? - , .

- To what extent do teachers use direct and %réqueht measuremeant
procedures for evatia

0 : ( l’e the 1nformat1on obta1ned,from
direct .and frequent measuremeh

to make instructional changeg?

For each quest1on the maJor f1nd1ngs are summar1zed and t@e da

ordered tn‘ terms \of recency); Specific evidence Ffor# the major

findings then is presented.

1. What Do Teachers Report to be Their Typical Evaluation Practices?
Findings: .\

a. Most teachers eva]uate student progress four times dur1ng

b: Teachers primarily rely on informal observations or informal

tests to assess student mastery of IEP goals; they rarely
use systematic evaluation procedures:

c. The confidence that teachers have regard1ng the accuracy of

the1r Judgments about student performance is un3ust1f1ed

Pata Sources : ] ' P ;

. Survey and observation of spec1a1 education tegchérs (RR 81)

Ev1dence ;
suFVéys and observations revealed that special education teachers

\
§

\
‘ | 1




most often mentioned critetion-referenced measures; teacher-made

e em e - wesssarv pruUgr Lo U oLl yguatld (RN 01, over
L

half of a group of nearly 156 'special education teachers (65.9%)

indicated that théy evaluate progress on IEP ob3ect1ves quarter]y, 20%

indicated week]y eva1uat1on or at perij d1c rev1ew, and less than 3%

indicated on1y annua1 eva]uat;%n of student performance. The major1ty

-

of teachers (65 37) re11ed on 1nforma1 obsenvat1ons compiled over each

“been met. Infbrmal, obsenyal

norm-referenced tests—'cr1ter1on referenced tests and ccnsu]tatibh

but also was the only method oF‘progress eva1uat1on used by 20% of the

teachers. The general pattern of thoices of methods of evaTuatibn was

the same for eTeméntary and seccﬁdary teaéhéFs; Aéééééﬁéﬁf of a

ithTVéde1nﬁorma1 observat1on for 80% of the teachers: A]most all

)

(6vef 96%5 of the teachers were confident in their se]eeted evaluation

procedures for determining student mastery.' In fact; these teachers”

indicated they were "Sure® or "very sure" about the student's level of

pérfofmahcé— However, 6B§éfvations revealed that these teachers:

for students who actua]]y had fa11ed obJect1ves teachers frequeht1y

indicated that they had been met

A group of LD teachers identified their evaluation procedures for

learning disabled students in reading, math, written language, "and |

L s } I )
spelling (RR 65, 80). No single procedure or general type of

v S . .
\.S -.’_\“,_.,,',:b TN

- s .

-evaluation was favored in reading and math: In'these areas, teachers -

w



tests/oral quizzes, informal observations of student performance;

direct and frequent measurement (i.e., precision teaching), and

standardized achievement tests.  Teachers also included workbook
é & .

scoring as a frequently used procedure for evaluating math progress.

Informal observation "of student performance was the chief form of

evaluation in written language, while teacher-made tests/oral quizzes
were. clearly the most relied on form of evaluation in spelling.

L) .

Informal observation of student performance primarily was used to
evaluate students in other acgdemic areas. -
Teachers' frequéncy of evaluation varied with the area in whicha

language and spelling; while daily evaluation in reading and math was
. - - -
mentioned by one-third of the teachers.. -

-2 O -

Teachers noted a numbaf of ways in which they use evaluation
information. Among the most commonly noted were aiééassihg progress
with student and ‘pérént; changing instructional plans; reteaching
- skills, and monitoring progress on 1EP goals and objectives. Few
teachers indicated that evaluation information was used to assign
.grades or review progress with the child study team. Most of the
teachers who used éVéiuétion;in}ormatioh to discuss progress with a
éVé1u§Eiéﬁ'iﬁ?6FﬁéEiéﬁ when reviewing progress with the team did so
much 1éss’?$éqﬁéﬁt1y (i:e:; éé@i;éhhuéiiy, annually). '
Most teachers were satisfied with the amount of time spent iff”
evaluation aétiVitiéS§ one-fourth of EﬁégééﬁﬁTé desired an increase in
evaluation, while 12.8% desired a decrease: . Three-fourths of the

i

19




teachers indicated they spent 30% of thei¥ time in evaluation. :The

remaining teachers .igdicated that they spent more than 30% of their

time in evaluation: ?

To_Whdt Extent Do Teachers. Use  Dirgct and Frequent Measuregent
Procedures for Evaluation? - ) |

i - V.
Findings: :
/7

direct and frequent measurement strategies, but few
suse them, S
b. Teachers believe that direct and frequent measurement
-is time consuming and takes away from instruc¥ional
time.
c. Teachers who do_use direct and frequent measurement

- a. Most spectial education teachers are Eggiliarwith

strategies, on the average, use only a small

proportion of a student's instructional time.
Data Sources:
© Surveys of experimental study participants (RR 124)
" Comparative study of formative evaluation effects (RR 97)
" Sukyeys of special educators (RR 67)
Interviews of special educators (RR 41)

Evidence: o
e ——— — - T _; _ o\ ‘ir\’ R Tt ke s HR :

Most surveyed teachers indicate . theylwere familiar with direct
N

Ut~ h1y from Qne-third to one=

and . frequent measurement strategie

half used the procedures with their students, evén though only a few

belijeved such ﬁéééufémééi was not ughful (RR 67). Some teachers, who
were interviewed following their participation in one %éséaf%h,piéiééi
in which they used direct and frequent measurement, indicated that -the
- proceduresstook too much time (RR 41).  However, only 26% of the
participants in another direct and. frequent ﬁéé§urement"gtudy (RR 97)



,,,,,,, & ' | o
ﬁrééedures were very t1me consuming. Of those teachers who typically

used direct and frequent measurement, most reported that’ 20% or 1ess

of the1r time was devoted to measurement act1y1t1es (RR 67). However;

var1ab111ty in time was i%ns1derab1e jsome teachers est1mated tﬁét

1nstruct1ona1 time. Yet, compar1son of teachers est1mated and actUEi

measurement “times indicated that teachers who used the techn1ques

'géhéra1iy oyerestimated how ﬁuéﬁ t1me was involved (RR 7).

To what Extent Po Teachers Usegtheginformatlgnggbta1ned from Direct

andAErquent Measurement to Make Instriuctional ChéhgeS?

Sk £ : ' , : C
Findings: 3 o

B "a. Teachars pr1mar11y rely on personal observat1on and

-~ ~judgment to make changes in 1nstruct1ona1 programS. Few

- ° teachers use direct and frequent evaluation strategies

to decide about changes in students' instructional plans .

- or to decide When to reteach or review a skill.

) b. Teachers who are,requ1red,to use d1rect and fﬁequeﬁt'
\& measurement strategies make more instructional program
- changes for students than do teachers not required to-
use the strategies. .
c. Changes made by teachers are variable;,the most common

characteristic of changes is the infrequency with
which they are made.:

Training in data eva]uat1on procedures should include a

Qi

focus on appropriate changes to make in instruction,

motivation, and physical sett1ng

o

ata So urces: v .
. Survey of LD teachers (RR 65, 80) -
* Comparative study o?;data ut111zat1on ru1es (RR 64)
] * Comparative study of teacher_go;}s (RR 61, 62) '
N T ; 3
Evidence:

The national survey of LD teachers revealed that subjective
teacher judgments played a major role in influencing intervention

21 o
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decisions (RR 65, 80). Siich factors were cited both in reiation to

initial decisions about a étude’nt's program and in re]atwn to

_program changes, Only 19%° of the teachers sa1d that changes in tha

L Id

two data ut111zat1on ru1es (RR 64) The f1r5t rile 1nvoTved compar1ng

student performance to a prespec1f1ed goa1 the second involved a
. . t

general directive to improve continuously upon the student's current
performance level. The results demonstrated that ﬁeachers who used
either rule made more program changes and more often used student

— - . o . ”vb . . R L
performance data to modify students' programs. than teachers who -did

-

not use <any data-utilization rule. Further, students’' reading

performance improved more when ' the data-utilizatien Jricuies Were
implemented by their teachers than when such rules were not used.

In another study; the quality ang quantity 6? teachers' changes
were compared Fcr teachers using long- térm goals and introducing

program changes at 1east every two weeksLand for teachers using short-

term goals and 1ntr0duc1ng program changes on1y as frequently as
%éeéssafy to en5ure that their students would achieve goals; A
greater percentage of teachers in the short-term goal gfaub(itﬁaaé no
changes in students' reading programs (RR 62).  hen chahges were
made; all teachers made a greater percentage of changés that were
characterized a;_inStrﬁétiénaT as opposed to either -motivational or

physical arrangement changes: Although teachers who sat 1ong-term

-

2



18 S ¢

the need for more -intensive training in

?
- A

i

' I -

e

-

made more changes overall, no differences in reading performance
¥ revealed for the stiudents in the two groups (RR 61): The finding
students' programs highlighted:

N - o
data evaluation procedures.

L

e



- " Chapter 4 *
\E; . Reading Evaluation
This chaﬁtgr-summaFiiég IRLD résearch findings related to reading
evaluation,. fﬁﬁéé~5ﬁééi?i6 ﬁgééfibpé are addressed in this chapter:
- ' T s T
* What are the characteristics of a recommended direct measure of
reading? : - -
* How should.the direct reading measure be administered and
scored? ‘ T ’ S
* To what extept aré basal reader ériierion:ré?éréhCéd tests
technically adequate? ;. ;
For' each question, the major findings are: sumnarized and the data

.sources- from which the figdings were obféjne&garé listed (generally
77777777777 B o S B "',,,,,,,,j,‘.j, ) _ 7 .
~ordered in termﬁ\ of recency). . Specific evidence for the major

. ) N . ) B - . ‘ .
findjings then is presented. ,
What Are the Characteristics of a ‘Recommended Direct Measure of
Reading? o | : : ! *’*/i:

. - .

Findings:

(=@ A direct measure of reading should focus on the
: behavior of reading aloud from text. Measures of this

behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable, and
sensitive to student growth), have instructional
utility; and are logistically feasible .in the _

classroom. A second choice behavior to measure *is

reading.aloud from word Tists, -

b. When assessing a student's level of performance, the
“difficulty Jevel of the direct reading measure should be
f as’ close as’possible to the age-grade appropriate
level, withoyt reaching a level so frustrating that
the measure 1s insensitive to stu ntgriowth;
-, ¢ o

c. MWhen assessing a student's level of performance; reading
test items (text passaggs or words) should be selected
randomly from a mid-sized domain, such a¥ stories or -

words within one basal reader.

When selecting passages from one basal reader, it is .

desirable to select several “parallel™ forms.

QO

e. When assessing a student's mastery within progress

measurement, the reading mastery criterion should be
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an absolute raw scoreé corréct and incorrect criterion;
a recommended critérion i5.50-70 words correct per
minute, with 7 or fewer errors.
Data Sources: . n {.(/ _ .y
- Norming study (RR 132)
- Analysis of readab111ty formulas (RR 129) v
+ Comparative study of standard1zed and direct measures (RR 196)
- Direct measire re11ab1a1ty study (RR 109)
Imp]ementat1on study (RR 106) -
* Study of curriculum differences (RR §35>
J - Comparative study of formative evaluation effects (RR 88)
* Direct measures norm development (RR 87) l
- Study of a1ternat?ve reading performance criteria (RR 50) )
- Comparative study of three reading placement procedures .-
i }(RE{SS; 57) 5 a
. Comparatige study of reading domains (RR 55i7
: Long1tudipa1 study of learning trends on Eﬁb1e measures
(RR 49 E
. Pompérat1ve study of read1nq doma1ns and duraiidhs (ﬁﬁ déj
L
Evidence:

s

The issue of what &pecific béhaVianEEb measure when evaluating
= & L -
reading was addressed by a Sériés df studies on the technical

characteristics of direct readwng measures (RR 20). forrelations of

L five direct measures (reading aloud from text; reading aloud from ward

2 lists, read1ng isolated words presented in text: 1dent1fy1ng de]eted
\

WéFds in text, and qivinq word meanings) Wwith ‘standardized read1ng

tests 1nd1cated ‘Ehéii:performanCé on three of the direct measires

(reading aloud From text, reading aloud from  word 1ists, and

identifying deleted words in text) was correlated highly with

255
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pér?qrmance oti-the standardized Eééig, with the validity coefFicients
raneing betﬁeen .73 and 94, Significant correlations were replicated
in several other Staaiés (RR 56, 57, 88, 94). Both of the reading

a]oud measures conS1stent1y\Forre1ated h1gher w1th the stam?ard1zed

tests than did the cloze‘ measure (1dent1fy1ng ’deléied wordd),

Compar1sons of correct- performance on the three/measures across grades

(RBR 20, 87) and across t1me w1th1n grades (RR 87) revealed that the
cloze ‘measure was much less senswt1ve to student growth than either of

thé reading a1oud measures and further that the reading aloud from

StudenthFOWfﬁ than standardized tests (RR 126). The sensitivity of
the reading aloud . measure across and wWithin grades; and its

- reliability, were confirmed 1in additional studies with different
studént samp]es (RR 49, 106, 109, 132).

The issue of how to select the difficulty level of a reading
L8

aioud measure’ was addressed “in studies of va]idity (RR 57) and
Sénsitivity to student growth (RR 20, 57). These investigations

iindicated that when correct performance SCores WEre used; all
'i;airricuity levels were correlated significantly with achieverment test -

‘§ébres (RR 57); however, reading aloud passages of mid=range
difficulty maximized slope; indicating éréafér ‘sensitivity to student
growth (RR 20, 57).  When. error perforfiance scores. mere used,
difficulty level affected the size of the correlation of the direct

measure with achievement test performance (RR 57):
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should be selected to assess a student's performance was addressed
directly with respect to fé%diﬁg aloud from word 1ists (RR 48). In
comparisons of measures déf{ééa “from a Jlimited (200 words)
instructional level domain, an entire within-grade level domain,; and
an across grades (preprimer-grade 4) domain, it was found thatas the
size of the domain increased, sensitivity to student growth decreased.

However; variability of slope was greatest for measures selected from

K

the most limited domain. size; minimal variability is' desired.
Analyses of the effect of domain' size on the judged effects of

Given that it is easier to draw samples of items from a larger domain,
and that a somewhat restricted domain results in greater sensitivity
to student growth and reduted variability, a mid-size domain was
recommended -(RR 48). The widely-accepted procedure of random
selection from the domain also was recommended (RR 20).

The issue of _the appropr%ate procedure for .Séiécfihg reading

passages was highlighted by a study of the reliability and validity. of

alternative performance criteria (RR 59). 1In this"sfud’y,— reading
passages were sampled randomly until the readability i;§§d of two
passages coincided with the mean readability scores for the reading
levels: The ndmber 6?vba§§a§§§ that had to be selected ranged from &
to 145 over half of the 19 textbooks sampled required the selection of

identified. The problem is further complicated by the demonstrated ‘f/

7

27
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be minimal agreement among several formulas. _Second, the difficulty

of a passage also seems to be,influenced by the background of the .

student reading the passage: A\suggested procedure for reducing error

and increasing technical adequacy' is both to create>parallel foriis of

passages by selecting several alternative passages and to administer

them on consecutive days so that pupils' scores can be aggregated or

so that adm1n1strat1ons can be repeated until results agree on at
least two consecutive days (RR 59).:

The issue of the appropriate ecriteria to apply to determine

me whetherﬂa student has achieved mastery of mater1als was addressed in a

study that examined seven criteria recommended by various individuals.

“When the seven criteria were appiied to reading aloud from text scores

of stUdeﬁts, four were found to be -sensitive to student growth, to

demonstrate good criterion Va1idity With'stahdardiied tests; and t6

Given that criteria invo]ving the ca]cu1atibh of perCEhtages redUire

extra teacher tiﬁe* an abso]ute raw score criterion of 50-70 words

correct per m1nute with 7 or fewer errors was recommended.
e

5. How Shou]d the B1rect Reading Measure be Administered and Scored?

Findings: _ jali :

a. The duration of a direct reading measure should be from

one to three minutes each time it is administered;

b. Read1ng performance or progress on a direct reading

measure should be scored in terms of the number of words

read correctly.
2

c. Within an evaluation systém, the direct reading measure

should be administered at least two to three times per
week.

éi ' The determination of whether to measure. performance or

progress should be made in light of individual student

wr .
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adequate data.
) ..
Pata Sources:
* Single subject study (RR 120)
* Direct measure re11ab11ity study (RR 109)
- Direct measures norm deve]opment (RR 87
- Comparative study of data-utilization rules (RR 62)

. Cémhafatiye study of teacher goa]s (RR 61 62) -

- Teacher efficiency studies GRR 53)
. Comparat1ve study of read1ng doma1ns and durations (RR 48)

* Technical characteristics of direct reading measures (RR 20)

Evidence:

The issue of the duration of a direct reading measure was

addressed in several studies:. In studies of the technical
characteristics of reading measures (RR 20) and in the development of

data-utilization systems (RR 23), a one- m1nute assessment of: read1ng

™

was found ‘to va11g1y index read1ng prof1c1ency; Although correlations

between 30-second and 60=second reading aloud trials\were as high as

4:92 (RR 20), the 30=second duration was less sensitive o student

growth and was characterized by greater intra-indiv#ual variability
(RR 48): Comparisons of 30-second and 3-minute durations indicated
that ~the longer duration resulted in reduced intra-individual
variability and increased reliability (R 48). Given the Togistical

benefit 6? shorter tests wéiéhéd agaihst  the tg chn1ea1 and

~

1

to three minute duration was made. : \\

$
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Several studies provided evidence:on the issue of how to score
performance on direct reading measures; they consisténtiy ?éuﬁa that
either correct rate or percentage correct is a more valid score than .-
error rate.  Studies of the technical adequacy of direct reading
measures (RR 20) and a reliability study (RR 109) indicated that
correct performance is a more valid measure of reading performance
than is error performance. Cerrect performance scores were found to
discriminate among reading proficiencies as well as scores ref1ect1ng
a combination of correct and incorrect performance (RR 20). Furtherf
correct rate stability coefficients, indicative of a me asure's test-
retest re11ab111ty, were higher than error rate stability coefficients
(RR 87). In addition, validity _correlations .for error rate were
unreliable (RR 20). Given tnat one additional step is required to

calculate a percentage correct score; it was recommended that correct
rate be scored. For instrictional information; practitioners might
want to monitor both correct rate and error ratef

The issue of the frequency with which the direct read1ng measure

should be given in an evaluation systém-was-addrésSéd indiréétiy By )

23). Students who were measured on a da11y basis showed gre' ér

progress than students who were measured on a weekly bas1s.

measurement is the ideal; however, teachers f1nd daily measure"

be cumbersciie and time consuming (RR 53). In 1light of this;, a
compromise solution of two to three-times per week is recommended.

The issue of whether & reading evaluation system should use
progress measurement (in which the measurement domain changes each

’j -
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time a student masters a segment of the curriculum) or performance

measurement (1n Wh1ch the measurement domain remains the same) was |

examined in several stud1es; High correlations (cnhcurréhtiv&ltdity§

were found for Bbtﬁ-bé??é?ﬁéﬁéé and progress measures of re;H1ng, both

weré highly predictive of scores on standardized “achievement tests (RR
20; 57). The progress measures studied were based on mastery of books
within a reading curriculum: When the effect of the measurement
system (progress: vs; béFFbFﬁéﬁéé§ on student reading éézievement was

examined, no significant differences were found (RR 61); a,. similar
finding for spelling performance was provided by a Single-subject

dat

Ql
[« T
[«TH

experiment (RR 120).  However; in .a"‘st'u'dy of goals an
utiiizaticni teachers usihgjprdgréss measurement were more rea11§fi6_
and 6ptimis£ic abouf‘fﬁéir\éfudéhféi Arograms than were teachers waéi
used performance measurement [RR 62); further, progress measurement
teachers ihfroduced FéWér;ﬁhhéC*”"Fy program mbdi?iCétibhs A]so;~1n

a schoo1 d1str1ct where direct measurement procedures were adopted

d1str1ctew1de teachers more often selected progress m gasurement for

o ‘reading than they selected performance measurement (RR 64). Since

two approaches, ‘the decision may be made appropriately on the basis of
e

preferences and needs.

To What Extent Are Basal Reader Criterion-Referenced Tests Technically

Adequate? | o~

F1nd1ngs

-- Despite the content and face va11d1ty of basa1 reader

criterion-referenced tests, their technical adequacy is
often questionable; o .

»



Data §gurces: o et f;7 gefjffih“fj‘;} {553j,;if. | @fi:"""f
Analyses of basa1 reader cr1ter10n referenced tests (RR 113
122, 128 130) SR S

Evidence: By *

referenced tests from” Houghton- M1ff11n (RR 113), G1ﬂh 7j> {RR 122);’
Scott-Foresman (RR_ 128), and HoIt (RR 130) 1nd1cated/ cons1derab]e

variability in technical adequacy.> The re11ab111ty and va11d1ty of_r

the Houghton M)ff11n end-of-Tevel 11 bas1c read1nq test were found to L !

be less than adequate. For the Ginn 720 end of 1eve1 11 mastery test .

réliébi1ity and validity were acceptab]e for the cgmpos1te test

scores; But variable for the subtests. Reliabilégy and va11d1ty of -

acceptable for the total test; butsno& for some of the scale Scores.

Analyses of the Holt management program level 13 test indicated that

the criterion-related validity was _acceptable; but that the test-

retest reliability and the conven ent and d1scr1m1nant validity were

questlonable It was conq]uded that test - censumers must demand
\

emp1r1ca1 va11dat1on before re1y1ng on criterion- referenced test data

for making 1nstruct10na1 dec1s1ons

ced test appéaréd' ,



Chapter 5
Spelling Evaluation

This chapter summarizes ~ IRLD research findings :related to
spelling evaluation. Two, specific questions are addressed in this
chapter:

- What are the characteristics of a recommended direct measure

; of spelling? ~
* How should the direct spelling measure be administered and
. scored? , ;

¢ 1 xsources from which -the findings were obtained are “listed (generally
“.‘6rdéréd in terms of ‘Féééhéyﬁ; Specific evidence for the major
f}nd%ngé fﬁé? is presented; L e
" '7. " What Are the Characteristics of a Recommended Direct Measure of
Spelling?: o B |

Findings:

a..: A direct measure of spelliing should focius on the’
- -~ " behavior of writing words dictated from l4ists: . R
" . Measures of this behavior are technically adequate .
-+ (valid, reliable, and sensitive to student growth),
. have instructional utility, and are logistically .
Feasible in the classroom. A second choice behavior

. to measure is writing compositions. s

" b. ‘When assessing a stiudent's level of ‘performance; the

' f?‘f' - difficulty level of the direct spelling measure should
. ~ be within one to two grades of the student's .

instructional -level.

c. “When assessing a ‘student's level of performance, words

’ ' included in a dictated spelling 1ist should be
selected ‘randomly from the domain of words in the

spelling text or. basal reader;
o O .
Data Sources: : » S

i - Norming study .(RR 132)

N L




. D1rect measure re11ab1T1ty study (RR 109)
- Direct measures norm deve]opment (RR 87)

.

. Long1tud1na1 study of 1earn1ng trends on simple measures
RR 49

E . Deve]opment of data utilization systems (RR 23)
. Techn1ca1 characteristics of direct spe111ng measures (RR 21)

Ev1dence: o
- A

The -issue. of what speC1f1c behav1ors to measure when evaluating

spelling was addressed by a series of stud1es on the techn1ca1

J?Ehéracter1st1cs of direct sﬁe111ng measures (RR 21). - Porre]at1ons of

‘compos1t10ns) with standard1zed spe111ng tests 1nd1cated that
corre]ated h1gh1y with standard1zed tests, with 'the va11d1ty

o . o _ I A
coefficients ranging between .80 and .96. A moderately high
correlation (;g’o\jk,waé obtained betweep spelling performance on the

- writing compositions measure and = performance on a standardized

spelling test: - zSSt'réteSt’ alternate-form, ahd 1nter3udge i

R

réi%ab%iity levels were high; at least when correct performance was

stréd (RR iégﬁz Comparisons of correct performance on the wr1t1h§

words dictated from {sts measure across,grades and across time within

21, 89, 87,132), | - T
Thie: issue of the épprép’r’ia’t’e’ difficulty Tevel of a measure of

: 1eve1 was’ addreSSed by a study oF the techn1ca1 characteristics’ df

diréét spe111ng measures (RR 21) and a study on the development of .

norms for ‘direct measures (RR 87). When correct performance scores

A

»
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lists of words. in a basal reader, the recommendation was made that

words included in a dictated spelling 1ist measure be within one to
two grades of the student's instructional level.

The issue of the appropriate domain from which words should be
student progress when teachers made program chéhgés on .the basis of
student performance on words from a small domain (a within-grdde-Tevel

; list of words) and when teachers made changes on the basis of student
performance on words from a large domain (a 1ist of words selected
from across several grade levels} (RR 23). Both domains produced -
measures that were sensitive to student growth~ over time.

Examinations of the validity of curriculum-based speliing. meagures

N

words and arbitrarily selected words had high correlations . with
achievement tests, but ordered words had 1ow concurrent- validity (RR
21).  Given the lack of additional research, the widely-accepted

ﬁ%?éé&dré of random selection from the domain was recommended.

‘8. How Should the Direct Spelling Measure be Administered and Scored?
Findings: ’
a. The duration of a direct spelling measure should be
from two to three minutes each time it is administered:
Paced dictation at a rate of 15 seconds per word is an

‘ /
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acceptable procedure.

b. Performance on a direct spelling measure should be

scored in terms of either the number of words spelléd
correctly or the number of letters in correct sequence.
-Letters in correct sequgnce is preferred for

Tow-functioning students.

c. Within an evaluation system, the direct spelling

measure should be administered at least two times
per ‘week .

d. The determination of whether to measure performance

- or progress should be made on the basis of individual

student and teacher needs. The two procedures produce
similar results. } . ' : i ;
Data Sources: - _ “
* Single subject study (RR 120) 7
" Direct measure rediability study (RR 109) -
Direct measures -norm development (RR 87) ’

* Comparative study of data-utilization rules (RR 64)

Teacher efficiency studies (RR 53) ..

* Development of data-utilization systems (RR 23)

" Technical characteristics of direct Spelling measures (RR 21)

Evidence: - ;

Intercorrelations among scores. from three test durations (1, 2,
and 3 minutes) were all high; further; all test durations demonstrated

acceptable concurrent validity with standardized achisveisnt tests (RR
21).  Given that limited behavior samples reduce a measure’s

sensitivity to student growth and that Tow-functioning students will

write few words during a short duration test, it was recommended that

the duration of ,the test be ;?rbﬁ two to three minutes. Paced
N ’ ,.7 .

dictation at a rate of 15 seconds pér word Was used in' seven different
studies with demonstrated vaHdity, reliability, and sensitivity to
student growth (RR 21; 23, 87, 109,, 120). GiVéﬁ that _the behavior

»

B
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sample from low-functioning students probably would be low without

pacing, paced dictation was recor
\

mended; the 15-second pacing appeared
appropriate on the basis of its ddmonstrated tachnical adequacy.
studies on the issue of ‘h8Ww to score performance on d1rect7
spe111ng measuresrconsistent1y found that correct performance %coresﬂ
were more valid and reliable than error scores';fR 21, 109). Both the

number of words spe]led correct]y and the nuilber of correct letter

o

sequences shiwed h1gh corre1at1ons W1th standardized achievement tests
(RR 21) In add1tlon 1nterscorer re11ab111ty was very high for both

types of scores (RR 87 109) However correct letter Sequence Sscores

scores (RR 87) Yoo 2 S

The jssue- of the frequency w?th which the direct spelling measure

shou1d be given in an evaluation system was addressed by data

co]lected dur1ng the- deve]opment of . data ut111zat1on systems (RR 23).

howed greater .
. progress than students who were measured on a week]y basis. Daily"-

',measurement s the 1dea1 since seven data.po1nts are needed _to make

program decisions; however teacgsis find da11y vneasurement to be.

cumbersome and t1me consum1ng (RR Thus; a comprom1se_of at least

two timess<per WEek 1s recommended : 7

The 1ssue of whether a spe111ng eva]uat1on system shou1d use

- progress measurement (1n which the measurement domain changes each

t1me a student masters a segment of the cu(:acu1um) or performante

measurement (1n whwch“the measurement domain—remains the same) was

)
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found in spelling performance as a function of the system. Given that
X b Lo
‘64), it was

teachers sometimes prefer one system over the other (RR
recommended that the decision be made on the basis of teacher and

student preferences and ngeds. ' .

0!




Chapter 6 L
Written Expression Evaluation - -

:;\?His chapter summarizes IRLD research fingd inqs related to written

expression evaluation. Two specific questions are addressed in thts
chapter:

* What are the characteristics of a recbmmended direct measure of
written expression? o .

- How sheuld the direct wr1tten express1on measure be

administered and scored? ~
For. each quest1onf the maJor f1nd1ngs are summar1zed and the data,
ordered 1n terms of recencyO. Spec1f1c ev1dence for the ma1or .
findings then is pfe"séntéaf ' ' |
What Are the Charaeter1st1cs440£44LARec0mmended D1reg} Measure ofs,' 
Written Expression? = - K

Findings: )

-~ A d1rect measure of - wr1tten express1on should focus .

on the behavior of writing compositions in response to

a verbal stimulus, Certain measures of this behavior

(total words written, total words spelled correctly, or

lettérs inicorrect sequence) are techn1ca11y adeguate

(valid, relidble, and sensitive to student growth), have

instructional ut111ty, and are 1og1stica11y feas1b1e in

the classroom.
Data Sources:
: -
* * Norming study (RR 132) '
. Comparat1ve study of standardized and d1rect measyres (RR 125)
* Direct measure re11ab111ty study (RR 109)

- "Longitudinal study of learning trends on s1mp1 m ures
RR 49) :

: Techn1ca1 character1st1cs of direct written eibfess?6n :

'/ (_,_ : 39



Evidence:

L e

A series oF. studies demonstrated that story starters topic

..

fsentenCES and picture stimili could be used to’ collect written
'compa;Jt1ons from students (RR ééi;~ When compositions obtained from
these approaches were scored in terms of total words, words spe]led

'jcorrect1y, and correct Jetter sequences, corre1at1ons between - scores

‘"‘on the d1rect measures and standard1zed ach1evement tests were h1gh

" Internal cons1stency re11abi11ty also was high for all three.
However, since oiafaﬁai stimuli generally are more expensive to

produce and are Jess eas11y incorporated into a response .form,: verba?
stimuli are.preferred: Both story starters and top1c sentences may be:
pr1nted at the top of lined paper to a11ow students to look at the
Comparisons of story starter: bérformance in terms) of words.
written and corréct<ié£téﬁ'§éaaéﬁaé§ across grades and within grades,
indicated that both measures demonstrated adequate sens1t1v1ty to

student growth (RR 49 132) Further the d1rect measures of written

10 weeks than a standard1zed test on which virtually no growth was. -

evident (RR 126). Test retest alternate-form, and Interaudge?

re11ab111t1es genera]]y were qu1te h1gh when correct performance was

.70 (RR 132)
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‘Scored?

F%ﬁ&ﬁﬁééi

ormance on a d1rect wr1tten express1on measure _

should be scored:in terms of esither total" -number of S

3 words or number of correct]y spe]]ed words.

¢. Within an evaluation system,itwo or three writing

samp]es should be elicited on each measurement
occasion.
Data Sources:
* Direct measure reliability study (RR 109)
- Aggregation study (RR 94).
* Direct measures norm development (RR 87)
. Comparat1ve study of wr1tten express1on scor1ng procedures

(RR 84)
- Reliability of writtéh expression measures (RR 50) v
,,,,, v
* Longitudinal study of learning trends on simple measures
RR 49) v

- Technical characteristics of direct written expression
measures RR 22)

Evidence:

éofréiatidhs Eét&ééﬁ performance on the direct written expression
measure. and a develépmental sentence score at the end of three, four,
and five minutes were all high (RR 22). The thres-minute gaaaiéé of
writing. produced the widest range of scores: Use of a EﬁFéé-ﬁiﬁﬁEé

i

duration in other studies produced data that were very sensitive . to
student growth across and within grade levels (RR 22, 87).

Compard§Bns of six scoring procedures (mean T-unit length; mature
words, total words written, large words, words spelled cafféeé1y; and

B
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‘corret letter sequences) in terms of validity; reliability, and
" sensitivity to student growth indicated that three (total words
written; words spelled correctly, and correct letter sequences) had

?.the greatest techn1ca1 adequacy (RR 22, 50). étéFéSAbF mature words,

total words wr1tten words spelled ccrrECtiy; &hg; ééFFéEE“]egter;“R \

sequences  correlated significantly with standardized written
expression measures (RR 22) and evidenced good test-retest and

- parallel-form reliability: Discriminative validity with respect to
" grade 1eve1s a1so was demonstrated (RR 49, 87) HdWéVér; since mature

] o o owmhy
. words is. more: d1ff1cu1t to score,, and correct letter. sequences iﬁ%l“’

— A - :

“quite t1me consum1ng, scoring e1ther tota1 ‘words _written or number of

correctly spe]]ed ‘Words  was recommended. Scor1ng of corréct

.performance “is recommended since the re11ab111ty of ifcorrect

performance is too 1ow For . it to be used in educational decision
‘making- (RR 109).  Inter-judge. agreepeqs in scoring total words
~written, words spelled correctly, and correct letter sequences.swas
'aé;y_ﬁ%gﬁ (8 04). |

found for single written expreSS1on samp]es (RR 50). | Aggregating

three writing samp1es and us1ng the mean sqore résulted in acceptable
re11ab111ty (RR 94). On this basis, it was recomfended that at least
two, and preferably three, writing samples should be elicited on.each

measurement occasion:




. descriptive accuracy scores indicated - that certain meastres of

This chapter summarizes IRLD research find1ngs related to oral

language evaluation. Two specific quest1ons are addressed iﬁitﬁis

chapter:
* What are the character1st1cs of a recommended d1rect measure

of oral language?

* How should the direct oral 1anguage measure be administered

and scored?
;3§i?§§%ﬁ question, ' the” major findings are summarized and the data
sGtirces from which the findings were obtained are listed (generally
ordered in terms 6? recency).  Specific evidence for the major

Iy

findings then is presented —

What Are the Character1stlcsgofgagReeemmendedADJrect MeaSure of Oral

Findings:

== A direct measure of oral language shduld focus on the
behavior of describing a p1cture stimulus.
Data Sources:
- Study of expressive language (RR 83) %
Evidence: “

An-initial investigation of the relationship between a direct
measure of oral language and more elaborate; psychometrically adequate .

measures of the quality of language (semantic/syntactic complexity and

children's picture descriptions (number of non=repetitive words) were

highly correlated with the more elaborate methods of analyzing

M
LW
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language samples (RR 83). Concurrent validity of the. direct oral
language measure was supported by correlations between :89 and .97
with the semantic/syntactic complexity and descriptive accuracy
scores: Additional research is needed on other technical
characteristics (reliability; sensitivity to student growth) of a
direct oral language neasure. » |

How Should the-Direct Oral Language Measure be Administersd and

Scored?

Findings: )
3. Performance on a direct oral language measure should
be scored in terms of the number of non-repetitive

words spoken.

b. The oral language measure should be administered by a

familiar examiner,.

Data Sources: <

* Study of expressive Tanguage (RR 83)
Evidence:

When children's oral language samples were scored in terms of the
number of non-repetitive words spoken, high correlations (.89 to .97)
were found with psychometrically adexuate and iore complicated
measures of semantic/syntactic complexity and descriptive accuracy
scores (RR 83). In addition, both the quality and quantity of spoken
language was greater when the tester was familiar rather than
un?émiiiaf; suggesting that optimal performance will be obtained by a
familiar examiner. '

2
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This chapter summarizes IRLD research f1?d1ngs re]ated to
mathematics evaluat1on TWo specific quest1oﬁs~é§é addressed 1n this

chapter: . ’ : | R
\' ; -~
- of mathematics?

* How shou]d .the d1rect mathemat1cs measire be adm1n1stered

and scored?
For each question, the major Findings are summarized and the dataﬁ

ordered in terms of recency). Specific evidence for the major
findings then is presented:
What Are. theAACEaEaéiéiiéiiééegofggaAJieccmmended Direct Measure of

Matnemat1cs7

- Pre11m1nary data suggest that a direct measure of

- mathematics should focus on the calculation of math
computation problems.

Data Sources : 7
: Norm1ng study (ﬁﬁ 132) A \)
* Direct measure reliability study (RR 109)

Evidence:
A study of the test-retest reliability, alternate-form

réiiébiiify, and interjudge reiiabiiéty indicatéd that carréct

Intergudge reliability was very high across a]] types of problems (.90

to :99) and test-retest reliability was good (.78 to .93), but

alternate-form reliability was @nly moderate on addition, subtraction,

Sy
i
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and multiplication’ (.61%0 .72) and_ Tow on division (.48)." Mn a Tocal

norming . study, ‘the alternate-form correlation was low for both
multiplication (.61) and division (.48) (RR 132).  Afthough math

measures used in the Tocal norming study showed grade Jlevel.

differences; they did.rot always reflact higher 5éFF6éﬁ3hce by older .

students. However, the measurement task in that study did vary for

different grades in some cases. Additional research is needed on
sensitivity to student A§F3ﬁtﬁ\ and other technical characteristics
(e.9., validity). of a divect mathematics measire. Such Fégéa%éh may
lead to refinement of the Fééﬁﬁﬁéﬁaéd.dfféctAmééSUFé 6F,@atﬁéﬁéfié§;

How Should the Direct Mathematics Measure be Administered and Scored?

Findings: N
a. The types of problems presented to a student may be
~ determined by the grade level of the student or may
sample from all types of math functions.

(@ ]

Performance on a direct mathematics measure should be
scored- in terms.bf the number of digits correct. _
c. Within an evaluation system, several samples should

be elicited on each measurement occasion:

Data Sources: e A ' ¢

* Direct measure reliability study (RR 169)

Evidence:

When students’ in grades 4 and 5 Were . teSted on math problems

o 3 . T _ g . - e B
14mited according. to their grade level, most reliability coefficients

were in an acceﬁi!t]é;range (RR 109).  Only interjudge reliability
(.93) and test=retest reliability (.93) were calculated for a single
measure ‘that included all math functions: Additional dats are, needed
beforg a specific recommendation can be made as tg the scope of

problems included :::; direct measure of mathematics.
. _ J - &2 ' -
- . 4
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_Reliability data clearly indicated 'that correct performance on
T ' i

. - o I T e
math problems should be scoréd (RR 109) : While correct performance
scores producgd good to high gzﬂiabi1ity coefficients; incorrect
o performance scores often produced

(e.g., ~.09). The correct performance scores were' calculated by

f;ounting the number of digits . correct; a digit was considered correct
"if it appeared in the correct place within the answer.

Aiféfﬁéfé-?d%ﬁ réiiabiiiiy coefficients for direct mathemat ics

. measures sometimes were lower than desirable (e.g., division - .48),

- testing pccasion (RR 109). The student's score would be an average of

i * 'the scores on the repeated administrations.

; ‘ \
s : | | B

'_-, .

[+
N

very low reliability coefficients X.
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Chapter 9
Social Adjustment Evaluation @
This chapter -sumarizes IRLD research findings related to
‘ mathematics evaluation. Two specific questions are addressed in this
chapter: ' o ' '

| . " What are! the characteristics of a. recommended direct measure

of social adjustment? :

* How should the direct social adjustment measure be

-administered and scored?” '

For each question, the major findings are s&ﬁﬁéF%iéﬁr.Sﬁa the data
sources from which the findings were 66taihéd are listed (géné}aiiy
‘ordered [in terms of recency). - Specific eviderce for the  major
" findings then is presented. | 3
15. What Are the Characteristics of a Recommended Dirsct Measure of Soc

;Aajagggggg? 1 ;

~ Findings:
-- A direct measure of social adjustment should focus on
general classroom conduct and social interaction. The

specific behaviors should be identified within the

1 . specific setting of interest. \

PData Sourcee: ; E
o N U {;

" Study of variables influencing direct spcial adjustment .
measures  (RR 8%) , ' .

- Technical characteristics of direct social adjustient -
measures (RR 24) ; T 7

" Measuring classroom behavior (RR 6)

Rl

Evidence:
Observational ‘studies of behaviors\that index social adjustment

Cindicated that the specific . behaviors asssciated with social
functioning variables vary with the. spegific setting; and to some
. T S : " e

4 Sl Ty
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extént,witﬁ tﬁe sex of tﬁé studéht (RR 24, ééj; An initial Staay
student and his or her peers on several spec1f1c measures (no1se; but
of place, physical cqntact or destruction, off task) agreed with
teachers' identifications of problem students (RR 6). Another study
suggested that either the frequency of occurrence of peers ta1k1ng

W1th the target c¢hild or the number of different peers ta1k1ng withs

._iné target child was a valid indicator of social status {RR 24). 1In a

third study, only the frequency of occurrence of peers ta1k1ng with

the target child reliably correlated with social status (RR 23).

~ An extensive study of behaviors that correlated with social

- functioning (both social status and teacher-perceived behavior

bebTehéj suggested that peer Béﬁéﬁ?é? toward- the target student ¢

correlated with social status and the target student's behavior (e.g.,
aggression) correlated with teacher ratings (RR 82):.  However, in
this study, differences in the patterns of correlations existed
between bbys and giris across sett{ngs— Peer épprbacnés féiétéd

unstructured non- academ1c sett1ngs but only in an academic sett1ng

for g1r1s. Pr061em behaV1ors c]ear1y related to ﬁeachér»%aéings of
girls in academic settings, but aggression was the consistent
predictor of teacher ratingsshf boys in the same settings. Because of

el __,_ ,,,,,,,,5',, o B B Ll o B
the pervasive influence of setting, it was recommended that data be

collected on the‘fﬁrget student’ SJgenera1 classroom conduct and social

interaction and on a c]assmate s general classroom conduct and social

[y

interaction.. - ‘ ‘ ‘ :
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At this béi%%l it appears that the rate of student initiations is
a prime behavior to monitor. -A discrepancy between the two students
would provide a basis for monitoring the target. student's social

adjustment -

16 How Should the Direct Social Adjustment Measure be Administered and_
" Scored? ' . BEEE ' ' .

T . ) e .

Findings: | o . N

a. Administration of the direct social ‘adjustment measire

g . could involve observation of the target student. and

C classmates on an interval-sampling schedule..

b. Performance could be scored by tallying occurrences of

-

‘the target behaviors.
' Data Sources:
* Study of variables influencing direct social adjustment
measures (RR 82) . )
i oL - o . & - - -
* Technical characteristics of direct social ad.
measures (RR 24)

Evidence: ; : ) e
g - ¥

. During investigations of the technical adequacy of various
measures of social adjustment, a 60-second observation interval 'was:
used to collect data on the occlrrence of specific behaviors (RR 24,
82). This schedule could be applied to a situation where the -targat
student and one classmate would be observed during alternate intervals
to obtain a measure of target student discrepancy from a peer. buring
different categories; two behaviors within a category were coded
during one interval if 4 S5-second break clearly }separatéd the
behaviors. Additional research s needed to establish the logistical
feasibility of this procedure and its utility for interventions.




Chapter 10 -
Data Utilization -

This chapter summarizes IRLD research findings réjaied to the use
of data .collected on students - to make decisions 'regardihg plpil
5F6§fé§§ and program Suctéés.. Four specific questions are addressed
in this chapter: | | |

¢ What are recommended procedures for graphing data?
* How should graphed data be used to evaluate Studentc’ brograiis?
* How should teachers be trained to use data for judging

intervention effectiveness and improving student performance?

* To what extent does measurement and data utilization by

teachers affect students' learning? ’

For- each question, the major findings are summarized and the data

sources from which the findings were obtained are 1istad (generally
ordered in terms of recency). Specific evidence for . the ééigp}
\ findings then is presented: :

17. What are Recommended PFétédﬁﬁéﬁgféiAGrgphing Data?

Findings:

a.. Correct performance should be graphed. Incorrect.
performance may also be graphed along with corréct
performance to provide information about accuracy of
performance. o

b. When graphing a student's level of performance, aqual

c. When graphing a student's reading or spelling progress A
through a curriculum, number of words spelled or pages .

read should be spaced along the ordinate axis according
to the time of mastery expected of average students in N

the carriculum:

d: Students may be taught to chart their own performance to-

increase teacher efficiency and facilitate student
satisfaction:




o

Data Sourees: ’ |
p°'rompar1son of student self- management technaques (RR 115)
: . Direct measure. re11ab111ty study (RR 109)
oo Comparat1ve study of graph papers (RR 101) .‘ .
"+ Aggregation study (RR 94). . 3 - - -
- Direct measures norm deve1opment (RR 87) A |
i - Comparative study of,wr1tten expression scor1ng procedures?
(RR 84)
. %ggpgrat1ve study of,three[reading p]acement procedures: .

- Reliability of written expression measures (RR 50)
- Technical characteristwcs of direct written expression
measures (RR 22) : o % ’
- Teehnical. character1st1cs of direet spelling measures (RR 21)
* Technical character1st1cs Oof direct reading measﬁres_(RR 20)

:Ev1dence

Studies in the area of read»ngg $pe]11ng, and wr1tten express1on

conSiétentiy have indicated that COrrect performance hqs greater

57, 84 87, 94, 109). Thus, graph1n7 oftdata shou1d focus on correct

performancé; o S

§tudéés of graphing procedures w1th1n performance measurement

have exam1ned the relative merits ofa:equaT interval and semi-

1ogar1thm1c -graph paper (RR 101). Ana?ysés of . deviations between

. actua1 scores and scores pred1cted from graphs on each type of paper

indicated that pred1ct1ons were more accurate when data had been
graphed on equal 1nterva1 paper. ";

Within progress méasa?éméﬁtf a critica1 prob]em is the 1ack of

e

;.
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the system were conceptualized as progress thrbugh'paqes read or words -
spelled of a é&rriEGTUﬁ*'wiEﬁ the number of bégesldr words spaced

4

average students in the currqcu]um; Research should be conducted to
examine the validity of this assunption. v |

Although having students graph their own performance data does
not ﬁecéssariiy result in increased student ééﬁieﬁeﬁeﬁf (RR 115), it

for evaluation act1v1ties; Ev1dencekisuggests that by increasing
studént respons1b111ty in  charting tasks; increased student
ach1evement a]so cah be attained,

How Should Fraphed Data be Hsed to Evaluate Students Programs?

Fihdiﬁég:

a. Graphed data should be summarized and interpreted to -
determine whether the instructional program is effective
or needs-to be changed. .

b. Goal- orﬁented analysis is preferred for monitoring
progress- toward I1EP goals, obtaining information about

when to change a student's instructional program, and

explaining student progress to parents and other

teachers

c. Program oriented ana1y51s is preferred for obtain1ng

information about what to change in a student's
instructional program. :

d. A combined goal-oriented éﬁELBrbérém oriented procedure
that .is recommended  involves drawing a trend line.
through 7 to 10 data points; if the trend is flatter

than the goal line, a proqram modification should be
jntroduced: ,

e, Uata obta1ned from severa] students can be used to make
decisions regarding general program components.

ata SoUrces :

0.3



Norm1ng study (RR 132)
+ Evaluation of program effectiveness (RR 123)
Assessment of altérnative .data summary procedures (RR 112 i18)
. Comparat1ve study of data ut111zat1on rules (RR 64)
Comparat1ve study of teacher goals (RR 61, 62)
* Analysis of program components (RR 12)
. Demonstrat1on study of data utilization (RR 10)

S DY

S A fv1dence e _ T
' When teachers summarize student data and implement data-
utiiizatioh ruiésf student performance increases more than when . data- i
ut111zat1on does not occur (RR 10) or- when constant efforts are’ made

to improve the studénfjﬁ berformance without data-uti]izationdv
procedures (RR 64). . ! V

TWo basic procedires may be used to summarize student data:
’Visuai anaiysts or statistical 5651y§%§ One investigation of v1sua1

-educational programs and that it is influenced conS1derab1y by the
character1st1cs of the ‘data array (e g., slope and var1ab11ity)

. Another study (RR 118) 1nd1cated thattthe re]at1onsh1p between resu]ts

“of 4 v1sua1 anaTys1s and statistical anaﬁys1s procedures Was modest at

dbest, In other words, many \\tervent1ons were iudged V1sua11y to be

significant in their effects when they were not "tatisticaij;;‘
signi%ﬁcaht— and vice versa.- Further resgarch has suggested Ehét
specific factors camaaffecfﬁthe accuracy of vﬁSUa1 ana1ys1s (RR 125)
Given that tra1n1ng in statist1ca1 ana]ysis and access to statistical

programs is 11m1ted for most teachers, it is likely that graphed data

generally will be analyzed visually. - Thus, training becomes: -

K ,4'9;;
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especially important. Tnitial research has indicated that tra1n1ng

can increase. the accurécy- dt visua1 aha1ys1s judgments (RR 118)
3

summar1z1ng student data. For examp1e; an ana1y51s of stat1st1ca1
propert1es of data has suggested that some training should focus on
the interactions among time-series characteristics when ﬁék§n§
judgments based on visual inference (RR 138). |

In éné1y2?n§ éréﬁhed data, teachers who used both goa1 oriented
a goal line, and then compare student performante trends to the goa1
_ 1iné$~ aha brdéréﬁ-ariéntéd procedures (test student per?drmance

frequentTy and change -program when cit appears needed or after a
‘specified number of tests, usually 7-10) réported that they preferred
the goal-oriented approach for (a) monitoring student progress toward
IEP goals, (b) obtaining information about when to change @ Student's
1nstruct1ona1 program; and (c) explaining EEGdént.ﬁrééreéé'td‘bérents
and teachrs (RR 64)- 'fhéy also indicated that thev:goal-oriented

'approach was eas1ér to use . more ‘ettﬁéiént; and @ more éé%dréte
:repreSentatidn of student performance ' The program-oriented éﬁﬁrdécﬁ
was; preferred only as a -guide fpr what‘ to chahgé in & Stﬁdéntig
instructional program. sy
Teachers also were more accurate'1n snmmar1z1ng data when usiﬁg

goal-oriented procedures (47% correct summar1zat1ons) than when using
7

I i .
program-oriented procedures (12% correct summarizations) (RR 64).

Further, the timing of changes in students’ programs was more accurate

LY

@
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in goal-oriented analysis (70%) than in program-oriented analysis
i;‘(3’3’%). In another study, teachers who usedrgoai-oriénted aaéﬁ%ééé
made more correCt decisions about whether to change a student'
program (79%) than teachers who used program or1ented ana]ys1s (68%)

(RR 61), Teache’s i so Judqed effect1ve 1ntervent1ons more accurate1y

applied - program=or iented procedures (80%) (RR 61). Further teachers
be11eved they were more effect1ve when using a goa1 or1ented approach®
than when using a program-oriented approach, even though there
actually were no student performance differences (RR 61, 62).
Program component research is a viable outcome of data collected

through direct «and Frequent measurement procedures. An illustration

of th1s approach in a Ch11d Service Demonstrat1on Center for Ch11dren

1

with tearn1ng B1sab111t1es (RR 12) indicated that 1t could prov1de

collection a1so has revealed that the data based assessment approaéh

offers not only a measurement alternative for the student hut a
comprehens1ve reV1ew1ng procedure that gs sens1t1ve to thé needs and
"prob]ems of the school system as a whole (Rﬁ”iéj): tocal normat ive

20 students per grade with

 the resu]t prOV1d1ng a med1an for normative compar1sons that }f yery

132}, '; .

)
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How Should Teachers Be Trained to lse Datg for Judg1ng Intervent1on

Effectiveness and Improving Studeatgaerformance?

Findings:

a. Direct inservice or workshdp training, ratherithan self
instruction, is recommended for training teachers to.collect

data.¥requent1y and to use the data to make instructional’

decisions. : -

b. Systematic procedura1 changes can increase teachers'

efficiency in using direct and frequent measurement

procedures. . 3

c:. Direct training of,teachers in measurement activities

== oA

is more likely to result in teacher use and eff1c1ency

than training through manuals a1one.

d. Goal setting is integral to progress measurement

activities; teachers should monitor student performance

in re1at1on to short-term ob]ect1ves rather than
long-term qoa1s

e. Direct and frequent measurement with curr1cu1um based
tests can increase the retiability of scores and may
provide the best measure for determining reading
placement. ‘ _

Data Sources: |
* Experimental-study of formative evaluation effects (RR 88,
96, 97, 111, 116)

. Comparat1ve study of data- ut111zat1on rulés (RR 64)
: Study of self- 1nstruct1ona1 training (RR 63)
- Comparative study of teacher goa]s (RR 61, 62)
: Comparat1ve study of three reading placement procedures (RR 56)
Teacher efficiency studies (RR 53) '
- Interviews of special edueators (RR 41)

- Development of data utilization systemsJ(RR 23)

Evidence:

‘An  early study. of data ut111zatvon prov1ded part1c1pat1ng

a
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making phdgram decisions (RR 23). Results indicated that, in general,

teacher use 6? decision rules was fiore effective than teacher 1udgmeht

in 1mprov1ng student pérformance These tenuous findings suggested
an effective eéaiuation system, WGUid b€ to test alternative data
utilization aaaéaaéhéé that involve more intensive teacher training in
monitoring and evaluating student progress. In fact; when interviewed

one year after the study, several teachers indicated the need for more

-intensive and relevant training, including modeling of the procedures

(RR 41). ¢

Teachers have been trained v1a (a) a week=long workshop prior to

 starts up in the fall and semi- weekﬁiiworkshops throughout the schpo1

year (RR//f) (b) a self- instructiondl manual plus four workshops (RR

teachers us¥ng the se]f-1nstruct1ona1 manual (RR 88, .96; 97).

Regardless of tra1n1ng proceduref teachers have had d1ff1cu1ty using

the data systemat1ca1L§ However; direct training of teachers was

For th1s reason, direct training is recommended Imcreased attention

to data utilization during tra1n1hg is needed. ,ImhFeééée teacher
3

1mp1ementat1on of measurement and ~dec3siéh?;r01és has been observed

even in controlied sEua%ég (RR 61, 88, 111, 116), thus emphasizing the

‘Aheed for bﬁ-géihg tra1n1ng 1n measurement graph 1nterp§etat1onf and

data ut111zat1on pngsgdures

A ser1es of studies on teacher’ eff1c1ency in emp10y1ng d1rect and

~$
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required 13% minutes to .prepare;, administer;’ score; and §Féﬁﬁ
measurement tasks on four academic behaviors for one student the

e commitment

number of students on teachers' caseloads made theW

“birdensome (RR 53): - In addition, this ‘time commitment did Aot include

the time needed to read and ana]yZe ‘graphs, impbrt‘ant tasks if the

data are to be employed meanmgfu]]y “to improve studént brégréss.

tasks pr1or to the written express1on task and measurement at the

beg1nn1ng of the per1od resulted in greater teach’ér 'satis?act%bn.

were precount1ng the words in  oral read1n& passages, group

/training of teachérs 1n efficient procedures was more effectwe than
/ training via .a seif-_1nstruct1ona1 manua] and :periodic inserwvices.
Teachers appeared to need péé%pt{ﬁg to improve their efficiency with
direct and frequent measdrement strategies

In a comparative study, special education teachers who had set

long-term goals for stuaents, graphed students' word recogn1t10n

performancef and made a program ad:justment every two weeks, pred1cted

. that students wou]d master a greater number of words thawm teachers

who set short term gbjectives and compared graphed student/i)erformanee ,

with a short-term;

”’

the short-term goals group were more accurate,  However, no actual

differences were found in student progress (RR 61). Imprecise teacher
- v

- implementation ‘of measurement and designated decision rules was

59

He measures, and student graphing of measurement résiﬂts;tﬁirect ‘

'Tmhne (RR 62); The predictions of‘the teachers in

»

g
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Eritieaif For exa 1e, teachers who were to measure st

referenced test scores. Achievement test scores. and curr?éa1am-ba§éa

.
L
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observed, suggest1ng that dn—go1ng tra1nunq of teachers to- measure,

interpret graphsi;?rrect1y, and use student data cons1stent1y are

%dents daily

actual]y méégured only three times per week. And teachers in th€

emp1oyed the1r dec1s1on rules 56% of the t1me, teachers who méhsured

"week1y did so 78% of the t1me Teachers in the short-term goa1

sett1ng group appropr1ate1y moved to new read1ng 11sts only two-thirds

‘of measurement days. GbV1ous1y, both the use of data-ut111zat1on

ru1es and spec1f1c tra1n1ng on the rules is an essent1a1 d1mens1on of S
a measurement system effective in 1mprovin§ student achievement. _ K é
In a comparat1ve study of three procedures for placing students

in. reading cgrr1cu1a (teacher Judgment standardized tésting;

curr1cu1um-baSed assessment) correlations among the three p]acement;

measures was not (RR 56). Placement from curr1cu1um-based measures ¢

agreed better with students’ actual reading placements than .did norm-

ffffff ¢
placement scores agreed for only about one=half of the students.~ 1t

is proposed that direct and freguent measurement strategies provide a

resolution to this problem: Since curriculum-based measures can be
used with any curriculum, and a student’s score is calculated as the
median of scones on repeated samplings, measurement eFrgF may be

reduced, resulting in improved accuracy of curriculum=based tests for

reading placement.
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To What Extent Do Measurement audAData4Ut111zat1on by Teachers Affect

(AN

a

Students' Learn1ng? S ) . .y L . o
.]]. Sh B 4 . LI

-

F1nd1ngs : ‘f_;;

a. Student performance 1ncrease9 more when teachers use

specific data- ut111zat1om rules-to monitor progress than

when they re1y on: ‘their own ]udgment about student
progress.. .. . -
. . o

b. The. qua11ty of 1nstruct1on improves. when teachers use

'd1rect and frequent measurement and eva1uat1on

c. -§tudents' knowledy€ about_their goals: andegogress is .-
greater when. teacherSAemp1oy direct and frequent ST
measuremerit -and, eva]uat10n : v Vil

} A f P L oy T

d. Measurement appears’to g a neéessary condition in La
producing student grawth, but not a sufficient one; -.'>

knos1t1§§aéffects of measurement cannot be susta1ned
v‘un1ess ta ut111zat1on procedures also are used
Data Sources: S _ 7
- Fompar1son of student se]f management techn1ques (RR 115) =
- Surveys of exper1menta1 study part1c1pants (114, 128) . -&i

. Exper1menta1 study of formative eva1uation effects (RR 88
96, 97; 111; 116)

7f-Instruc’1ona1 rating sca]e 'validation (RR 107)
///ﬁ fmp]ement’t1on study (RR 106) S o
77' - Causal mode] ana]ys1s (RR105) S o
. Comparat1ve study of data utilization rules (RR 64)
Analysis of program components (RR 12) o S
- Demonstration study of data utilization (RR 10)

EVidence:

_In a comparative study of data-utilization rulesy student reading

pér?'rmance 1ncreased more when. speC1f1c data-utilization strateg1es

procedur es (RR B4); Further analyses indicated that vtime or

Gl



~,stud nt performance re1at1ve to

or student achievement %ﬁR 88 lli; i16)* ~The observat1ona1 scale

maturaéfon alone did not expiain the 1ncrease in student performance
fram. the no data-utilizatien phase ito the Ffirst data-utilization
phase. o o . R

In a aémaﬁstratiah study of the 1mp1ementat1on oF data-
ut111zat1on techn1qUes, students exh1b1ted greater read1ng ach1evement

when ru]es for the ut11lzat1on of measurement data were 1nc?uded as

part of the format1ve eva1uat1on system (RR ‘10). When teachers

mmeasured student read1ng performance da11y 1n re1at1on to da11y goa1s ;‘

.;

_fand l:1tered both goa]s and eonsequences cont1ngent upon measured T :

In another study, a s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher proﬁbrt1on of e1ementary
students ' ttained' mastery more . rap1§1y when daily performance was
graphed ‘than when it was not graphed (RR 12). Variations in ‘the;

imbiéméhtatiaﬁ fa? direct - and frequent eva1uat1on procedureSr also

appear to influence student ach1evement For examp]e, in exper1menta1

then charted the1r own performance s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases 1n student

115). Z
which a formative %ra1uat1on é%f%é% is implemented may determine the P

extent to which effects are Seen in terms -of “instructional structure .\

used to assess 1nstruct1ona1 structure in these studies was -determined

to be a usefu$ research tool from the standpo1nt of techn1ca1 adequacy :
and heur1st1cs (RR 107) In the studies; it a1so was found that ther’ ‘

62
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lack' of commun1cat1on among special 'éducators— regu1ar educathL
\( : .

administrators, -and parents might be reduced through the' use of

3;5

formative éuaiuationifrocedures (RR 114). There was some. 1nd1cat1on‘ o
that, even W?th a%ﬁinai 1mpieméntation of the formative eva1uat1on }“‘; ; (//

more 0pt1m1st1c about their progress teachers also seemed better able ‘

A?A causal mode 1 ana1ys1s was conducted on the re1at1onsh1ps among

theidégree~of imbiénéﬁfaf‘aﬁ of “the" format1ve eva1uat1on system the E
amount of structure in the students' reading 1n§truct1ona1 program,

-

- - — =

and the students rate of academ1c progress over one year (RR 105)

Ca i mode41ng techn1ques a1low ﬁnferences to befmade'agput the 1og1c

o%? d1rect1ona1 hypotheses for obta1ned :Eorréiations; Teacher o e

1mp1ementatwon of measurement proceduresf sgudent ach1evement* ~and . o

B

degree - of teach1ng structure were found to - be staGQe over t1me (e g. 3

J B

if a teacher des1gned a htzh1y structured program for a student that k' B

\.

- student cont1nued to receiye hfgh]y structuréd 1nstruct1on throughout

F
. the school year) While measurement had a strong effect on structure

. and aEh1evement these effects were short 11ved and not ev1dent at the
;fi:;émg'of the tuay Specjfwcally, s11ent.r$a§&ng practice related tqﬂ' A(.
‘reading. achievement 'ga%ﬁgl and " the routjne; of measuring ;studentﬁl‘ '
progress mﬂaéﬁééa ;c;’ti'ué*t{j?}é;' however] * the  hypothesis that, J
measurement would resulf in increased .structure and student
achievement was ansappaigéa; )It appeared that measurement activities
were important intt'ialy;j in the - implementation of data-based
modi?ication— but that student ach1evement gains could. be sustained

—

only if eva1uat1on of data occurred




Another study of the effee}s\ef d1rect and FreQUent measuremant -5

and evaluation on sgggants' read1ng ach1evementf teaehers' qua11ty of - -
)_C; instruction, and stddents’ know1edge about their own goals and
prcgr_éss,— ’str'o'ngiy ‘supported E"he dse of. direct and frequent

measuremenfiand evaihatidn (RR 96"97)' ,In comparison to 21 teachers ‘ ¢
who used typical spec1a1 educat1on e§a1u3t1on procedures; 18 New YorK

City spec1a1 educat1on teaeﬁers who em& yed Frequent curr1éu1um based

teachers in.  this study reported that \the systemA was helpful = in

communicating with parents and teachers R S

4

¥ o

-
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#
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Table 1

Evaluation Research
L

Data Sources

Nata Source ’ ; Reports Guestions
Direct measure reliability seudy 109 4,5,7,8,9,10, 13, 14, 17
- Comparative study of data utilization rules 64 3 5] é; 1,19, 200 -
Direct measures norm &é’v’él&;}aéﬁi 87 d; 5; i; 8. 10. l; .
yrming study L ]32 4; 7, 9,13, 14; 18 :
Comparative study of teacher goals , 62 3, 5,18, 19 ‘
Comparative study of three reading placement procedures 55. 57 4,5,17;19
Longitudinal study of learning trends on simple measures 49 4,7,9,10
Oevelopment of data utilization systems 23 B 5,7,8,19
Experimental study of formative evaluatlon effects 88, 96, 97, 2,19, 20
. Llll; 1186 7
Technical characteristics of direct reading measo 20 4, 5 ﬁ
‘Ag’gregatipn study 94 i; 10 17
. Teacher efficiency studies 53 5, 8; 19 -
Technical characteristics of direct spelling measures 21 7, 8,17
Technical characteristics of direct written expression 22 9, 10, 17
- ‘measures .
__ sirvey of LD tedchers 65, 80 1,3
l/ Interviews of speaal e t'o"rs' 4] g, 19
Suryexsiofiefpérimental study. participants . P 114’ 124“1 2, 20 >
Comparative study of reading domains and durations 48 4.5
Comparative study of siéﬁaé;aiié& ;B& direct measures : 126 .i; 9 ’
- Implementation study : 106 4; 20 .
&P single subject study 120 5,8 %
" Reliability of written expression measures " 50 10, 17
Comparative study of written expression si:oring B4 10, 17
procedures
Study of expresslve language 83 1]. [ v
Technical characteristics of direct social adjustment 24 15; 16 v .
measures . .
Study of variables lnfluencing social adjustment 82 15, 16 o
_measures .-
Comparlson of student self -management technigques 115 17, 20
Demonstration study of data utilization 10 18, 20
Analysis of program components 12 18; 20
Survey and observation of Efaéém ed teachers : 81 1
Surveys of special educators 67 2 y
Comparative study of reading domains 55 4 .
Study of alternative reading performance criteria 59 i - B .
Study of curriculum differences ' 93 3 P
)inai;aiis of readabllity formulas 129 ° S 4 .
’:,M s of basal reader criterion- referenced tests 11]350122, 128, 6
‘Measfiring classroom behavior 6 15
Comparative study of graph papers 100 17 \
Assedgment of alternative data summary procedures 112, 118 18
Evaluation of program effectiveness 123 . 18
Analys{s of statistical properties of data 125, 138 18
Study of self-lnsﬁructional training 63 19
Causal model analysis 105 20" R s
Instructional rating scate validation 107 20 B
, - e
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Chapter 11

Data Sources

This chapter provides a summary of the data sourcss and research
proci

dures used to obtain the research f1nd1ngs presented in the

previous chapters. An bverview of the data sources is provided in -

Table 1: The IRLD research reports in which fiore ‘detailed

explanations may be found are listed in the table, as are the numbers

‘@pof the corresponding research questions. The data sources are ordered

g

"Within this chapter (and the table) according to the fréquency with

which they are cited as evidence for. various research guestions.
. \;,

Direct Meastre Reliability Study (RR 109) v

Two separate investigations were conducted to examine the test-

retest’ reliability; alternate-form %éiiéBiT%ty, and interjudge

¥

re11ab111ty for direct and repeated measures in thé'é?é&§;6? heédfhg,
spe111ng, wr1tten expre551on?'and math: / 7

E‘l .

In study 1 (1979- 80) a sample of 566. students (275- ﬁéié§5

“enrolled in lér;dés 1- 6 from three states was administered d1rect‘

!

measures of read1ng ?5 one m1nute, tests) spe111n% (2

tests), and wr1tten expres 1on {2 three~m1nute t_. G Stﬂdéhts;:-

+

PR

“three=minute

were selected randomly fron the schoo1 d1str1cts that vo1unteered_t§w:ﬁ"("‘

’

participate in the study® The students were:approx1mate1y equa11y

distributed . among grades 1-6.  Each student " was adm1n1stered the
measures during late -fall and again during :éar1y spring on an
individual basis by a trained examiner. - B

In study IT (1g@1-82), 76 students randomly sampled from grades 4

and 5 were subjects in a math Féﬁﬁabiiity investigation. Thirty

students in grade 5 were invo ed in the test-retest re}ﬂab111ty'




P
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1nvest1gat1on- the 46 students in grade 4 were\ 1nvo1ved in the

'-ira1ternateifdrm re]1abi’ity 1nvest1gat10n Measurement mater1a1s in

math 1nc1uded computat1on problams pr1nted on forms: A11 test1ng was

group adm1n1stered with 10 students tested at a time and a one-week

»

1nterva1 separating the two test1ng per1ods A]] test1ng and 5corinq
was dong by trained qﬁucat1ona1 a1des “The - number of d1g1ts correct
and incorrect was computed for each math funct1on ‘

romparat1ve Study of Bata Utlllzatlcn,Ru1es (RR 6#)

Ten speC1a1 educat1on teachers in a- m1dwestern rura1 educat1ona1

cooperative implemented direct and frequent,.measures and data

utilization procedurei('w1tb at - least two students each over the

1980-81 school year. Teach1ng experience ranged from O to 10 years; 8

teachers were female. Students in the study were funct1on1ng

dramat1ca11y be Tow the1r peers in academic, 1angu__agei and/or social

"Thee teachers were traihéd to implement  frequent ‘measurement

systems during one week of full- day workshops prior to the schoo1

year, and in ‘half-day sessions -per1§§1ca11y throughout the schoo1

~year. By February 1981— each teacher was- measur1ng and grapthg the

students' read1ng performance at least three t1mes per week. At thws

t1me;-2twg data uti]ization systéms; experimental and therapeut1c

\(Were * introduced to the teachers.  1In therapeutic data

analys i,
the

- - .. _ _Y . -5 o o
analysis, reacher's" objective was to insure that a student's

performance reache gspecified goal by a certain date. In

experimentai data anaiyéﬁé;';nb student performance level and

-

atta1nment date were Spec1f1ed rather, the teacher's objective was-to

P : N St -,
. . 0, R
‘ Y. : i S
: +

M



7 o 63
mﬁravéiaaafﬁauaugiy upon a student's current performance level by
1ntroductnq and eva1uat1ng a series of uhending program changes. +0One
half oF-the teachers implemented experimental teach1ng and the other’

herapeutic teach1ng; after nine weeks pf' data.

_half 1mp1ement d. y
N
co]]ect1on the teachers switched systems.

- Three data ﬁEi‘ii‘iéiic‘sﬁ strategies (no . data - utilization,

‘ ”therabeUti63 éiberimentai) were compared in terms of the1r effects. on
the number of mod1f1cat1ons teachers mdde Every two weeks IRLD

staff inspected - sach student'__,graph and counted ‘the. number of 7

" instructional changes made.  To assess~ the efcht of “the data’
.. utilizatian “strateg1es on student performance, every two weeks

teachers measured the students “oral: read1ng rate correct on a random”

‘1wst of K 3 words At the end of the sch001 year, teachers ‘tompleted

surveys . regarding the1r &preferences for di??é"é ‘;measyrement
“ ) ‘J-.. . A . A; - ) ;.; - Ve ) \'.‘»-(;( .
.strategaes S Y '1!‘:5 ~:ﬁ"€ = “;‘ - - . ;% o
QiihxecteMeasures Norm Deve]opment (RR 87) Coem Tl

Dur1ng 1979 80 d1rect measures of read1nq, spe111ng, and'written'

.

express1on were administered to 566 elementary students r?aﬁ- three
states 1n order to (a) 1nvest1gate the ‘f as 1b1J1ty of us1ng a §£aaaara
task~ito measure the reading;r;speiifng, “and wr1ting prof1c1ency of
é1ém§h€éry chi]ran Taﬁd~ (b) descrihe procedures for estab11sh1ng
iocéﬁ norms on the standard tasks. The ‘grade 1-6 stidents r?aﬁ
]M1nnesotaf Pennsy]van1a and Wash1ngton were se]ected rande]y from

school d1str1cts that vo1unteered to part1c1pate in the study.».ThéFé‘
were 275 Males and - 291 females in the total sample, wh1ch 1n§fuded 92

first graders 85 second gradersf 96 third graders 99 fourth graders,

101 fifth graders, and 93 S1xth graders. - ‘

' “ . . . —
.

B
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" The Minnesota samplefconsisteq of 134 of the géé students, A3
'”BBys‘andr71 g1r1s Most of these subaects (73%) were selected from
~ two urban areas with popuTatﬂons of 50,000 and 100 000 peop]e. These
e1ementary stgdents‘ were approx1mate1y equa]]y d1str1buted among-
grades 1 to 6. The Pennsylvania sample of students included 157 boys
and 169 girls, equally distributed across the six grade levels. These
elementary students weré féﬁaaﬁiy selected from two areas (rural and
ﬁrbani in €entral péﬁﬁgyiesﬁié;' The remaining 106 e1ementary students
tested were from ‘the Seattle, Washington area; 55 were male and 51
were fémaié—' |
Each ch11d was adm1n1stered d1Yect measures of read1ng, spe111ng,

and wr1tten express1on dur1ng the fa11 and the spr1ng on an 1nd1v1dua1

bas1s by an examiner tra1ned 1n the adm1n1strat1on of the measures.
»

stab111ty over.t1me; and state; demograph1c; and sex differences:

Norming' Study (R 132)-

Dur1ng 1982- 83 fa]]g w1nter and spr1ng 1oca1 norms for student
L3 "

performance on d1rect measures of read1ng, soe111ng, math and wr1tten

fexpress1on were deve]oped Samp]es of regu]ar educat1on stﬁdentstrbm'

_six school d1str1cts were asked to (a) read aloud from two basal

reading @assages; (b) spell words from a d1ctated word 11st taken from'

either a spelling series or .3 reading ser1es ’(c) complete math

U pgob]ems in: add1t1on subtraet1on mu1t1p11cat1on and d1v1S1on and
(d) complete a written composition in response to a story starter

A total of almost 1800 students participated in this 1local
norming, with approximately ehqal\numBecs from each grade (1-6). Data.

v v

R T




were summar1zed on the effect of us1ng d1ffenent measurement samp11ng
#

plans; the re11ab111ty of the measures, and the d1str1but1on of scores
within a_;grade level. - Also, the effects of different population
sampling plans Wére analyzéd. The local norms also were compa#%d to
nat1ona1 norms and to the effects of the norms on the percentages of
Comparative Study of Teacher Goals (RR 61, 62) & L

ourihg 19}9~86; 20 spec1a] educat1on resource teachers from a-

mjdwestern metropolitan area part1c1pated 1n a 12- week study to

R J

examine the eFfects on student reading acﬁievement of (a) goal s1ze

and data ut111zat1on rule, and (b) measurement ‘tyequency* Thé

/ T _._',,,

magor1ty of teachers were femaTe the%dh ,rage of 9. 6 years

-
VR 1.3 H -
a;

LE
teaching- exper1ence. Each teacher selécté ?ﬁﬁﬁr to six students from

his/her caseload, resulting in a "'mp1e of 88 boys affg 20 ="
girls. The students' mean age WéS'iQ.ﬂ—ﬁeans tbewr mEan gradegjevef P

2 .ur
» . . H a-

was 3.9 L cE T e o

: Teachers Were assigned random1y to. one of two exper1menta1
treatment groups for the purpose of measurﬂng student progre

,Loné;Termr Goal Measuremen$ \‘}TGM) or Short~Term Goal Measurerment

S A T .
(STGM). - In LTGM, teachers’ tested students' oral reading performance
- by adm1n1ster1ng a 30-second word Récoﬁnit%on test comprised of 25

&

words randomly sefected from the 1arqe set of words to be introduced
Wwithin the 12-week study“ Teachers in this cond1t1on were required to
make an 1nstruct1ona1 1ntervent1on every 10 days In the STAM group,

teachers tested a student's reading performance ‘by adminiStéring a
j30=second word recognition test comprised of 25 words that ificTuded
S ' <

P

70
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vocabulary words introduced in the current instructionéi period ﬁiué

~words sampled from preceding stories. Teachers compared the student's

performance against a short term a1m11ne re1ated to the

'

urrent short-

term goal and made program adjustments accord1ng1yf h groups of

teachgrs randomly asswgned the1$ students to one of thr”: Freduency of

>

measurement conditions: da11y§ weekly; or pre-post measurement:

Buring the first, sevénfh—‘and twe1fth weeks of the'study, teachers

administered curr1cu1um baseé measures (both word recogn1t1on 4and oral
read1ng passages) ‘to a11_students in the study.

 Teacher aééigiaﬁ-mak%ha'ihfarmation was assessed weekly through
" tha use of an interview checﬁi?sf Specific quegtions reiaied to how

why, and when program adJustments were made: and. teacher re- est1mates
/

of 1ong term and short-term goa]s Teachers also rank ordered the

-

g among eight 1nstruct1ona1f - e1ght mot1vat1ona1’ and  eight

| administrative and phys1ca1 arrangement a]ternat1ves These rank1ngs

occurred after the 3rd, Sth 9th, and 12th weeks of the study:
Comparative’Stusz of Three Reading Placement Procedures {RR 56, 57):

Two comparative studies involving the accuracy of reading
placements wé?e conducted during 1980 81 W1th 91 random1y selected

students distributed across grades 1-6 in one m1dwestern metropo11tan

public elementary school. A1l students were ‘English spéaking; 15

students received special education resource servicer and 23. were
/ 7

in réadjng; - S (.
! T F o TS i e — - - . - P o . 77”7:‘”

In the first study, the correlations and agreements among scores
on curriculum-based measures; scores on technically adequate

. h; 7 E |

N
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achievement tests, and teacher judgments (aétdéi placements) were

investigated: F1ve trained examiners agm1n1stered two standard1zed

sdbtests aii 10 reading passages dur1””—an hour_sess1on; The reading

passages were administered for one minutd each in a raddom order,

following systematic procedures. Seven instriictisnal criteria (e.g:,
70 wpm with 10 oF,fEWér errors) were appiiéd ta tﬁe scores from these

a criterion was mef before unsatisfactory performaUCe oh ég%

;ig

consecut1ve”1fg§%'
,study, the concurrent validity of curriculum-based

4

reading measﬂr,l was’ examined for two basal reading programs. The

measures and procedu; sremﬁToyed were 1dent1ca] 30 the, f1rst study

w1th one 3¥cept1on “1n tht
g‘p3§sagés - For each passage, the

seven d1ffe ent 1nstruct1ona1 Er1ter1a were applied to the students'

scores An instructional 1§re1 was 1dent1f1ed as the h1ghes% Tevel at

;wh1ch “the cr1ten1on was*@et before an unsat1sfactory Performance was

\

demonstrated ‘on, two consecut1ve 1eve?!'

tong1tud1na1 StudygofgLeapnlng Trends on S1mp1e Measures (RR 49)

Bur1ng 1979- 80 58’ch11dren random]y se cted from the elementary

schoo1s of a sma]1 m1dwestern city were tested on direct measures of

read1ng, spe111ng, and written expre551op. The grade 1-6,students
; . _ , ' L o
ranged in age from 6.3 years to 12.2 years. None of the students was
S « .- ’

)

_recedving special education §éF€%éé§E ZTHé;dirétt measures used wers

those described in RR 26 21 and 22: A1l measures were adm1n1stered

¥

' l;.

?1& in the fall, w1nte} and spring of the school year by researchers.

~

—
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R Development of Data Utilization Systems (RR 23)
Dm/rf the i§7é 79 schoo | year, the e??efti'v'eness of d1rect and

whge investigated in.LD

frequent . spelling measurement procedures

resource programs. Twenty-two*”ohjnteer special ducat1on resource

teachers and. Sﬁ‘grade;.é-é tudents receiving speng antruct-mn

participated “in the st’udy The students, who ‘were. of low to middle
iﬁeaﬁé SES 'within a 1arge metropohtan areaf were at 1east two years
be1ow age/grade p1acemen.;t in _"s_pe__}hng ach1evement; The number*f

'students, pér teacher ranged From two to seven. Th’r’éé-qaa?térg of the
stodénts were ma]e, most teachers were female. A1l teachers had

',taught spec1a1 education for a minimum of . three years.

LN

.performance was assessed on grac{e spec1f1c tests Instruct1ona1

p]acements were determmed by the rate of 1etter sequences s'péﬁed

correct]y "Teachers— Organ‘ized a 15~ui1nute daily spe111ng per1od us1ng

,,a -

1100+ words f‘v;om |

they were

‘rtsponsm]g, For a‘l]' Amstructwnal dec1s1onS* such as the number of

% “ : p
- RS JoE e
words to 1ntroduce; daﬂy; an’? ‘were encouraged \

~

1nstruct1on"al program as needed: To fac1htate program chapge, _a 1 §t'
;of 12 spe111ng 1ntervent1ons Was d1str1buted to each ‘teacher 1n a

.chm*:st format. Teachers were instructed to check the strategips -
they used for each student daily. B :

77777 s -

Three d1fferent format1ve eva1ua‘tnon systems were des1gned and‘

/ impTemented as treatments. Teachers were\a‘s$1gned random1y to: use one
'system for, a three-week period:. they were trained dur1ng a 1% hour
* workshop. . s : IR
worksbop: , 5@ Rt

s
A
+
5
N &
£




69

£p the first system, daily measurement. Laﬁaggééta*based rules

mi’nutes foi testing. - A weekly spelhng goa1 wasvgﬁs

teachers used an- a1m11ne to indicate the need For an. 1nstruct1onal
1ntervent1on; If the student's{gerformanCe feii below the aimline for
- ‘ o I
three consecutive days, the teacher drew a new a1m11ne and imp]emented

-

g

AT

tab11shed and",

a d1fferent teach1ng strategy If performance was above the Ttne no:

néw teach1ng strategy was 1mp1emented , ) ‘ B i;

Ih the second treatment;,ﬂaiiy'measurement'and teacher’ gudgment
o ) SR .

(DMT3); the same meastrement ‘procedures were used as 1n the DMDB
treatment, however, rules were not ‘'specified regarding when to change
T - ) - ) -~ N.;zrz,f,, oo - ' 7 o
teaching strategies. Teachers graphed student performance and were

asked to judge whether the students'. brogress was sufficient to

continue using the same teaching methods; or whether 3 new. teaching

strategy would 1ncrease performance;
~In the third treatment weekly measurement and teacher judghient

(WMTJ) ‘measurement of spe111ng performance occurred on1yzbnce during

the week and the stoﬂents' scores were recorded in a grade book. - The)

teacher judged the need for an instrictional program change consistent

With the guidelines, from-the bﬁ@é}*conditioni | . -/

For a secgnd thrig week period, haff of the. teachers in each
treatment were randomTy reassigned ta one- of the other two treatments
and were aga1n trained in the procedures. Thus, at the conelusion of
the study, each teacher had’ participateds in tWo of the three

treatments.  Students were tested by researchers before the stidy and

after each expértmental period on three gradeﬁsoeci?ic tests and a

.

(DMDB) teachers taught for 10 m1nuteé and used the rema1n1ng five . =
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grand master  test that inciaagg words. from all’ eiénéhtafy_ grade

levels: |
Experimental Study of Formative Evaluation Effects (RR’88; 96; 97,
11, 118)

- .
- -
,,,,,,,,

An -experimental-control comparison was - conducted diring 1981-82 .

A

to determine the effects of training téachers in the use of cont1nuous

direct measures in reading on student achievement and the structure of
. .

the Tlearning environment. - The. subjects included three. di??érentr
samples; these are described below. - After extensive training in the

use of direct measurement procedures, teachers were directed tb -

a ” -

‘measure exper1menta1 students da11y using one m1nute t1med samp]es of

and short-term objectives;  and to use the data to evaluate the
instructional program, over the entire school year. V%%}Eé by

observers and frequent phone contacts provided feedback fo the

R . - R
. teachers on the accuracy of their imp1émentat1oh of- the measures.

Both _experimental -and control subJects were, admlnlstered two

ach1evement measures (t1med samp]es and subtests from a standard1zed

test) and the Structure of Instructwo ﬁa 1ng Scale. In an1t1on;_the '

 Accuracy of Impteméntat1on Rating Scale was ccmblétég for experimental

'squeEts' The Structure of Imp1ementat1on Rat1ng Scate (SIRS) was

‘des1gned o measure the degree of structure of the instructional

- -

1esson that a: student rece1ved -~ The observers rated 12 Féttors on a
<

scale of 1 (low) to 5 (thh) | Inter rater agreement Was h1gh (. 92)

in édd1t1on* the re11ab111ty of the SIB&'as 1nd1cated by meﬂsures of

R

'ho’ogene1ty was;:§6 hTheﬂ%cﬁuracy g@ Imp1ementat1qn Rating Scale

“ M . - _ . ’.

:
2 v — -

e .
4 .o [ [T —
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(AIRS) was ' des1gned to assess the degree of 1mp1ementat1on of the
cont1nuous’d1reCt measures. ' The.AIRS cons1sted of 12,1tems_rated on a

_ - - R N — e

1 {tow) to 5 (high) scale.  Parts gf the seale require d1rect p

‘dbservatidn whereas other items on. the check11st are completed by:
1nspect1on of student read1ng graphs and read@gg IEP forms. The

re11ab111ty of the AIRS as‘ indexed by 1nterna1 cons1stency of 1tems

Was .62, which % is adequate for research purposes:
N
- Sample. lr(RR 88, 1i6) The Subqects were 40 grade 1 8 students ;
o - e "
— T o ‘777777‘
in a rural educational cooperat1ve represent1ng 20 experwm%gfal-

.contrdi matched pairs: Three fourths\of the students were’ boys and
the mean. grade iéve1 of the students was 3. é g A11 suhj&cts were

funct1on1ng dramat1ca11y below their peers in r%ad1ngk The students

.

were stud1ed 1n the .-resource room sett1ng, the1r teachers were seven

‘spec1a1 educat1on resource\%eachers whose exper1ence raﬁ@ea froT two
- /Q Ca o \

to six years. -

. —/7 :
Sample 2 (RR ’96 f A total of 39 Spec1a1 educat1on teachers

and their studf‘ts from a 1arge urbén schoo1” d1strEft in the eastern

part of the U S partwcapated in the study; Most of . the teachers

2

were female; students se}etted from their case]oads read aQout three
years below grade - 1eve1 (f1fth grade) Students #e@e Tn programs for

: . T
P the emot1ona11y hand1capped or the:bra1nf1ngured; of were placed in
4 3 ‘ |

.7 ’ - ? .
.4 resource Y'OOI'nS Co - oo

Sample 3 (RR 111 4116) ) The sub]ects'were 38 eTementary»grade

& L
- 1-6 studeénts in a “stburban- school district. Most of the students
(84%) were male. . | ’
» o< o
e
" 7 7R
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Techn1ca1 Character1st1cs of Direct Readwng Measures (RR 253

i

Q

conducted dur1ng 1978 79 in order to e%am1ne (a) reTat1onsh1ps between
the  direct measures and standardized ach1evement measures, (b)

resource Vs reguTar program differences. in student performance, and

(c) grade level differences in student oerfonmance.,

T o S R N
In the first study, 18 regular class students and 15 LD program

students in grades 1- 5 from a suburban pub11c schoo1 were tested on

r

f1ve d1rect measures of read1ng (words in 1soT§t1on worgs 1n context

oral, ,read1ng, C1°ZE comprehen51on  and word mean1ng) and  tio
standard1zed measures ” (Stanford D1agnost1c Reading Test, Woodcock

‘Reading Mastery Tests), In the second study, 27 requ]ar students and

18 LD program students in grades i-6 from two urban pub11c schoo]s

- V . - ' Y e
* | N s o . ‘, .
- , ” ' £
. N . ¢ g
:

were tested on the saﬁe7f1ve direct measufés as used in Study I, but.

.. . . - - . {
with some.minor modifications made in them’ No standard1zed tests
s

were used in Study II. In the third stugy, 43 regu]ar students and 23 °

| LD program students in grades 1-6 from three urban schoo]s were'. tested

word 11st— th1rd grade orap: read1ng kgassage sthh grade c1oze
;Read1ng Comprehens1on subtests.‘o Stanford Ach1evement Test and
'Read1ng Compre&ens1on subtesf of Peabegy Ind1v1dua1 Ach1evemqpt Test)
’ o Aggrggat;onQStudy (RR 94) "% . L N d?”dfr '
¥ . The effects\iafl aggregat1on on fhe re11 bi 11ty of measures of

7 ¥ academ1c performance were. exp]ored in two stud1es during 1980 81 ih.

L 3¢ o

\the first stdd?g suB]ects were 30*eTementaryfage'students randomiy

' R Cal R 8 . e
' . T N s — ;
.- ) . ‘,7 N - 7*_ ' ; 5 r; 3 .

-~

e
oy
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.. selected from a.pogl of 90 'students involved in ancther study. The

'students were -all English speaking and attended a midwestern

metropolitan school. The studehts were tested four times on the same

'W'rds ¥ ’d correct]y per m1nute and erfrors per m1nute were scored.’

vn‘,_‘

forms of a reading:passage measures and a standardized achievement
. . ) ch

test: Group stability caéftiéiéﬁts; AWithinisubject- réiiabi1ity

coefficients,

-

In the second study, 78 children in grades 3-6 who wer$ desc\\bed
as "h1gh r1sk" for receivfng spec1a1 educat1on services, .we#: tested
1

10 times ° on .alternate forms of two direct read1ng measures and one

wr1tten expression measure. Once per week over . a 10- week per1od

students read a1oud words for one m1nute two measures of read1nqgvi

Dur1ng cach test1ng session,- a writing sample was obtained. Each

-

student was presented with an a1ternate form of a story, starter and

required to write on the story top1c for three minutes. The number of

4

correct]y spe11ed words was scored Group stab11;ty coeff1c1ents were

calculated on the basis of 2 4, 6 8, and 10 testt
Teacher Efficiency Stud1es (RR 53) ,'_i o L

~
A series of studies exam1ned teacher.. efficiency in employ1ng
<
repeated curr1cu1um based measurement Thé stud1es 1nvo1ved a qroup

®
of 10 spec1al educat1on teachers ;1n a midwest rura1 educat1ona1

cooperat1ve (see p: 1).° In additton? five female teachers in a

»

suburban school d1str1ct served as a, contrast group

!

Dependent measures 1nc1uded teacher eff1c1ency (teacher time and

student trans1t1on to task time) and teachér Sat1sfact1on Teacher

v

|
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( v

task time was . est1mated by teachers on a self repd?t quest1onna1re..“
Teacher sat1sfact1on was measured us1ng two self-report surveys: the.

f1rst measured teacher sat1sfact1on with the eff1C1ency mod1f1cat1ons

1nformat1on6 on‘ actual -teacher pract1ces seyera] weeks - f0110w1ng

expen1menta1fphases : R ' * L

: : . ' - : .
/ ER /

After tra1n1ng teachers to organ1ze, adm1n1ster, score, ‘and graph

'academ1c measures teacher§ﬂ eff1c1ency ifi using procedures and the

: re11ab111ty of se1f observatwon was measured Teachers adm1n1stered

the measurement tasks in any brder‘ they pre?erred During the

fo110w1ng week;, teachers adm1n1stered the i;sks to. the same student in

a pF%scr1bed order (read1nq, spe111ng, thefd written: expressf ) ‘h&e

prescr1bed order was des1gned to allow teachers to use the studentsI

‘response time For the wr1tten express1on task to score and graph

pr§v1ous1y adm1n1stered tasks. B Ef?ic1ency a1so was assessed as a

-

“function of when measurement occured* ‘ In week one, teachers
adm1n1stered the three measureﬁent tasks at the mwdd]e or end of the

f 1nstruct1ona1 per1od Dur1ng the next week the teachers administered

the tasks as soon as the student entered the room; In add1t1on\¢o
record1nq the amount of time taken the teachers cdmpieted a teacher

sat1sfact1on survey _
. @ _
After obta1n1ng the resu]ts from these compar1sbns, teachers

se1ected ways in wh1ch they wou]d tryﬂ;o 1ncrease the1r eff1c1ency

These were stud1ed in 8 s1ngf3 case stud1es u51ng an ABA reversa1

de51gn; Fach phase 1asted about two weeks during which time



t _ ) . ‘ &

Atra1ned V1a a sebf 1nstrgctéona1 manua1 and periodic 1nserv1ces and

who had not been systemat1ca11y prompted to. 1mpr7€e the1r eff1e1ency*

Both groups monitored their own measurement actwuqt1es to}arr1ve it a

tnme»representatwve of the1r end- of the yeEr eff1c1ency

Techn1calgnharacter1St1cs of D1rect Spelling Measures (RR‘ZI)

e
3 Three concurrent Oa11d1ty stud1e5 oF d1rect measures of spe111ng
A - i L ‘
'fil - were conducted dur1ng 1978-}9 in order to eiam?ne (a) relat1onsh1ps
- &

5

resource vs regu]ar program dwfferences in student pér?drmance (é);

grade '1eve1 'd1fferences};1n student performance; and - (d) varioqsf

scor1ng p}acéaaﬁég t1me 11m1ts and wordr1jsts

teste oh four word” 1ists F5e1ected from various qrade levels) an :

\

4
spe111ng sect1on of the Peabody Ind1v1dua1 Ach1e0ement Test. . In the
<

~third study,/zf regu]ar students and 29 LE program students 1n grades
’

‘ . \

and the spe111ng section of ‘the Stanford Ach1evement Test
‘ ! ‘ ' . ' ' i X

sy - A

N

- L . ‘:-‘ | : 75

teachers was compared to that of f1ve suburban teﬁchers who had been

between the direct measures and standard1zed ach1evement measures (b);

One year aFter the1§‘or1g1na1 tra1n1ng, the. eff1c1ency of the 10;:



&

76 N | .
:Techn1ra1 LharacterJStlcs of D1rec? Written Eapress1on Measunes (RR

“rates of. words wr1tten) In the: second study, 24 regu

22)

Three concurrent validity studies of direct measures of. written

expression were conducted  during 1978-79 in order to examine (a)

relationships between the direct measures and standardized achievement

measures, (b) resource vs. reguiar program differences ip student

performance (c) grade 1eve1 d1fferences 1n student performance and

(d) . Various. scoring procedures. _
In the'first study, 16 regular class students and"i§ Lo~program

"1ass
studerits and 28 LD program students fn grades 3-6 in one urEan pub11c

school were tested on three d1rect measures (story starter, picture

.stwmu1us and topic sentence) and two standard1zed measures (Test of

Written Language and Language sect1on of-Stanford Ach1e%$ment Test)

4

.Scor1ng procedures used were 1dent1ca1 to those of Study k. In the

third study; 51 regu]ar class students and 31 LD-program studénts in
gradeés 3-6 from rsvefqesah eiementary schools were -tested with the
sgrie direct measures and standardized measures as in Study [I. In
a&dit&oh; the DeVéJopméntaJ Sentence Scoring System was eiployed as an

'
1
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-Survey of LD Téaéﬁéié,(§§§?§? 80) ,
NDuring. 198@51981; 128 ®eachers . of 1le arning d1sab1eq; students

completed a survey on ihétructiohai program. p1an@€ng and
implementation practices: The survey was sent to teachers “randomly
@

selected from the nat1ona1 membership list of the CoUhC11 for bearn1ng
Disabilities (EtB} of the CounC11 for Exceptional Ch11dren a fol]ow-
up ‘reminder was séht "The respond1ng teachers werg from 42 states

d1str1buted fa1r1y evenly among rural, suburban; and urban school B

’ d1str1cts ' The maJorwty of " teachers were fema1e ége1d graduate

degrees, taught in e1ementary schools; and provwded d1rect serv1ce

. instruction to 1e§rhihg ‘disabled students. The,.average_ number of
: years of experiéneé téachihg SbeEia1reduEétioﬁ students Wes 6.3 years.

Attér ; 1nterv1ew1ng éé iéarﬁiﬁg. d?ééhﬁﬁitiéé téachersiif_a
‘cohgrehens1ve eight- section” survey was designed. Each responding
teacher random]y selected one student (accordiﬁg to specific
gu1de]1nes) from h1s/her caSe1oad and prov1ded 1nformat1on about th1s
,student s program 1nc1ud1ng schoo] and teacher information, student
1nformat1on; selection of iEﬁ. goals and obiéetiVé§; progrém
description, déterﬁihéﬁté of the program, changes in the originai

3

-,ihstructioha1 biah* eva]uat1on of prpgress, and other tobies (e q s
a repertoire of reSbthéé For some quest1ons however the 11st,was
ﬂfnot v1ewed as exhaust1ve and teachers were encouraqed to use’ "other"
as a response. > L _ P

o

-

Al -

-
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Interviews 'oi S'Fié'c'ial Educators (RR“41) ’

-

The maJor purpose of the 16 quest1on structured 1nb%§v1ewﬂ was to
. é co g <

determine the teachers' percept1ons of the strengths-end weaknesses of

the or1g1na] study ‘and to further ascerta1n whether the research had j

any effects on 1nd1v1dua1 teach1nq sty]es The 1nterv1ewers wene not.

0.3

original study Each qnterV1ew 1asted about one haif hour; N
gl ,

Study Part1c1pants (RR 11& 124)

Students; ; iénts teacbers, and adm1n1strators 1n Four rura1 and

suburban 'annesota schoo1 d1str1cts prOV1ded survey information

related to an exper1menta1 study ~e format1ve -evaluation effects (see.

u’c

RR 88; iii; 116); One survey. focused»on the commun1cat1on of IEP

W .
goa1s and student progress ThJS survey was compleged by 1§>parents

of exper1menta1 students* 25 reguTar{E ssroom teachers (16 teachers

of exper1mental/§tudents and 9 teacher§?%f controT students) and 11

N
adm1n1strators from three schoo} d1str1cts The survey§ and stamped

school year. The. surveys d1ffered s]1ghtTy as a; funet1o“'“

éf'the respondent 3 Parents completed . a 10-1t°m survey desﬁgned to

9

assess their C§Qi1dence in the p1acemth comm1ttee s dec1s1on Rn the*

G’ e,

~delivery of ‘spekial educat1on service 1n the area of read1nq, the1r-

know]edge of and sat1sfact1on with the ch11d's year= ~end read1nq goa 1

-

and progress .tows,rd nt;__and @r know]edge of the child's a'ca'demc )

. " R o L = R . ;i g':g.

9

B 1

v -,

4



T study on instruction, teacher est1matss of student progress, an"d' )

status compared to other students of the same age. Teachers compieted

an 11-item survey on students tﬁéy had referred: and who recewed part- :

I

t1me spec1‘a] educat1on serv1ces : The sqrvey focused on (za)

3 )?

part1c1ﬂat1on in. “the 1EP oor "'d"ie F reWew conference— _ (b)
satisfaction with aﬁ;‘a,_ u‘s’efuiness of assessment format1on,~ (c)
ciarityﬁ,’o’f and satjs:f'actfon,’.wi:th_ thé student s reing program and
progress, and (d) student 'perform‘ance re1at1ve to other children in

the cia’ssroo'm. Adm1n1strators comp1eted a 9 1tem survey faaugﬁﬁg"*ah

3 "
the1r part1c1pat1on the s"cudents‘ conferencés sat1sfact‘:on wwth :

assessment 1nfor'rﬁ'at1'o'nf c1ar1ty of student's read1ng goa] and system

for mon1tor1ng progress, and :their v1ews of parents’ ,undem&andmg of
. ‘f.

sagcw] educat1on services prov1ded to the studerit .
G

e A second basic survey focused on the effects of the exper1ment

student know]edge of performance Th1s .survey was completed by 31

S B L

spec1a] educat1on teachers and (through an 1nterV1ew proceda’re:) by 13‘3 e

T

Xt

e1eme ry-age resourcex ro st.udents Teachers comp1eted th ge .

wrvevs over the: course [0}

dur1ng the year focused oh ".stuent-,ff" ‘gress 3 goa]s ‘;and‘ 1eVeJ of
funct1on1ng 1n-read1ngr “’A 12-1tem',- "’rvey was . c:omp]e’cc_fd*'m(s t&&

teachers‘at the end of I:«he year’ It asked t%hirsg to rate and’

Y

. describe how the experwmenp procedures were d1/f}pent from their

s

- normal eva1uat1on procedures and tq 1nd1cate\)whether, and if so; ﬁow

’ l
they wou1d use. tl?,procedures durmg the sub‘sequegt y&m A f’dp? item

. S

i ter iew @rvey was gweﬁ\itmstudents to: iss/ss the1r knoﬂedge about

' - -

hg%{ read1ng progress,_ (b@é‘h’/re‘admg goals, ; and\féz %ha

.,_—y

-

choq1 xear.' Two surveys comp1eted -

4
A
2
o
. .
L e
R 7.1
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&
Y
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. 11ke11hoa;t that they would attam the ir reaqu goa]s. Two aa'ﬂ'ztmné\] B y
eﬁ . 1tems Lﬂred 1nterv1ewers to asSess the accuracy_,,uof stijdéﬁt/) i )
: responses agatnst the: student's readmg graphs and re N(’ ‘)
?gmparﬁtmejtud%of_l?(eadmg Domams and Durat1ons (RR 48) “?r )
Three stuthes were co“ ed);‘(furmg 1979-80 to __examme the * .;;7
" ; e?fects of . variations ""'V:Ar-irocedures used for. curr1cu1um based Z‘E‘f“i

T

assess'rﬁ’e"nt of reading pr fua’-ci'e'n'cy : The f1rst stud;yu addressed the -

: .C-\{h'

questmn of the 1nf1uence of samp]e durat1on)}m the ‘cohcurrent « ;‘

va11d1t¥ and var1ab111ty of the measuris. - Two groups of studén \

S erved as »subJectsf The first group ]nc‘gud_z:ﬂ students r;QndOmT

se1ected from grades 1 6 in twg public urban M mentary s'ch'o"o'is ima

e ﬂarge metropohtan area The second group mc]udid 18 stu ents

-~

LD resource programs 1n these two schoois: ¢ The: f1ve qu~rr1cu1um based :

measures (WOrds m Iso]at1on WGrds in Con,;ext Oral Reaqu\\f]ozé

Eu R _,
LN &

- RAFERy ses-s~1on to each studen’c "The s&;dents comp1eted fwo 30- second and two .
>9 g“"“ﬁﬁ-sec’ond paraHe] f 1ms f\éac‘h of - the word r'ecognﬁt‘on "easu;égﬁﬁ ; "
- 2 . ; | i
] . v? - _:;l'; ;”9.. - *'ﬁ

!"q"

1nf‘1uence of

. samp1e dii?‘atmn on the 1eve1 s1qpe, and var1ab111ty of performance : - L
¢ g . Y 5 S
L over repeated measurements." Two second grade e1ght year o]d g1rls_ ;1_n

! 3t'h’é same c1assroom were se1ected as sub1ects because of | their

de ayed reading _5&?65&566(3. Both students rgcewéd ;ﬂﬁe’ I

- )

pragrammihg dany . They read from the same reader' »yorked on ﬁh .

phomcs categor1es and, oyer -a\fwe-week mterva]; both consvite t‘ry

. .- - -+ ’ N
- , . e .

ﬂa-g";’;— e *§5
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81

B I - L . . - - L _
"scored within five words of each other c”,—_weekw; one-minute samples
L = & o
of the number of correct C-V-C words read fromzf]ashcards. A multiple

baseline across subJects and reversa1 des1qn was used and consisted of
as

four : exper1menta1 phases--. Phase‘*A a daﬂy 39 sacond measurement
.Ax;‘ * -7'

sample; Phase B— a daﬂy three- m1nute measurement samp1e- Phase L5*

/ returﬂ to a daﬂy 30 second measure'ment sampLe, and Phase D, return teo

T ow

Ry
"y
s L
s} N
o %
\

4ccurr!d fqr 10 mmutes daﬂy, foﬂowed By teac er 3ﬂm1n1straf»ion of

a daily three minute samp“le Data were coHected Qm the number of

)"”9

correctl)"x a‘nd 1nc0rrect1y read PQV € words per mmute '{he T1t1e I \I f

i — T -
Th% th’rd study was des1gned to exa""ne the effect that Var'ying

the s1ze of the poo1 from whwch 1ten§ are drawn’ has on s1ope and;",
var1abﬂ1ty of performance on the measure Sub]ec;ts wéfe 20 students -
m aqgletropohtan schoo] d1str1ct «read1nq at grade 2 4 instructsonal * L ‘;,

5

1eve1s -(Teachers 1nstructed ‘the - students us1ng the grade spec1f1c;2<.

: word’ 11s@ reprﬁentmg the1r 1nstruct¢ona1 1eve1 Instr%e{mn':.? e /i
. QX ? : Iy -~ . .
W Rk

~;‘-;a
[

three BO%econd 11sts on(i/from the: appropé~1ate Y .7e__k;1.eveT; one From' "; )
i ; 7‘ L s .
the appropriate. 1nstruct1ona*l @e] and onew frd R, the..acirossyrade -
.- R - . ) v ;,5 v i ‘5
doma”‘ 7 s ’ o B . 9;; o J‘ - T .

] over a 10 wee.k" '_’f'nod ‘-A tota1 of 83»grade 3=6 low-
'7‘v-rng students (ones w’hofrformed be]ow the jSth) percentile on a*

;%nté;n eipresm

o\ﬁ; From a ruraf m1dwestern ar@ were




R T - b

g'; adm1r%$ered the

rr\M'ﬂ
P

'ng (}omprehensmn and tanguage subtests ?'igom

f5sts and a direct measure of readmg (s&e RR 20)

‘ r and.again in Decfember. .. - I NI, ;i«
’-~_.;lmplemen£a§on Stugy (RR 106) L RS
A Dur‘fng 1981 82, educat1ona1 personne] prov1ded mformatmn on the o

o l ;;' Féééihhty and cost effectweness of a cont1&oes ouhﬂ/progress ‘

‘1"“ ‘ .__‘Lvon;tormg system that was 1mp1emen;ed in tvv/ye]ejr'nentary schoo]s andx .:

!/(‘ . })g;__**wé;g%fssz@- students K total . of 38 edicational”. personne1 o

R TR N A R : oE el

‘ 3_7%, part1c1p%t\ed in the .week’ly measurement of the studerﬁts Inc1uded yere *
d P

teachers, tutors, a1de? a schoo1 psychb]oqqst and?a pr1nc1pa1

o TWe]ty-fwe of these mfh\ndua]s comp]eted”?survey at- the end of 5 E
. K year that focused on the1r\use’ gf mformatmn the tjme requ1re ' -
’theu;, rce:xct1ons to‘speC1f1c aspects é?it PR
,ekf,ects of two data™ht , B
':f' f ': comparied - 11 yeal g 7 - 4 -
il ;s R
| ~c13§§ m1dwestern schoo1 #He ?pent one hour f, 7 W ’ S
w\s ,;‘ resour:e room, rgcewmg smaH group ”'ﬁs e '

- j o ‘arts, and m
N i N\ & e A

‘Vﬁi ’.n ;,- Atvge ;

A ( : oE\da‘;ﬂSl dikect instruction on a r",ndorﬁi’s 't1on of . words from eagh 3

, - t - ", - et

(T of two ¢* Ord packs Twos lists of spelng den nd d‘i f‘?cmt ﬁords ;T
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- were analyzed using a concur*ent\\schedﬂe de51gn whereby equivalent F
. | o | = *
] . b"e'hév-i'ors -are treated s1mu1taneousl}y With . d1fFerent approa{§ s to <

.';&" ; determ1ne relative treatfent effec/ts Qne “treatment appro,aeh 1ﬁ1ved

'l

~/ the foHo"";ng \ata ut111za'tgn ru1e‘ If the students' perfo ce
i the expected level on three con' ecutwe days the~ b;eacr

mtrod"ced a program han e. In the secon
L “Fhang "

made changes 1n the student's program every 5 :
~$

treatment; the . teacher

\

k 10 days'; '

the subaects' wr1t1ng random]yasemcted words from a

{ were words eorret,,_,and errors per minute

Rehebﬂttyof written ‘Expressmn Measu;es (Rﬁ %0)

During’ 1981 the«nrehab111ty of four'measures of wr1t“t

\ expr!ssmn (Tota] WQrds Wr]tten; _Mature Word's “’Words SpeHed

gf; Cor@ct]y, ;nd Letters %‘ Correct"Sequence) was exammed.:

{ /SubJects varied for the fo@types oF re11ab1hty exam1nem. .Twenty-

3

I I ' *7,
?1‘ ’ e1ght 1e&rn1ng disabled students attend1ng a summer prograﬂ in a"

,,7417~7 . oy v ;
‘eg;amme test-. 2

scho%] were used t"
‘ R . 47/ B %
"‘,\ré11ab111ty was exal ﬂfed with 161
. - -
’ *Froi %Wb‘“unb’,anamdwgst >
,,,,, “k

paraﬁg Form 'rehabfht%;leacah S |

story starters 'and) was given -
"2

em:‘ﬁ The adm1g?§tratwon of

' | <."°"s

for tF{e & ~retest

-

spATf Je11ab111ty {/a 7

rﬁ&];,cst;y X

1t1ons of . 10

dents 1,»n rgradq& Oygh B, om]ue]ected ﬁzomf'sf ;



/ schoo1s in a large m1dwe )
each udent had wrftt n at th » 7
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- : f‘omparatwg Study @MmiienixpuessAmLScomn%Rchedu}s (RR 84) ;
g,' . ! . .
. Ny 1ng 1982* wr1tten expressmn s,amp1es From 50 students in o . *
(R grades 3-6 were scored 1%3%%%5 of correét word sequences %o ,{_' . @

Vi w
.

,,,,,,,, (AT R e : :
1nvest1gate (a)‘*‘iﬁe cons1étency' among‘ sconers us1ng the procedures,s\,;. T

‘(b) the typ1ca1 performance ﬁe‘veh of students 1r; grades 3-6 on. th1s e
L .

’rfatand (e) the vahdlty@of th1s measure /Felatwe o cr1t«eﬁbn
-

measures: of wr1tten expre,gsson The students were se1e"§;ed random]g

L from. *"et of stullents who had? part1c1pated in a’ P"eVTOUS StUd' t
‘ ' average ag«g was 10 gar‘s aid their averag 9 adeg}eveil was 4 7 RS AN

Three trained” graduate re%arch ass1stants tested
; o )

“_-H

an in“dividuafﬁasis

B el oo e e o L
W'ﬁ" of Wmtt/gmft_angw A Each corﬁpos1t1on was/-%nred ‘using sef;

¥
A

- criterion m asures YDe

: :1ength* P“ 'c,_

g sca1e, * wordt speﬂed

samp1es ;a1s§were sc

number of corrects word sequences wh1ch was def1ned as tw

correctly spel‘led wonds that are acceptatﬂe w1th1n t&\ntext of the - o ’

e L - y
i .. phrase‘to a n}éve speé&er of thﬁngﬂsh 1anguage In/ aaaitién;_

* her\s,— many of ;&'uor_n, ntaster /degrees and xgere.'Cert1 i 7}: ;/f
oL o= . S ;)
S
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Jnalyses were c;?iuctg

8 o defen ,
'WF‘éEHér‘“i‘b ects' .expresgive, - nguage- was “semanticafly and
CL S %
te§

syntactmaﬂy more complex whe\n dﬁwa fam'ihar exammer‘ than

when tested by an unfamﬂw{ examlneY:, and ﬂ(’rb) whether 3the dwahty of

metropohtan school distgict. The Yiean age of the studen@was 4-9

Pl

xe]ars, there were a*‘most tw1ce as many b(?ys as g1r15, ‘and minorities

- N
repr‘esented 3@% of the ﬁple Aﬂs but two sungcts/}perFormed

» “".',' %‘,,

mu1t1-categor1ca1 scqge ’cons1st1ng of . sahent syntactm-

- - -
FER

v

ci‘rar'actemstms “and semant1c reTatwn‘éﬁ*was used to score” hecg@ of

chmc1 ns

exp5r1enced speech

Si’f"*

’7correct or %correct "ifﬁ respect- t
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agreement was
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Technical Charactemstu:s of D1reci; S
STE

N % Duting sthe k980-8i school year; two §fﬁ&ié§ were conected to®
: uﬁntﬂ?y s1mp1e and eff1c1ent medsures of children's soc1a1 ad§0§frﬁéht

and to de,it_.;'ermme  ir re]atmnsmp to other measures of a student's.

2 |

L

scales were used to est1mate the SOC '1 status of the students. lﬂSiﬁg
. hd

»_an interval, recording sys{:em, trained observers recorded Fﬁ/e

- i behavmrs (1n1t1atwn5&by peers to target one-way and two- way werbal
o ;nteractwns Béjﬁééﬁ péer;é and farget averswe behavmr, 1gnor1nq AR :
.; 1nappropr@te beha;'\/‘mr) 1n ‘élzﬂvah:et f’ ’s1tuat1"o"n's
(acad m1c, recess tra\%§1t1on twme) ' 5 cEssreom;. Fac‘kj ) >
" ; obsﬁed ) T‘éF "'fw& - cghsec -séco'né "!nterva]s~ 1 w o
777777 A

: w1th1n the Gbser*ratmn per1o,s|
;¢ N . B
t"hree week ?emod

S W BN 4 B . 1T S
R .87,—,{depen‘d1ng- WhitH a% was sed. oA _
Coe . o : ) 7 S M el e
I "7756'(%?9@" '_ ':rded bﬁavwors of students i %‘

P“grouﬁ

"'p?fatwet groups of‘ f‘our student?»‘ eac

d ac* £ e fc‘Hect 0 t reevb vmrs‘ (verba

ur?ng, eac ég&ﬁwn DAt R > 7 ed n; b -—DB N . ! 'g\
&v@{de beg, =2 / betgavi Y
Mgy, ' . W S




L2

' ?or- two hours per day in each o

Dﬁta were co11ected on only two ev

4“.1sECGnds, an event rather than 1ntervaT reeord\ng system was* used :
'Observer re]1ab311ty ranged firom a mean;bf ;Z3‘f6;3*?j

whfch of three formuTas was app]led

;beh§y1o§s that ra]a’q.”

cow . 77:77 &
. @ roskEr apd ratlng socwometrn

’5?5&@&&%5"éﬁai Z

-

&

\ - ' . R
recording system Pata were Ebiiegted on %%veiseparate occastions over )
a tho-week period. . - B . -
. , S R
In the. second staay, the sub1ects ‘were 58 studentsrnFrom two. AR

-~ l

thirdr qrade classrooms 1n a suburban elementary pub11c sehoo1 ff“

?n he f1rst Study ,Observat1o

2 over a three week per1od /
(5) frequency o peer’ ta]ksr
to target, and (b) mbér of d1fferent peers wﬁth whom: bntengct1oﬁ - f ;S;

7 oy

»dtéurréd*, The observat1on 1nterVa1 was 1ncré§sed from six to 30

a
S

Study;Of €§r1ab1esgln£luenc1ng Soc1a1 Adfhstme.g%rlf
. During 198@1@

as, - soc1a1 status w1th1nf

n

a 10-whe er1od dur1ng both 1nforma7 and forma] School perf 'ﬁ,

e — m— —

students attended a midwestern urban pub#t:wghoo]

nominatibn :

e

scﬁoo1 —bﬁﬁavi

, {peer initiati
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Behaviors observed in unstructureo‘ settmgs d1ffered 1n that out' of
3 lone Observer

’”-— : [
G ax 77:7_;7-’ : 59’ 4
v

Ul rehab1ht1es ranged “fFrom 86 to 1.00 across observat1ona1 ?cat i

p]ace was not observed and off task a]one wa,s s1mp1y

t

An event record1ng system ‘was used by the observers who moved‘t\

~qrough the 11st of names; observ1ng each student fnrﬂ‘ﬁo seconds with

" a.5- second break between students. Both boys and g‘ﬁr?s -were observed

‘over 10 weeks dur1ng a strut\tured academ1c per1od dn]y boys were' :

>

observed dur1ng an unstrﬂctured Junch per1od and free time Qmor* to - {&

~ school. -The tea'chers comp%ted the Sch001 Behav1or Profﬂe prior t’o

.V - the behavmra’ observat1on”'_‘-*’ fter ‘h1ne weeks of data coHectmn the
two socS 7met\?c¢ measures werg_admmstered md‘pwdaﬂﬂx | g
7 'Compamsonﬂf_Si;udent Se]f Management Techn1ques (RR 415 o ‘
. B Bur1ng 1981-82;  the effects of student chart1ng and student:i Vo »r‘.'-";
& ’ b

Ca e lselectmn of 1nstruct1ona1 act)vvt’ies were exalmned In add1t1on* the "

"V

glected act1v1t1es. , Forty-two e1ementpry resource _r'o"o'm_

J\ )
students from a V"uraﬂ specia

—;Adééfi‘léﬁ cqoperatw;z part1c1§ated 1% ‘ ﬂ, .

* the" study.' The'g “Were se17”'”"7

< BE ’(‘
| Durimg 1978 ‘52¥1Mren
’\”:é’j”bz@ﬁsﬁwd\ as 1/é8'n1ng d1sab'ﬂed
v . p‘artwc1p£ted in a study 0 two
o \ /

o \were enroHed ~in—regular c'lasw prOgraﬁis and. {weri"_’”fi‘fvzi;ng ‘dai"i'y;: ]

2 & L P ytl /
‘s f” read1ng nstpqch&&from 13 spec1a1~ educatwonggcu:ge teaale,rs iy v
)

= / our metropoht?n scﬁoo"] ,d:’*’tmcts’ ”'_n M1nn¢sota.
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" Four students were selected random]y from each resourc e teacher's

@

o4

&

ex1st1ng case]oad and randomly assfgned to e1ther an un”eated control

L ]

.‘Q\

group or one of three eipemmental treatment groups ). pre-post

measurement non- data—based changé— (b) daily measurement non-data- -

-

~ " based change, or (c) da11y measurement data based change Each group

, - contamed 13 students, .
p . Measures of oral reading 'rate correct, oral reading rate
/ a ~ v e

/ : ,i'-unncorrectf_ vocabulary meamng, and comprehens1on'. _._‘.é obtained for all

- students both pr1or to and foHowmg treatment. —’;,8 sehne performanCe

Y]]
w
1]
-
3.
Q-
-
[«3]]
—
3
D)
a
-
3!
[fa ¥

(8

,‘;‘}rate sorrect was estabhshed arb1trar11y as {8 *

N+ -

stud%ts read alowd for

i}tq and foﬂommg

. P _treatment
Q _{C 17 :‘ .-':each eﬂi_th:?ee pliement 1eve1r were;ﬁ%sked to defme
five words frOm -gach story, and were g1ven standard1ze\& readmg
’ ‘i ‘ comprehepswr?geasures“ The ‘t eatment '_cjrb'ij'p”s d1ffered only in the

4 easurement "”d/sgemﬁc dét tﬁ;zatwn rule emp1oyed
\ ¢ .
dm Compon‘eﬂ-ﬁs (RR 12) <,
‘ o~ SN :
f1na"fye af fut'idmg, the Child Servi® Nemonstration

Fd

11dren——mth Léarmng D1§ab13*1es “fn- the mnnea’béﬁé

q ,ﬂ

:'.'-)/d,‘ ” } n / \

A | %
W

T studeﬁts in the expervmental cond1t1ons. ﬁ . o

t : ' - e

sett1/n§ for &semss of stud1es on sﬂra] ‘

tééhnﬁiié?s.n f’"to 7\ of 32 studen £ (18,
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: P . : . .
: slenentary and 14 secondaly) participated in a w'ftm'n.éubject. design. :
The research aiso sefved as an early test;of the feasibility of
1ntegrat1nq exgerimental research within ex1’t1ng service. programs in ,
- a way that d1r1ts and benef1ts both research and sérVicé. !
Survey andﬂbsematy;n of Spema] Educa.t1on Teachers (RR 81)
During 1982, surveys of 147 s'pejf 2 educatmn teachers and )
. . S g A

observat1on§ of 20 pract1c1ng 0 cooperatmg teachers

- usedmost oFten by specta1
¢ 00(" 1, ; W
education. teachers in the1r eva1ua{1on of student proqress and {(b)

were used to (a)"determme the

assess the adeq(:facy of those. procedures. ;A one-page Survey was B
" deveToped - to in'Vestii;jate how spec1a1, educatois’ ss' ”Studggts;‘ o

Y]

mastery of both EP ;obgectwes and 1nstruct1ona1 rrrater1a1 presentedbm

%

z;gdaﬂy 1essons,'the1r conf1dence 1n their est1mates ot‘ student@ﬂy R .

_gi , performance i"'o"’n’~ 1nstruct1‘ona1 .obj ectwes and the . frequenty of

gy f S .

; #}". _—
meva]uatmn of student progress toward 1EP goals The‘surveys -were—'ﬁ .

mailed” to: members of the Massachusetbs—,;?ederatmn b,of the Councﬂ for @\
ey &, L ; g ’ C
50 Exceptwna] Chﬁi B and were td’ be commeted by teachers g Wq The B

respondmg teachers were pr}edommantly fema1e, had taught an. ag%age? .

o A4 a

o  of SQ‘yea?s w1th half conduct1ng resou¥ce programs. More thn hah" of ;

N

- ’» /" the teachErs held grgd.gate/dﬁgae?es. /\

ﬁsData a\ﬁso Were coﬂected SExrom 20?pract1' .

. [ YU

..:. .

and 24 coogratmg teachers

teaeher with® the target s’tf A 'Tesson pfan and behav1oFah r

. objective’ “%'lth critevion performance were prov1ded to observersv" L
L~ ;;;‘ A
© While the pract1cfng teacher 'instructed the obrserver recg;ded the - AN
¥ . / . : . o
,,student s actuaﬁ performance /tté/beha\norﬂ obJect1 ve an’d the o e
-~ . - . .7, ’ - El ) W 4 .‘ ‘V ’ sfi.\];
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methods emp]oyed by the pract1c1nq teacher to asseSs the student S
performance : Fo]]ow1nq the lesson, the pract1c1ng and cooperating O
teachers independént1y rated the: §u66§§§ of the 1esson proV1ded a v

«g~

¥ of performanceﬁi /

: the obJect1ve if the studentv fa11ed to rnaster‘2 the’ ob3ect1ve. The -
,,,,,,,,,, -t

performance on the behav1ora1 obgect1ve were_compared; 'A]]xxfainees R

- and cooperat1ng teachers were . fema1e . The twainees were compietﬁnér_
~the1r f1na],pract1cum for a spec1a1‘education dégrééé"Thé eaoai%afiag
teachers had taught for an average of 7 years,_two €h1rds§had adVanced

deqrees 3 On]y two teachers were in a«prﬁvate schoo] sett1ng, the g oy

o )
ere 1n E1ther resourceé or spec1a1 se]f conta1ned c]assrooms.

U

sustéisjfE_SpecJerEducatprs (RR B7):. -~ - - | . -
- >

Dur1ng 1981 three separate groups of teachers were surveyed to

document their fam 3ty W1th and use ; of direct and frequent ¥
% ; 5 :# R
measurement of - stident behav1 e Teachers 1nd1cat1ng use of the ‘
‘» %,

procedures were asked to spe 1fy ‘the™ amﬁunt of tige aaﬁptted to
el \ \}2

. B . > )
measurément of studént‘b'hav1or 1n their® c]assrooms while: teachers

- . ’ ’TH

e T,

5 7 ;v Jf;Vp{T

— l ?Ectors that inhimet the1r use of the procedures The spec1f1c ' .“f%ﬁﬁf
4 L

questions  asked and procedures %arfed for the : three 'groups of

teachers" The f1rst group 1nc1uded 136 tB teache5s who responded to a

-

n1ng D1sab1llt1es ( The overa 1 response rate for th1s sample wag\

postc: rd survey sent t\\randOmly se]écted members,of the Councﬁl for .
fse;aj

45 37 The teachers were from a11 reg1ons of the U S No fo]1ow-u6 :-: -

-
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contacts were made: The second survey group involved a national
sample of 128 LD teachers who responded to an in-depth survey (see p.
23). The final samplé included 10 special education elementary
resource teachers (2 male, 8 female) in a rural educational
cooperative in the midwest who were required by their special
education direcﬁe::e to, enploy direct and frequent measures in

conjunction with a ™esearch project (see p. 1). .

Comparative Study of Reading Domains (RR 55)

During 1979-80, five special education resource teachers in a
large metropolitan school. volunteered to participate in a study
examining the effects of varying the size of the pbbuiéfiéﬁ é? words
from which test items for daily testing were sampled. For each
teacher, four students were selected randomly from among those reading
at or between the second and fourth grade instructional levels; the 20

Three. populations of reading vocabulary words were created using

the . Harris-Jacobson Word List.  The  largest population, called
Across-Grade 1ist (AG); consisted of the entire pool of words from
breprimer through grade 4.  The secord population, called the
Grade-Level 1list (GL) consisted only of those words  within the
students’ g%adé;iéVéi; The third; Instructional=Level Tist (IL) was a
subset ‘of 200 words dr§Wh at random from the GL population.. Daily
word 1ists for tésting Wéré created by drawing 60 words at random from
each of the ‘three populations; 20 different word lists for éééh domain
were created by random sampling with replacement.

each studen%?. Students were instructed individually for 10 minutes

\ L

. 9y
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daily on 200 words from this instructional level. Following each
instructional period the student took a 30-second word reading test on’
sach of the three populations ofAWOrds using the daily tests and lists
that had been created. Teachers recorded the ﬁUﬁBéf'éf words read
correctly éﬁd incorrectly on each type of word 1ist. Throughout the
study, the  students' performance graphs Ve Evalisted Weekly to
detgfmiqé the need for an instructional modification. After 15 aayég
an instructional change was required. |

Study of Alternative Reading Performance Criteria (RR 59) |
During 1980-81; analyses of tHéNEééHhiéa1 adequacy of informal

reading inventories were conducted using data from 91 randofmy
selected students, distributed across grades 1-6 in a midwestern
netropolitan elementary school. A1l students were English speaking,
15 received special edication respurce service, and 23 were enrolled

in Title 1 programs for children who were "seriously behind" in

reading.  Correlational and congruency analyses were'-conducted to
determine the: technical adequacy of (a) choosing a criterion of 95%
accuracy for -word recognition to determine an iﬁéffﬁéf?éﬁéioiéjéi; ()
arbitrarily selecting a passage to represent the difficulty level of a
basal readeri and (c) employing pne-level floors and ceilings to
demarcate levels beyond which behavior is not §éﬁﬁ1éa:$_

Study of Curriculum Differences (RR 93)
_ +

The performances &f 660 elementary students in sik school

series were compared./ The |two basal reading

i ‘ ' -
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LY

- consisted of a reading passage and a vocabu]ary word Nist: the non-

curriculum measure was a word 11st. The ' 660 students who were
. 1

selected randomly; . attended schools_in a rural m1dwestern'educati6ﬁ _

cooperative. No attempt was made to obtain equal representation of

males and females.

o - T . S . s
.The testing of the 660 students was conducted within the first

month of school by 10 trained educational aides. Aﬁ‘ ‘tesi;?r;;i was
completed on an individual basis and involved the ddministration of
two one-minute craiireadjng;baséageé, one Bééé1 word 1list, and the
non<curriculum word 1ist. the"draer of adm1n1stratlon of the three
measures was counterbalanced. - | ‘

Analysis of Readability Formulas (RR 129)

During 1981=82, 285 special education §tudents in grades 1-9 were

tested twice on three passages of a Pagsagé Reading test. The
studehfé were from either rural and suburban Minnesota (n=117) or from
New York City (NYC). S1xV§eadab111ty formulas were applied to the
three passages ﬁ?\‘eiam1ne the agreement among the formulas.  In
addition; difficulty r'a'h'ki'ri'g"s' by the formulas were compared to
rankings produced by g{adéhtsi actual parformance. Student
ﬁérébrhahte' in the two Séttihgs -aiso Has Cbmpared to explore’ the

Ana]yses of Basa1 Reader Criterion- Referenced Tests‘(RR 113, 122, 128,
130)

Four studies were conducteg during 1982-83 on the techinical

adéquacy of the criterion-referenced tests associafed with basal

réaders commonly used in pubiic schools: In' each study, students'
. it /

-l
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performance on basal reader tests was compared to their performance on
a standardized test and-a direct measure word réad%hg tést _Various

ana1yses were then COnducted on the idata to exam1ne the techn1ca1
ﬁ‘,‘

adequqcy-of the basal reqder tests. The specific subgect samp]es and

‘tests 1nc1uded in each study are deta11ed1be1ow

ngghtgngMifﬁllngBasqcAReadqng Test (RR 113). Subjects were 87 ..

sixth graders who were tested on the SRA Read1ng Achievement Test, the

Hotighton-Miff1in End-of-Level 1t Test, and the Yord Reading Test. A
ubgroup of . 20 students was tested a second t1me on the Basa1 Reading

Test A11 students were From a schooT d1str1ct 1n a rural m1dwestern

R [N

Ginn 720 Series MasteryfTest (RR 122). SubJects were 47 fifth

graderﬁ who were tested on the SRA Reading Ach1evement Test, the Ginn

720" End-of= Leve1 11 Mastery Test and the Word .Read;ng Test. A
subgroup of éé'students was tested a second time on the Mastéry Test.

A1l students were from a school district in a rural midwestern
‘cooperative.

;;ptt:Fbresman ﬁriteridn:§eferehced fést (ﬁﬁ iéé§ §ubjects were

on the SRA Reading Ach1evement Test, the Scott-Foresman End=of-Book 9

CF%EBFﬁéﬁ-Ré?eFeﬁéed Test, and the Word Reading Test. A1l students

oo N

.Ho1t¢Bas1c,Read1nQASer1&34Managemeqt42poggi am Level 13 Test (RR

130);  Subjects were 21 fourth graders in a_ rural educational

ébébeﬁagﬁve who were tested on the SRA Reading. Achievement Test; the -
Holt éSsie Reading Series Management Program Level 13 Test, and the

i, ,
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Word Reading Test. A1l students were tested a sechnd time on the
Management Program Test:
. Measuring Classroom Behavior (RR 6)
Observations \ﬁéié conducted on 11 students enrolled jiﬁ a

midwestern inner city elementary school. These students had™been

adjusting - socially. Students were observed during periods of
structured academic work. A sample of 10 peers was observed during
the same observation period, préducing 10 minutes of data on each
target stident and 10 minutes of data on each target student's peers:
Observations focused on five categories of behavior: (1) noise; (2)
out of place, (3) physical contact or destruction, (4) off task, afid
(5) other.

Comparative Study of Graph Papers (RR 101) E

e

During 1980=81, student performance on direct; repeated measures

[}

//{ of reading and written expression were collected over a 2 month
_period for 83 low-achieving elementary students identified during the
screening of all 785 eleméntary students from grades 3-6 enrolled in

" three rural elementary schools: The students had no history of .
special education services; but séored at or below the 15th percentile
on a Short duration measure of written expression that significantly
discriminated LD and non-LD students. The students (32 were females)
were fairly evenly distributed across grades 3%6. :

The students were administered tWo tasks on a weekly basis for-10

weeks. First, students were asked to read aloud for one minute from a

third-grade 1ist of words. The number of words read correctly and
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incorréctiy‘Wéré scored and graphed. Students ip grades 4-6 also read
a list of. words selected from their grade levels. Second, spory
starters were used weekly. to obtain writing samples from the students:
These were scored for Total Words Written, Words Written Correctly,
Words Written Incorrectly, and Correct Letter Seguences Written.

A ‘computer program was used to simulate charting on both interval

and semi-logarithmic graphs. FEach students' .data were entered into
the Eéﬁﬁdféf at the éﬁa.éf the seventh W’é'ék; the STo’D"é of each
student's. p’érfor'ﬁa?ce on the two types of graphs was used to predict
student performance . at weeks 8;. 9, and 10 of the data collection

period.  The estimates of student performance at three times was
contrasted with the actual data collected at weeks 8, 9, and 10 by
determining the absolute deviation between the scores. The graphing
approach with the smaller average deviation score was considered to be-

the one making better predictions of student performance:

e

Assessment of Alternative Data Summary: Procedures (RR 112, 118)

A study of two basic procedures for analyzing time series data

(visual analysis and statistical analysis) was ,conducted during
- 1981-82.  Student performance represehtéd on .28 hypothetical graphs
was evaluated by 52 in-service?end pre:service:teacheés from "three
locations around a large midwestern city. The slope and variability

-~

t
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§tatisti;ai analyses also were.conducted on the data presented in each

graph:

Evaluation of Program Eff ss (R 123)

2

During 1982-83, a system-level analysis of the effectiveness of

special education was conductedk\j;t an educational cooperative

comprised of six school districts. UA-total of 96 special education
students in grades 1-6 were @ssessed three times during the year on
,,,,,,, o mTN e 4
direct, curriculum-based measures of achievement {n reading, math, and

spelling.  Analyses of student performance data were conducted.across

. 211 six districts, for each district, by féétﬁé?S? and by student

~. -
N,

\

‘classification (LD or EMR); grade; and sex.. A1l measurement materials
v - - .

were developed from the cudfi?uia in use in the school districts.

Analysis of Statistical Properties of Data (RR 125, 138) .

buring 1981-82, reading performance data/jwere collected on 68

! B
.

resource room students over a Pdriod of six months: The grade 1-7
students were from four Minnesota school «istricts. A1l were
participating in research on the effects of teachers using fregtient
“curriculun-based measures of Student performance when the data were

mean level of performance; and number of dééé points were calculated
for each graph to document the characteristics of the time=series data
collected through ??égﬁéh£ curriculum-based measurement ! - Second, a
principat components factor = analysis. was performed fo summarize
relationships among the time-series properties and properties of the
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Study of Self-InStructional Training (RR 63) .

Eight special education resource téajﬁérs pilot tested a manual

‘designed ‘to train._teachers to use direct and frequent measurement
. y A _

]

technigues to monitor Students' progress toward individualized goals
and ‘to evaluate the effectiVéness of the students' instructional

held graduate degrees. The teachers, wWhose Beaching experience ranged
from 1 to 35 years, taught in a suburban school district.

. -
Causa) Model Analysis (RR 105) . -

" Causal modelify techniques” were used to examine. the relationships

'

among implementation of a formative evaluation system, structure of

instructional programs, and reading achievm@nt for 117 students in

grades 1-7. Most of the students were boys rin grades 2-5; their

average ade was 9.5 years: Fov the most part, they received special
education services in resource rooms. The 31 ééaéﬁéfs;'WéFé
predominantly female and had an ayerage of 8:8 gears tgachihg special
education. The greatest percentage of teachers had’ no experience

teaching reqular education.

Three majbr types of measiures weré employed. ?bé measure of the

- degree of implementation of the monitoring system (Accuracy of

Implementation Réting Scale - AIRS) and the measure of the degree of

structure of the students' instructional. programs (Structure of

'Irilﬁ\ﬁjéfi'éﬁ Rating Scale = SIRS) were used to determine how the

Ll
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indices. At three different points 1gis;1mé diring the study
(separated by approximately two months each and synchronized with AIRS
and SIRS ch;ér‘VéE’iéﬁé)* three oné-minute oral reading measures were

‘adm1n1stered to the student Posttest measures included two subtests

;Frém a étéﬁaéfdiiéaAFéadihg test.

reading measurement 1eve1— wr1t1ng 1ong-range goa1s and shqrt—term

objectives; adm1n1ster1ng direct read1ng measures, graphing, and data

:ut111zat1on in mak1ng dec1s1ons about the effect1veness of students*

'-read1ng instrictional programs. The training formats included: (a)

\z.

three half- day- workshops at the beginning of the Eﬁ"éi year
{ ) training
by d1str1ct4personne1 with the aid of the same manual, supp1emented by

phone contact with the researchers, and (c) one week of full-day

o

Instruct1ona1 Rat1ng,Scale4¥al4datign,(RR 107) y

Dur1ng 1981 82, a bi-polar Fat?ng scale was deveibbédffbr use in
LA

.~

;frequent measurement 6? special gifucat1on  students' reading

performance. The scale was developed  as a measure to-mqyitor the

,structure of instruction bfdéidéd to target students; it~ included

N T B
variab1es jdentified -in- educational literature as fimportant 1in

. P [ -
predicting clgssroom aéhieveméhﬁ;,ZUétavcc11écted frOm 158 alementary

schoo1 ch11dren in four school d!strvcts were ana’yzed to exam1ne the

technical eharacter1st1cs oF the sca1e The data were exam1ned in
‘l
terms of re11ab111ty,and eytdence of a consistent factor structure:
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