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Chapter 1
uctio

Consliderable research has examined what it is
that effective teachers do., Specific teacher
behaviors which support student achievement have
been identlfled and vallidated through extensive
studies correlating teacher behavior with measures
of student achievement (Medley, 1977). Knowledge
of what is effective teaching Is substantially
greater today than It was a decade ago (Brophy &
Good, 19852>. From teacher effectiveﬁess research
certaln teacher behaviors have been extracted
which arerregarded by some experts as generic
competencies shared by effective teachers of all
students.

With documentation of spéclflc teaching
competencles have emerged recommendations for how
best to evaluate and document competence among
preservice and inservice teachers. These
recommendations are based largely on teacher
effectiveness research, whlch suggests that
teachers do have differential effeéts on student
learning (Veldman & Brophy, 1974> and that |
effective teachers can be ldentified and thelir

classroom behavior investigated (Brophy, 1973).




Many current recommendations for valid evaluation
of competence are a direct outcome of teacher
effectiveness research (Medley, Coker, & Socar,
1984; Darling-Hammond.IWISe, & Pease, 1983).
Advocated are clagsroom or process obhservatlon
systems for teacher evaluation similar to those
used by the teacher effectiveness researchers.
Indeed, it was suggested over a decade ago that
"ultimately, such research should yleld...data
that would provide a rational and valid basis for
constructing and using process observatlions as
teacher accountabillity criteria" (Brophy, 1973, p.
2513,

Public deménds for teacher accountabililty
and a body of research suggesting that classroom
observations of teacher behavier are a valid
indicator of competence have led a number of
states, among them Virginia, to mandate classroom
observation as part of the requirements for
teacher certification. The classroom chservation
is designed to assess the teacher’s professicnal
knowledge on the job. From the observation, a
determination is made about the professional
competence of the teacher (Beginning Teacher
Asslistance Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984).

Professional competence must be demonstraied by



the teacher in order to quallfy for certification
(Morsink, Dykes, Algozzine, & Fardig, 1985;
Beginning Teacher Asslstance Program, Phase 11
Final Report, 1984).

In Virglinia, the State Board of Educatlon has
speclifled fourteen areas In which every teacher
who is granted a Collegiate Professlonal
Certificate must be competent and has established
the Virginia Beginnlng Teacher Assistance Program
(BTAP> for the purpose of asgessing the competence
of beginnlng teachers. The basis of BTAP is a
"set of measurable or observable Indicators
through which beginning teachers can demonstrate
their competence iIn each competency area speclfled
by the Board of Education" (Beginning Teacher
' Assistance Program, Phase 11 Final Report, 1984,
pP. 43). All Indicators were generated from a
review of teacher effectiveness research.

Justification for Study

Recently, the Florida Department of Education
funded the "Personnel Competenciéé Reseérch |
Project," under the directlon of the Department of
Speclal Education, Unlversity of Florlda,
Galnesville. The overall goal of the prolect was

to identify and document competencles of

exceptional educatlon teachers. 0f major concern




was "the approprlateness of the Florida
Performance Measurement System (FPMS) for

evaluation of Exceptional Student Education (ESE>

personnel® (Morsink et al., 1985, not paginated).
The Handbook of the Florida Performange

Measurement Svstem was one of five major sources

of information for a "meta" review of the
literature used to construct the assessment
component of BTAP (Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, Phase 11 Final Report, 1984). Concerns
about the appropriateness of FPMS for evaluating
exceptional education personnel in Florida raise
concerns about the appropriateness of BTAP for
evaluating special educatlon teachers In Virginia.
It is the purpose of this study to examine
the appropriateness of one component of BTAP, the
Classroom Process Observatién, for evaluatlng
certain special education teachers in categorical
programs for mildly handicapped students In
Virginia. In addition to examining BTAP, thls
study may serve to valldate preliminary findlings
of the Florida Personnel Competencies Research.
Those findings suggest that effective teachers of -
mildly and moderately handicapped students
demonstrate many of the same behaviors which are

Indicators of effective teaching in regular




edqucation, as well as some behaviors which differ
significantiy..
Background

Prominent researchers (Algozzine, Morsink, &
Algozzine, 1986; Morsink, Socar, Soar, & Thomas,
1986; Ysseldyke, Thurliow, Mecklenburg, & Graden,:
1984; Skiba, Sevcik, Wesson, King, & Denc, 1983)
have cautloned against generalizing the findings
of teacher effectiveness research in regular
education to special education without the
empirical valldation of process-product studies.
Yet, very few process-product studles, that Is
studles which correlate teacher behavior with
measures of student outcomes, have been done In
speclal education. This study, which is a
process-product study, can gserve to validate the
indicators being used in Virginia to assess the
competence of special education teéchers. It can
add to current knowledge of effective teaching in
special education classrooms by valldating certain
competencies. It may also add to knswledgé about
research methodology in process-product studles in
speclal educatlion. |

One of the greatest cbstacles to valldating
competencies of speclal education teachers has

been the documented inadequacf of most commonly




used tests in assessing outcomes with handicapped
children. "Questions about the appropriateness of
extant ilnstruments have been raised iIn regard to
diagnosis and assessment for clinlczl purposes, as
well as about research and evaluation efforts
where achlevement, self-concept, socliometric
methods, and even 10 serve as dependent variables
or program ocutcomes to be tapped" (MacMillan,
Keogh, & Jones, 1986, p. 693)>. The competencies
measured in both BTAP and FPMS were derived from
research correlating teacher behavior with scores
on standardlized tests of achlevement, primarily In
reading and mathematlcs. Standardized tests of
achlevement are generally deélgned to provide
information about the achlevement of chlldren in
the middte range. The Qalidity of such tests for
children outside this range is questlionable,
"gince test scores become unrellable at the
extreme ends of the score distribution" (MacMillan
et al., 1986, p. 694). In the norming of most
standardlized tests, handlicapped children were not
included in the standardization sample. Thus,
attempts to determine the impact of teacher
behavior on the achlevement of hand!capped
chlldren using standardlized tests as the outcome

measure are fraught with difficulty. Wlthout




adequate norms, it is impossible to determine
whether growth is fast, slow, or at the expected
rate (MacMillan et al., 1986>. Therefore,
compar isons among puplls and groups of pupils
cannot be made with any degree of rellabllity.
Research purporting to validate competencies of
special education teachers using standardized
tests as the outcome measure may certainly be
challenged.

It has been argued by special educators that
norm-referenced, standardized achievement tests do
not effectively measure learning of handicapped
students (Marston, Deno, & Tindal, 1983>. In
response to concerns about the use of standardized
tests with handicapped children, investigators in
special education have developed “direct
measurement techniques" which correlate highly
with standardized achlevement tests, yvet are
sensitive to short-term gains in student learning
(Tindal, Marston, & Deno, 1983; Marston et al.,
1983). Direct measures of student achlevement
were used in one process-product study which
investlgated effective direct instructlion
practices In gspeclal education (Englert, 1984).
Further investigation of direct, curriculum based

measures of student achlievement 13 of research




interest, however. 1In fact, the use of direct,
curriculum based measures of étudent achlevement
in process-product studies of speclial <«ducation
teacher effectlveness has been cited as "a
challenging objectlve for future research"
(Wolking, 1985, not paglnated>.

Virginia has established certaln indicators
of competence which It considers critical for all
teachers. It appears that these indicators of
competence can be effectlively validated for
special education teachers usling direct,
curriculum based measures of student achlevement.
This is the intent of this study.

Statement of the Problem

Is Virginla“s Beglinning Teacher Asslistance -
Program vallid for évaluating the competence of
special education teachers? Is there a
relationship between the BTAP indicators of
competence and desired.outcomes with handlcapped
children? To date the research which has been
done suggests that the answers to these questlions
are far from definitive,

Much of the research on effectlve teaching
has been done at the elementary school ]evel;
often in clagsrooms of teachers with low SES

students (Brophy & Good, 1985). Some has been
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done at the secondary school level (Brophy & Good,
1985; Evertson, Anderson, Anderson, & Brophy,
1980; Stallings, Needels, & Stayrook, 1979). Very
little research, however, has examined effective
teaching in special education. One of the
problems with this lack of research Is that |t
calls into question the validity of systems for
evaluating the competence of gpecial education
teachers like Virginia‘s Beglinning Teacher
Assistance Program, which are based on the teacher
effectiveness research.

It should be noted that the research which
has been done appears to support the effectiveness
of certain patterns of teaching in specilal
education similar to those identified in regular
education, particularly for mildly handlcapped
students (Englert, 1984; Morsink et al., 1985).
Findlings, however, must be conslidered preliminary.
To date, studies of teacher effectlveness in
gpecial education have been largely descriptive
(Algozzine et al., 1986; Morsink et al., 1985).
Some few (Frick, Polsgrove, & Reith, 1986;
Engltert, 1984) have examined the efficacy of
direct Insgstructlion, a pattern of instruction
synthesized from the research on teaching

(Rosenshine, 1986). None has sought to correlate
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indicators of competence llke thaose in BTAP with
measures of student achievement. It clearly seems
necessary to document the appropriateness of the
BTAP indicators of competence for assessing
special education teachers if questions about
validity are to be definitively answered,

t the

Generally, studies of teacher effectiveness
in regular and special education have been done
using the methods and tools of observational
research. Observational research overcomes many
of the limitations of survey research and ylelds
more accurate quantitative data than that obtalned
by self-report (Borg & Gall, 1983). Because of
these advantages, it ls the method for the current
study.

While observational methods overcome certain
limitations of gurvey research, these methods have
limitations of their own. One of the limitations
of observatlional research is that the presence of
the obhserver often changes the behavior of those
belng observed (Borg & Gall, 1983), While this
limitation can be potentially overcome by having
the observer visit a classroom a number of times
before recording any observational data, access to

classrooms and time constraints preclude this
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researcher from making nonobservational visits to
classrooms. Other serlious limitations of this
study are small sample size and the researcher as
gsole observer. This researcher recognizes that
the larger the sample of teachers observed, the
more reliable the data obtained. She also
recoanizes that at least two independent observers
are required to determine the reliability of data
that are collected. She must, however, rely
entirely on her own resources for obtaining
observational data, necessitating a small sample
slze and the researcher as sole observer. It must
be noted that these factors have the potential to
reduce the rellabllity and validity of any
findings from the study.

While there are limitations to this
observational study, certain precautions have been
taken to minimize these. First, the researcher
wag trained to a high degree of relliabllity and
cbjectivity as a BTAP observer. Second, subjects
were entirely unaware of the teaching behaviors
that were being observed and recorded. Third, a
standard observatlional scheduleideveloped and
validated by the Beginning Teacher Assistance

Program was used to collect observational data.
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opservational data. Flnally, the researcher did
not previously know or work with any subject In
the study.
Theoretjcal Rationale

Teacher certification is a state function.
By Issuing a llicense to an lindividual to teach in
Virginia, the state s certifylng that that
individual is competent to teach. The state’s
primary concern in certifylng teachers is whether
candidates for certiflcation possess the
competencies necessary to safely practice their
profession (Beginning Teacher Assistance Program,
Phase II Final Report, 1984>.
Measuring the Competence of Teachers

The focus of most state efforts aimed at
evaluating the competence of teachers is on some
form of paper-pencil test. Such tests seek to
measure the competence of teachers by testlng
knowledge of subject-matter or professional
knowledge and/or by lidentifying attitudes or
personality characteristics which purportedly
predlct teaching success. The Na&igngd_lﬁgghg:
Examlnationg Is such a test which is falrly wldely
used by states as one basis for teacher

certification (Medley et al., 1984).
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In additlion to paper-pencil tests, at least
three states, Georgia, Florida, and Virginia, have
mandated the use of low-inference measures of
teacher performance in the classroom as part of
the criteria for teacher certification. . In
Virginla, the Beginning Teacher Assistance Program
was developed with the purpose of ensuring "that
every teacher who receives the Colleglate
Professional Certificate has demonstrated the
possession of selected competenclies" (Beginning
Teacher Assistance Program, Phase II Final Report,
1984, p. 5). One of the requirements of BTAP ls
that every beginning teacher in the state of
Virginia demonstrate functlional knowledge of
fourteen generic indicators of competence in
actual performance in the classroom (Beginning
Teacher Asslistance Program, Phase II Final Report,
1984>. A beginning teacher’s competence is
assessed by an observer using a structured
observation scale developed from research on
teacher effectiveness, 0On the observation scale,
gpeciflc teacher behaviors or categorlies of
behavior are defined. The observerjlooks for and
records a behavior when it ls demonétrated by the
teacher. The record of teaching behaviors ls

scored using a scoring key.which Is applled after
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the record is completed. Judgments about what is
effective teaching are made beforehand and
Incorporated into the scoring key.

Advocates of low-Inference evaluatlion of
teachers argue that it overcomes lnadequacies of
other currently used methods, including
paper-pencil tests, achievement test scores of
students, and ratings of teacher performance in
the classroom. Research suggests that
paper-penclil tests of competence may measure basic
literacy or subject matter knowledge, but there |is
no evidence to suggest that scores on such tests
predict teaching success (Medley et al., 1984>.
Systems in which teacher performance is judged on
the basis of student achlevement gains at year’s
end fail to recognize that the raw materlials a
teacher works with vary widely; some students
simply know more than others, some have greater
ability, some are more motivated. Although
statlstical procedures can adJust for student
differences, "class effects" are observed "despite
statistical controls, even In highly consistént
teachers" (Brophy, 1973, p. 251). Such
statistical limitations argue against the use of
student gain scores for validly evalﬁating

teachers. Ratling scales, which are the most bften
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used method of evaiuating teachers, depend almost
entirely on the opinions about effective teaching
which the rater holds. Research suggests the
experts who devise the rating scales as well as
those who do the ratings are often misinformed or
lgnorant of effectlve teaching behaviors,

In the late 1970‘s, Coker, Medley, and Soar
(1980) conducted research In one hundred
classrooms in a school system in Georgia to
determine the validity of expert opinions
regarding effectlive teaching behavior. The
research deslgn involved the following: (a)
development by teachers in the system of a list of
teacher competencles; (b) selection by research
staff of a set of appropriate measurement
instruments to record behaviors relevant to these
competencles; (c) collection of classroom behavior
and pupll gain data by teachers recrulted from the
school system and tralned to use the lnstruments;
(d) reduction of these data by the research staff
to measures of the llsted competencles; and (e) an
analysis of the relatlonships between the
competence measures and the measures of pupll
growth. By deflnitlon, each of the competencles
In the 1ist developed by the teachers In the

Georgla school system should have been positively
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related to student gains. Flve of 13 significant
relationships were, In fact, negatlive, calling
into question the use of expert opinion as a basis
for evaluatling the competence of teachers.
= v o

There ls a body of research whlch suggests
that low-inference evaluation of teacher
competence may be more valid and relliable than
other methods. Richard Manatt and Shirley Stow
point out in the introduction to their Clinical
Manual for Teacher Performance Evaluatlon (1984>
that scholars such as Rosenshine; Dunkln and
Biddle; Good, Biddle and Brophy; Medley; and

Peterson and Walberg have thoroughly reviewed the

teacher effectlveness regearch and have

legitimized studies linking certain teacher
behaviors to measures of student achievement in
basic reading and mathematics. Some researchers
suggest, and the state of Virglnla subscribes to
the belief, that 1t is possible to determine
specific teacher evaluation criteria on the basis
of thls process-product reseafch and to orgaﬁlze
these into a sound model for evaluatling teachers

(Beach and Reinhartz, 1984)>, )



18

Validation of Indicators of Competence

For low-inference evaluation to be valid,
teacher behaviors which are thought to be
indicators of competence must be empirically
tested to verify relaticonships to desired student
outcomes (Medley et al., 1984; Soar, Medley, &
Coker, 1983). Most process-product studies have
correlated teacher behavior with measures of
student achlevement on standardized tests. The
use of standardized test scores as the measure of
student learning has been criticlized. Typically,
standardlized tests of achlevement are deslgned to
measure acquisition of functional academic skills.
They may not measure acquisition of higher-level
thinking and problem-sclving skillls, for example.
They also may not be sensitive measures even of
student gains in functlonal academic skills.
Standardized tests are designed to measure
differences among individuals. The most efficient
norm-referenced test is one which maximizes
popuiation variance. As a result, norm-referenced
tests may not be sensltlive measures of puplil
progress (Tindal, German, Marston & Deno, 1983),

curricujum Based Measurement

In process-product studies of teacher

effectiveness In speclal education, the lack of
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sensitivity of standardized tests to student
improvement is a threat to validity. Conclusions
about what is effective teaching behavior in
special education are suspect if the criterion
measure is not a sensitive measure of the
dependent varlable, Just as concliuslions about
effective teaching in regular education may be
suspect If the desired outcome is something other
than functional academic skill.

Some speclial educators have advocated the use
of direct measures of student achlievement using
currlculum based assessment procedures as a more
rellable and valid measure of student outcomes
than standardized tests. Researchers at the
Institute for Research on Learning Disabllitles,
Univerglty of Minnesota have conducted extensive
studies of the reljablllity and validity of direct
measurement techniques for measuring pupll
'progress (Shinn & Marston, 1985; Marston et ai.
1983; Tindal et al., 1983; Marston & Deno, 1982).
In a series of studies, these researchers have
shown that "a student’s oral reading rate on a
passage from hls or her basal reader or a l1ist of
words from the reader correlated highly with
standardized achievement tests of decoding (r=.90)

and reading comprehengion (r=.80)" (Marston et
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al., 1983, p. 3). Further, In studlies of the
reliability of these measures of pupil progress,
high coefficients for test-retest reliability,
parallel-form rellability, and interjudge
reliability have been obtained for correct
performance scores (Tindal, Marston & Deno, 1983).

Curriculum based measures of pupll progress
have been shown to be technically adequate. They
have also been shown to be more sensitive to pupil
progress than standardized measures. In a study
of the effectiveness of direct measurement
technidues and standardized achlevement tests for
measuring withln-individual change over a ten-week
period, Marston, Deno, & Tindal (1983) found that
greater student galns were evident on the direct
measures. Significant differences were obtained
for 16 of 20 comparisons of direct measures and
standardized test measures (p=.001).

Validati of B cial Edu o]

There i3 a strong rationale for Investigating
the appropriateness of BTAP competencles for
assesslng the competence of teachers of special
education. A major conclusion drawn from the
regsearch ls that there simply Is no one set of
effective teaching behaviors (Medley, 1977).

Effective teachling has been shown to vary by SES,
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IQ, age, and anxiety level of students (Brophy,
1979; Soar & Soar, 1972; Rosenshine, 1983; 1986).
It is likely to vary by handicapped and
nonhandicapped. Advocates of low-inference
measures for evaluating teachers are emphatlic that
teaching behaviors must be subjected to empirical
testing to verlfy their relationship to student
outcomesl(Soar et al., 1983). There exigts a
feasible method by which BTAP competencies can be
empirically valldated as approprlate for assessing
the competence of special education teachers. The
results could have signiflicance for the Virginia
Department of Educatlion, for researchers in
special education, and certainly for beginning
special education teachers in the state of

Virginta,.
Defipnition of Terms

This study contains a number of speclialized
terms. These are deflned below.

1. BTAP--acronym for the Beginning Teacher
Assigtance Program In Virginia (Beglnning Teacher
Assglstance Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984).

2. competency-—-any single knowledge, skill,

or professional value which Is belleved to be
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relevant to the successful practice of teaching
(Medley et al., 1984).

3. competence~-the repertolre of
competencies a teacher has (Medley et al., 1984).

4. curriculum based measurement (CBM)--a
type of evaluatlion system, In which the curriculum
is the source of ltems for testing (Skiba et al.,
19835,

S. direct measurement--criterion-referenced
measures which test the same skills as those that
have been taught; they often use the same response
mode as that employed initlally in teaching the
skllls (Mirkin et al., 1982).

6. low-inference measurement--a structured
system for observing teacher behavior In which
operationally deflined behaviors are coded by
trained observers as they occur in the classroom
(Evertson & Brophy, 1974).

7. mildly handlcapped--a term used to refer
to students who have been classifled as educable
mentally handicapped, learning disabled, or
emotionally disturbed (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1977).

8. process-product studies--studlies
correlating speclfic teacher behavior with
measures of student outcomes (Morsink et al.,

1985).
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9. teacher effectiveness research--body of
- research demonstrating a relationship between the
behavior of teachers and learning ovtcomes of
students (Brophy & Good, 1985).

Research Hypotheges

The purpose of thls study Is to valldate BTAP
competencies as indicators of competence of a
group of speclial education teachers by analyzling
relationships between measures of teachers’
behavior and measures of student learning. It is
hypothesized that:

1. There is a significant relationship
between the behavior of speclial education teachers
and learning outcomes of handicapped students.

2. Learning outcomes of handicapped students
can be sensltively measured by curriculum based
measurement.

3. BTAP indicators of competence are related
to curriculum based measures of readling
achlevement of mildly handlicapped students.
Linking Teacher Behavior and Student Achlievement

There 13 a signlflcaﬁt body of research In
regular education demonstrating a relationship
between the behavlior of teachers and learning
outcomes of gstudents (Brophy & Good, 1985>. Thils

regearch is known as process-product research,
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teacher effectiveness research, and more recently
teacher effects research. Process-product
research has established relationshlipga between
teaching behaviors such as: (a) instructing in
groups, (b) reviewing and discussing assignments,
(c) pralsing student successes, and (d) providing
support and feedback, and achlevement in basic
readling and mathematics among secondary students
(Stallings et al., 1979; Evertson et al., 1980).
Teacher behaviors, including time spent on
academic tasks; teacher directlon; teacher
presentation of information; drill; teacher
supervision of activities; direct and narrowly
focused academic questions; control over the
classroom and immediate reinforcement of student
responses, have been correlated with reading and
mathematics achlevement of elemehtary gtudents
(Soar & Soar, 1972; Stalllings, 1974; Medley, 1977;
Anderson, Evertson & Brophy, 1979). From the
research, there has emerged a consistent pattern
of teaching which is effective for teaching a body
of content or well-defined skills (Rosenshine,
1986>. This pattern, referred to as direct
Instruction, has been divided inte six teaching
functions which are: "review, presentation of new

material, gulded practice, feedback and
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correctlions, Independent practice, and weekly and
monthly reviews" (Rosenshine, 1986, p. 64>. 1In a
number of studies, direct instructlon has been
correlated with measures of student achievement In
language arts and mathematics.

Though there are many fewer process-product
studies in special education than in regular
education, there is evidence of a relatlionship
between teacher behavior and student learning In
speclal education. Larrivee and Vacca (1982>, in
a speclal project report on the development of
teacher competencies necessary for successful
mainstreaming of mildly handicapped students,
ldentlfy a proflle of teachlng behaviors effectlve
with speclal needs students in the regular
claséroom. During the project, data on over
seventy teaching varlables, previously shown in
process-product research to relate to student
outcomes, were collected. Data in the areas of
questioning style, classroom climate,
individualization, clagsroom management, acacdemic
learning time, teaching style, and opinlon and
attitudinal varlables were collected on 33 regqular
classroom teachers in grades one through six.
Pre-post data were obtalned for all students in

the classrooms on general aptltude, academic
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achievement in reading, language, and mathematics,
classroom behavlor, peer acceptance, school
attltude, and self-concept. Based on the student
data, a profile was established from which a
target group of special needs students with the
most discrepant profiles was selected for a given
classroom. A pool of effective teachers was
selected from the sample of 33 teachers by
considering gaing made by targeted students as
well as those made by the class. These effective
teachers were extensively observed, and
characteristic teaching behaviors were isolated.
Forty-two of the seventy teaching behaviors
observed were found to be characteristic of
teachérs identified as effective with special
needs students.

In a similar procesg-product study of special
education teacher interns, Englert identified
effective and less effective teachers of mildly
handicapped students, "as differentiated by their
direct Instructlion practices" (1984, p. 38).
Twenty-eight teacher interns and fifty-two special
education students participated in the study.
Low-inference measures of teacher behavior on
speciflc teaching behaviors assoclated with direct

instruction were collected through observations of
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interns. Interns were trained to keep records of
student progress. Records Included documentation
of when skills were introduced to students and the
date they were magtered, as well as graphs of each
student’s dally scores on criterlion-referenced
tests administered by teacher interns.

"Typically, criterion-referenced tests involved
reading, naming, or, in the case of math, writing
answers on a math probe" (Englert, 1984, p. 42).
Effective teacher Interns were identifled by
calcu}atlng a "learning score" for each pupil and
a median learning score for all pupils taught by
an intern. Learning scores were derlived by
dividing the larger of two pupil scores, pre-test
and post-test, by the smaller. This quotlient was
the proportional growth over several weeks of
instruction and was transformed to a weekly score
| by dlviding the quotient by the number of weeks
devoted to a sklll. Teaﬁher interns were ranked
from high to low on effectliveness based on median
learning scores of puplls. Teachers in the top
half of the ranklng were deslignated more
effective, and those in the lower half were
designated less effective. The teachling behaviors
of the two groups were then compared using

analyslis of varlance. Findings suggegsted that the
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more efféctive grdué maintained a brisker pace
through the lesson, elliclted more correct reponses
from students per minute, stated the objective,
presented many examples, provided-error drill, and
implemented precuing to maintain high levels of
successful student practice (Epnglert, 1984, p.
46) .
Curriculum Base easurement of Studen utco
Englert’s study documents the use of direct
measures to measure student outcomes in special
education. Tindal et al. ¢(1983) used similar
direct measures to analyze the effectiveness of
speclial education placement for 96 students in
grades one to six. Students were assegged three
times in one school year using brief samples df
student performance in reading, spelling, and
mathematics, with the curriculum as the source of
items for testing. A random sample of 20 regular
education students from each grade level, one to
six, was similarly fested. Two measures of
performance were calculated from the data, an
absolute score for each academic area and a

discrepancy index which was derived for each grade

~level by dividing the lower score, from the

special education students, into the higher score,

from the regular education students. 1In general,
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comparisons of the discrepancy index across time
showed that the performance of the special
education students increased, thus, the authors
concluded, demonstrating the effectiveness of
special education placement.
sSummary

There appears to be evidence to support the
hypotheses that (a) there is a relationship
between teacher behavior and student learning In
special education, (b) student learning In special
educatlion can be relliably and valldly measured
using direct measurement, and (¢? there is a
significant and positive relatlonship between
teaching behaviors derived from process-product
research and direct measures of student learning
in special education. There exists, however, the
need for further validatlon.

Ethical Considerations

According to researchers (Morsink et al.,
1985; Medley et al., 1984, Coker, et al., 19807,
competency based teacher evaluatlion is a powerful
concept. In a competency based program,
successful teaching behaviors are operationally
deflined, and the teacher can be held accountable,
can In fact be required to demonstrate in the

classroom a specified set of competencles.
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Successful implementation of competency based
evaluation, however, requires the development of
an operational definition of competencies and some
validation demonstrating that each competence
increases the teacher’s effectiveness in the
classroom. Evidence must be presented to show
that teachers who possess the competencies are
more effective in helping pupils learn than
teachers who do not. It is the purpose of this
study to investigate the relationship between
certain indicators of competence used to evaluate
teachers in the Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program in Virginia and reading achlevement of
handicapped children In speclal educatlion classes.
A further purpose is to document the validity of
using curriculum based measurement to measure
outcomes in a process-product study of speclal
education teacher effectiveness. The study
raises certain ethical concerns which need to be
addressed.

The literature does not speclifically address
ethics and research related to teacher evaluation.
There Is, however, a body of literature concerned
with policy and program evaluation. It seems
reasonable to review this llterature as a

preliminary step in developing norms by which the
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professional behavior of thls researcher may be
guided, since this study seeks to evaluate the
validity of a portion of the BTAP program.

s Polic 14

Policy and program evaluators may be external
to the organlzatlon (Nagel, 1983), or they may be
internal evaluators who are employed by the
organlization whose programs they evaluate (Adams,
1983>. The ethical dilemmas which the external
policy evaluator faces are in many respects
similar to those faced by the internal program
evaluator, though there are some dlfferences.
For example, the external policy evaluator may
face the dllemma of whether to focus his
evaluatidﬁ on all consequences of a partlcular
policy or to focus on lntended consequences only
(Nagel, 1983). Typically, there ls pressure for
the evaluator to focus only on intended
consequences of a policy, since these are the
consequences In which an agency is interested. A
similar dilemma faced by the Internal evaluator is
organizational pressure to downplay negative and
emphaslize positive flndings (Adams, 1983). In_hls
discussion of whether the external evaluator
should focus on all consequences versus intended

consegquences only, Stuart Nagel states that "the
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fallure to foresee important consequences may
sometimes constitute a form of negllgence that
would amount to evaluation malpractice" (1983, p.
9). Likewise, the internal evaluator who
downplays negative findings and emphasizes
positive findings may be engaging In evaluatlion
malpractice. The professional evaluator, and in
this case, researcher, has a duty to provide
objective and frank Information. An evaluation
which focuses on some consequences and not others
may not be objective. An evaluation which
emphasizes positlive flndings and downplays
negatives Is certainly not frank.

This commitment to be obJective and report
findings fully and frankly is emphasized In the
"Proprietary Standards" for evaluatlon developed
by the Joint Commlittee on Standards for
Educational Evaludtlon, published in 1981 (Adams,
1983, p. 2). Nagel’s statement regarding
evaluation malpractice is germane to thls study
and suggests that findings must be reported
obJectively, fully, and frankly.

Dilemmas related to the objectivity of
evaluations and to reporting of flndlngs are not
the only ones encountered by those dolng

evaluatlve studies. Other ethlcal dilemmas faced
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by either external or internal evaluators and
researchers include (a) the efficiency-equity
dilemma where an organization is more concerned
with benefits/costs than with equal treatment
across individuals and/or groups; (b) the
reporting of questionable findings dilemma in
which findings that may lack validity are not
sufficiently scrutinized; (c) the partisan dilemma
in which the evaluator ls called upon to aid in
prescribing a policy which will benefit a certain
group, and (d)> the reinforcement for
nonthreatening evaluation activities dilemma where
the organization Is more interested in making the
evaluation unit visible than in using results of
an evaluation. At root, each of these dilemmas
arises from subtle or not so subtle pressure for
compromise 1n reporting findings. Yet, the
purpose of an evaluative study is to get at and
fully report the truth in the interest of the
publlic good rather than in the Interest of a
particular group, agency, or organization.

c onsibilli of t

Understanding the delimmas faced by those who
seek to do evaluative studies of programs, this
researcher accepts certaln responsiblities, or

ethical norms, In seeking to carry out thls study.
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These are: (a) to know, in so far as research has
been able to establish, what competencies
contribute to effective teaching, (b to evaluate
valldly certaln BTAP competencies as Indicators of
competence of speclial education teachers, in so
far as it Is possible to do so, and (c¢) to report
findings fully, frankly, and sensitively. In the
context of thlis study, researcher is one who has
designed and seeks to carry out a study for
empirically validating competencles which are the
basis for evaluatling special gducatlon teachers
seeking certification in the state of Virginia.
Competencles mean teaching behaviors which relate
to student learning. Valid evaluation means that
the researcher seeks to measure that which she
says she is measuring, and further, that validity
of instrumentation is fully documented. Fully
documented vallidlity of Instrumentation is accepted
as a major responsibility, glven that an ancillary
purpoge of the regearch is to document the
vallidity of curriculum based measurement in an
empirical study.

These norms require that this researcher read
the research, attend conferences, participate in
inservice training, and engage in other learning

activities which may potentially increase her
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knowliedge about effective teaching and valild
research. Further, the researcher accepts the
responsibility to use her knowledge to make the
study a valid one. In addition to increasing her
own knowledge, this researcher accepts the
obligation to support efforts to increase
knowledge in the field of teacher evaluation. She
advocates open discussion of problems related to
validity and seeks to increase the valldity of her
study. Finally, this researcher seeks to fully
and frankly discloge findings, while remaining
particularly sensitive to the need for
confldentiality. No names or other identifying
information related to teachers or studenits who
are the subjects of study are revealed In
reporting findings. The only exception to the
responsiblility to fully and frankly disclaose
findings is where such disclosure is likely to be
detrimental to teachers of handicapped students
and/or to handicapped students.

Basic moral obligations which many accept as
prima facle duties are obligations to be honest
and truthful. 1In accepting the responsibility for
valldating competencies which contribute to
effective teachling in special education, this

researcher ln effect has agreed to try to discover
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what Is fact and what is myth regarding effective
teachlng. She has agreed to look for the truth In
so far as it is possible to determine truth, and
to base her conclusions on that truth. She
further has accepted the obligation to be truthful
when she seeks to ensure that her study s vallid.
These commitments are, In effect, commitments to

be honest and truthful.
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Chapter II
Review of Research

Can teacher educators, school administrators,
and others responsible for formal evaluation of
teachers vallidly assess teaching? Do teacher
evaluators know what characteristics, knowledge,
behaviors, and attitudes are indicative of “good®
teaching; and, can they measure these and make
valid Judgments about who is an effective teacher
and who is not? Are tests which measure a
teacher’s knowledge of subject matter or methods
of teaching valld? What can be sald of the
validity of classroom observations or measures of
pupil achievement for assessing teacher
effectiveness? These are not questions of mere
academic interest. Evaluation by definition
involves assessment of the worth of something. At
root, teacher evaluation requires that the
evaluator assess the worth of individuals as
teaching professionals, although such declsions
may have a varlety of purposes, many of which are
not related te individual accountability. For
example, substantive policy declsions related to-
pre-service and in-service training,
accountablility to the public, linstructional

improvement, and school status (vis-a-vis




38

certification or accreditation) are made on the
basis of information gathered through the
evaluation of teachers (Dar!ing-Hammond ef al.,
1983). Whether the Information gathered through
teacher evaluation is used directly to judge an
individual’s worth as a teacher or toc make
administrative decisions, adminlistrators and
teachers have both a right and a responsibility to
demand that the process yvleld valld Information.
Indeed, in the Introduction to their recent book
outllining a systematlic, measurement-based approach
to teacher evaluation, researchers Donald Medley,
Homer Coker, and Robert Soar express the view that
teacher evaluation today is in a "chaotic state"
and consists of little more than "obtaining
someone’s subljectlve jJjudgment of how “good’ a
teacher is" (1984, p. 4>. If theirs is an accurate
agsessment of the state of the art of teacher
evaluation, questions about the validity of
current approaches are well founded, and
systematlic review can only be viewed as helpful
and healthy. Questions about the validity of the
teacher evaluatlon process should be ralsed and
concerns addresgsed If necessary. It is,
therefore, the purpose of this chapter to review

the research related to valldity_of current
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approaches to teacher evaluation and to ask under
what conditions and in what contexts they may be
valld.

Judgments about the valldity of any approach
to teacher evaluation cannot be made without first
understanding what it Is that teaching is supposed
to encompass. Robert Travers has aptly polnted
out that "as tasks prescribed for the teacher
vary, so too do the criteria for evaluating
effectiveness" (1981, p. 14). In other words,
one’s definition of teaching determines to some
extent the dimensions which are the basis for
Judging effectiveness. Dimensions are then
operationally defined in terms of sgspecific
criteria which in turn dictate what data are
gathered and how. Valldity may be compromised if
the basic construct, teaching, is 111 defined, if
the criteria for evaluatlon are not éccurate
indicators of the dimensions of teaching as it is
defined, or 1f procedures or instruments for
gathering data aré themselves unrelliable and
consequently lInvalid. Thus It seems reasonable
to:

1. Examine definltlions of teaching which

underllie approaches to teacher evaluation:
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2. Examline the crlteria which are used to
Judge teacher effectivenes;

3. Examine general approaches to gathering
data related to teacher effectiveness criterlia.
Such an approach will provide some answers to
basic questions which have been posed concerning
the validity of teacher evaluation processes.
More to the point, however, specific problems may
be more readily ldentified and discussed, and
perhaps some implications for research or current
practice may emerge.

Definiti (o] i

Over the course of history definitions of
teaching have varied. In Ancient Greece, the
teacher was one who gathered about him any who
wished to engage in discussion or disputation.
The method was the dlalectic, and the puplls were
generally adults. The effective teacher was quite
gimply the one who could attract students
(Travers, 1981). With the emergence of the
grammar school in the late Middle Ages, the role
ascribed to the teacher was that of managér.‘
Teaching effectliveness was Judged on the basis of
abl1ity to carry out sugh managerial functions as
keeping order, hearlng puplls recite, organizing

work of pupllis, and glving new assignments. The
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teacher provided opportunities for pupils to
learn, but all responsibillty for learning rested
with pupils. This definition of teaching as
essentlially managerial, with responsibility for
learning the pupil’s own, persisted until the
present century when some fundamental assumptions
about teaching changed dramatically.

In England In the late Victorian era, the
British government introduced "payment-
by-results," a system in which teachers were paid
according to how high their students scored on
end-of-the-term examinations. 1Implicit in the
system was the assumptlion that teachers could
influence and were responsible for student
learning (Travers, 1981). In splte of a body of
research whlch suggests that pupil learning is a
function of many factors, of which competent
teaching is only one, current conceptlions of
teaching work hold to the bellef that the teacher
is able to Influence learning and ls somehow at
fault if students falil to learn.

In the past teachers were looked upon
primarily as managers. More recently the work of
teachers has been compared to that of craftsmen,
laborers, bureaucrats, professionals, and artlsts.

Darllng-Hammond, Wise, and Pease suggest, in




42

general, four conceptions of teaching work. One
of these four they see as underlying every teacher
evaluation system, since every system must "embody
a definition of the teaching task" (1983, p. 291).
One conceptlon of teaching which may underlle a
system of evaluation 1s that of teaéhlng as labor.
When teaching is thought of ags labor, teaching
activities are In the form of a standard set of
operating procedures defined by administrators.
The job of the teacher is to adhere to the
prescribed routines and procedures.

A perhaps more common conception of teaching
underlying evaluation systems ls that of teaching
as craft. This definition of teaching assumes
that teaching requires a repertolre of specialized
techniques and knowledge of specialized ruleé for
applving techniques. The teacher who properly
uses the prescribed set of rules for applying
gspecific techniques will perform satisfactorily.
The conception of teaching as a profession
requires that the teacher master a body of
theoretical knowledge and a range of techniques
and, further, that the teacher exercise Judgment
about when to apply speclalized techniques. The
teacher as a professional 1s expected to "follow

what research findings or professional Jjudgment
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suggest to be the best practice in a given
circumstance" (Soar et al., 1983, p. 240).
Finally, teaching as art implies that teaching
techniques and their application "may be novel,
uncenventional, or unpredictable" (Darling-Hammond
et al. 1983, p. 292). Technlques and best
practice are not lgnored, but are thought to be
uniquely Influenced by the personality of the
teacher as well as by the interactions of teacher
with students (Darling-Hammond et al.,, 1983).

Influence of Defipitions on Evaluation

There is no general concensus among elther
researchers or practitlioners as to how best to
conceptual ize the work of teaching for purposes of
evaluation. There can be no doubt, however, that
definitions of teaching Influence teacher
evaluation systems. For example, when teaching is
viewed as labor, evaluation typically lnvolves
inspection of lesson plans, monltoring of
classroom performance, and evaluation of pupll
outcomes. On the other hand, when teachling ls
thought of as a professlion, evaluatlion ls based on
the degree to which the teacher can professionally
solve problems given certalin standards of
professional knowledge and practice

(Darling-Hammond et al., 1983). Such definitions
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of teaching and criteria for evaluation may or may
not be consistent with what research suggests is
effective teaching. Changes in assumptions about
what |Is teaching without changes in what is known
about teaching hardly increase the validity of
teacher evaluation (Travers, 1981). A good
definition helps determine the dimensions upon
which evaluation will focus, but it is research
which helps to operaticnally define criterla
within certain dimensions.
C | e

There are three sets of variables which
researchers have examined in their efforts to
determine what constitutes teacher effectiveness
(Medley et al., 1984>. These varlables can be
arranged along a continuum from direct to |
indirect:
Product Process Presaqge
For nearly half a century, researchers sought to
link teacher characteristics, such as age,
intelllgence, experlience, and scores on
personallty tests, with principals’ ratings of
performance (Gage, 1971>. In an elaborate study,
the "Teacher Characteristics Study," conducted
over 6 years with 6000 teachers In 1,700 schools

and 450 school systems, teachers’ classroom
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performance ratings were correlated wlth such
varlables as age, sex, extent of teaching
experience, and marital status. Most correlations
were nonsignificant, Further, the relation
pbetween these variables and student growth was a
presumed one (King, 1981). 1In a classic review of
the research published in 1960, Mitzel concluded
that this study and hundreds like it on a smaller
scale had falled to establish signliflcant
correlations between what he termed presage
criteria and measures of teaching effectiveness.
He noted, "Presage criteria, so called here
because of thelr origin In guessed predictions are
from a loglcal standpoint completely removed from
the goals of education....In a sense they are
pseudocriterla, for thelr relevance depends upon
an assumed 6r conjéctured relationship to other
criteria, elther process or product" (p. 1484),
Other reviewers (Gage, 1971) have agreed with
Mitzel’s assessment of the research related to
presage variables.

Process and Product Variables

More recently, researchers have sought to
link process and product variables. They have
attempted to determine specific relationships

between what a teacher does In the classroom and
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what pupils learn (Rosenshine, 1971). Whlile the
results ¢of process-product research are by no
means definitive, knowledge about effectijve
teaching is substantially greater today than it
was 20 years ago (Medley et al., 1984).

Researchers investigating correlations
between teaching behavior and student achievement
typlcally use a structured observation system to
tally frequencies of certain teacher behaviors and
then attempt to determine relatlonships bétween
frequencies of teacher behavior and measures of
adjusted pupil achievement (Rosenshine, 1971).
Examination of some of the major studlies (Socar &
Soar, 1972; Brophy & Evertson, 1974; McDonald &
Elias, 1976) reveals that hundreds of variables in
classroom instruction have been investigated.
Though many gaps in the teacher effectliveness
research remaln (Medley et al., 1984), certain
relevant, important, reliable, and generalizable
findings have been clearly documented.

In a classic monograph published In 1977,
Donald Medley culled the most,significant findings
from 289 emélrical studies of process-product
relationships. He reported 613 slgnlflcént
correlations. 1In deciding whether a relationship

should be reported or not, he used four criteria:
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(a) the results had to be legitimately

general izable to teachers other than those in the
sample studied, (b)) a strong and rellable
relationship equivalent to a llinear correlation of
.39, significant at the 5% level had to have been
obtalned between process and product measures, (¢)
product measures had to relafe to the kinds of
outcomes, generally gains in reading or arithmetic
or changes In attitude toward school or in pupils”’
perceptlons of the self, that teachers are hired
to accomplish, and (d) measures of teacher
behavior had to be specified clearly enough to be
reproducible. Findings which met these criteria
were reported iIn 40 tables designed to provide
educators direct access to the results of
process-product research. It Is not within the
scope of this paper to relterate the research
findings reported by Medley. The Interested
reader is referred to the orginial monograph. It
ls important to note, however, that Medley’s
review conflirms the assumption that what the
teacher does in the classroom does Influence
student learning. The guestlion then becomes one
of how to measure what it Is teachers do In their
classrooms. Scholars and researchers generally

agree that current procedures have serious flaws,
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though there Is major ceontroversy over how,
indeed, evaluators are to measure teaching
effectiveness (Coker et al., 1980; Haefele, 1980;
Harris, 1981; Darling~Hammond et al., 1983; Soar
et al., 1983>.
Measuring Teaching Effectiveness

Current approaches to measuring teaching
effectivenss can be categorized under three broad
headlngs: <(a’ paper-pencil tests which measure
abllitlies, knowledge, skills, and values, (b
supervisors’ or administrators’ ratings of
performance based on classroom observations, and
(c) standardized test scores of students in a
teacher’s class which measure mean gains in
learning (Haefele, 1980; Soar, et al., 1983).

Raper-Penci] Tests

There s a gfowlng trend towards the use of
paper and pencll tests for teacher evaluation, at
least as part of the Inltial certificatlon
process. This I8 due primarily to the public
demand for accountability (Harris, 1981). Some
states have developed their own teacher competency
tests, among them Georgla, Florida, and South
Carolina (Darlling-Hammond et al., 1983). The
National Teacher Examinations, however, whlich

include the Common Examinations and the Teaching
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Area Examiﬁations are by far the most widely used
teacher competency tests.

Validity of the NTE.

Quirk, Witten, and Weinberg (1973) have done
an extensive review of studies of the concurrent
and predictlive validity of the NTE. Concurrent
validity has been studied in relation to scores on
the Graduate Record Examinations, grade point
average of undergraduate and graduate students,
and personal characteristics of candidates.
Although Quirk et al. seriously question the
statistical procedures of most of the studies of
concurrent validity of the NTE, there Is some
evidence of posltive correlations between scores
on certain subtests of the NTE and GPA and GRE
scores.

Predictive valldity of the NTE has been
studied most frequently in relation to
administrators’ ratings. Two studies were found
which correlated NTE scores with pupil ratings,
two with pupil residual gain scores, and one which
correlated NTE scores with measures of teacher
behavior gathered through structured c¢lassroom
observation. Based on thelr review, Quirk, et al,.
conclude that NTE scores are poor predictors of a

teacher’s on-the-job ratings. They note, however,
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that "on-the-job ratings are notoriocusly
unreliable, and their reputation is well-deserved"
(1973, p. 108). Because so few studies have been
done which correlate NTE scores with measures
cther than supervisors’ ratings, these reviewers
conclude that more studlies need to be done before
concluslons about the predictive validity of the
NTE can be drawn. They do cautjon against the use
of fixed cutoff NTE scores as a criterion for
certificatlion, for considering raises in salary,
for contract assignment, and the like, while
noting that the validity of the NTE should be
Judged by the accuracy with which it measures what
it 1s designed to measure and not "the total
complex of teaching ability" (1973, p. 109).

Supervisors’ and inistrators’ tings

Quirk and his colleagues refer to the fallure
of supervisors’ ratings to rellably measure
teaching effectiveness. The limitations of rating
systems, e.g. observer blas, poor instrumentation,
susceptability to halo effect, lack of Interrater
reliability, have been well documented f{n the
literature (Haefele, 1980; Ellet, Capie & Johnson,
1980; Evertson & Holley 1281; Glass, 1981; Soar
et al., 1983; Medley et al., 1984)>, Typlcally,

ratings of a teacher, sometimes called high
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inference measures, are done by the principal or a
supervisor whose task is to Infer a rating from
whatever Is observed in the classroom. The
teacher behaviors which are rated are usually
poorly defined, and often evidence of any
relationship between the behaviors that are rated
and student outcomes ls lacking. Holley, in a
review of formally documented teacher evaluatlon
systems, found only 19% which used any kind of
competency baged ratings or any type of expanded
behavior descriptors (i981). "This approach is
shot through with valldity and relliablility
probiems" (Haefele, 1980, p. 350). Some
researchers, however, have demonstrated that the
rellability and valldity of rating scales can be
improved by carefully training observers, by
incorporating into the scales characteristics of
teaching which research has established can be
relliably observed and which bear some signlficant
relationship to desired puplil outcomes, and by
incliuding specific performance indicators for each
characteristic Included In the scale (Evertson &
Brophy, 1974; Manatt, Palmer, & Hlldebaugh, 1976;
Ellett et al., 1980).
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Improving the validity of rating scales.

In a report of the findings of the first vyear
of a two-year study attempting to isolate
correlates of effective teaching, Evertson and
Brophy (1974) provide evidence for the reliablility
and validlty of high-inference behavioral
correlates of teaching effectiveness. In their
study, high-inference measures of teacher process
variables were taken on a sample of 31 teachers
selected for thelr demonstrated consistency in
producing gains in student learning. Two types of
high-inference measures were used. One was a
5-polnt rating scale which Included ratings of
student attention, teacher enthusiasm, clarity,
positive and negative affect, task orientation,
cognitive level of questlons, student passivity,
pupil-pupil interaction, and percentage of time
spent In lectures and demonstration. Teachers in
the study were observed 4 times by tralned coders,
and scales were marked several times during each
observation. The second measure included 41
high-inference ratings and 15 high-inference
checklists and percentage estimates whlch coders
filled out following their last two visits to each
teacher’s class. These high-inference measures

were correlated with residual pupll gain scores
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which had been correlated with low-inference
behavioral codings of such variables as teacher
vs. student initiation of contacts, types of
interactions (academic, procedural, or behavioral-
disciplinary>, difficulty level of teacher
questlions, quallty of student responses, quantity
and quality of teacher feedback and evaluative
reactions to student response and student work,
and the teacher’s method and general effectlveness
in handling classroom management and disclip!linary
problems (Evertson & Brophy, 1974). &lthough the
high-inference ratings showed evidence of halo
effect and logical error, in general they
supported the findings from the correlation of
low-lnference measures and residual gain scores.
Although this study offers some support for the
use of rating scales for feacher evaluation, it
should be noted that the high-Inference measures
in the study were performance-based, observationg
were done by trained coders, and there were
measures of interrater reliablility.

The successful use of classroom observation
in this and other teacher effectiveness studies
leaves no doubt that obgervation systems can
measure effective teaching. Two conditions,

however, are essentlal for classroom observatlions
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to be vallid: (a) obersvers must be trained to use
a systematic apprcach and (b) a reliable and valid
instrument must be used to gather data during an
observation. O0Of utmost importance iIs the use of
an instument that has an acceptable degree of
reliability and validity (Evertson & Holley, 1981,
p. 101>. These conditions are not met in
observatlion systems currently used by most school
gystems. In most lnstances, schoel gystems have
one lnstrument which is used systemwide. The
observer watching the performance of a
kindergarten teacher is watching for the same
behaviors as the observer watching the performance
of a hlgh schoo! physlcs teacher (Evertson &
Holley, 1981, p. 97). Research suggests that
teaching behavior positively correlated with
effective teaching In one setting may be
negatively correlated with effective teaching in
another (Medley, 1977>. There glmply ls not one
set of effectlve teaching behavlorg. A rating
a&stem which presumes that all effective teachers
engage in the same behaviors regardless of the
context is not golng to provlde valld measures of
effective teaching. A further threat to validity
Ils the fact that a rating is usually assigned at

the end of the observation. This requires a high




55

degree of interpretation on the part of the
observer with the result that rellablility is often
sacrificed.

A number of researchers and experts are
advocating the use of classroom cbservation
gystems for teacher evaluation similar to those
used successfully by the teacher effectliveness
researchers. They point to the fact that
category, sign, and multiple coding systems, which
allow for recording of particular teaching
behaviors, have been valldated through research
(Rosenshine, 1970; Flanders, 1970; Medley et al.,
1984>. The instruments, they suggest, can be used
by teacher evaluators to gather reliable and valid
information about the performance of the teacher
in the classroom. The assumption s that
inferences about teacher effectiveness can be made
from valid information about a teacher’s classroom
performance. This assumption, however, is
rejected by those who argue that Information about
the performance of the teacher in the classroom,
no matter how rellably and valldly measured,
cannot be a measure of teacher effectiveneés. The
only real measure of a teacher’s effectlveness,

they suggest, is student achievement data.
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Student Achievement Data

Since student learning is the true test of
teacher effectiveness, a number of scholars and
researchers suggest that direct measures of
student achlevement are apt to be more valid than
proxies (Millman, 1981). Theoretically,
standardized test scores of students should be the
most valid measure of teacher effectiveness.
Arguments against the use ¢f student achievement
data for evaluating teachers, however, are based
on the fact that factors over which the teacher
has no control affect student learning. "The best
teacher in the world would not fare very well If
faced with slow learners, unmotivated students, a
poor learning environment, and an achievement-
measure out of harmony with the teacher’s goals,'
argue the critics (Millman, 1981, p. 157)>. On the
other hand, it would appear that differences among
classrooms and differences in student
characteristics can be controlled for
statistically (Veldman & Brophy, 1974). 1In a
study In a large Southwestern school system,
Veldman and Brophy were concerned with
"methodological considerations involved in
obtaining unbiased estimates of teacher influence

on pupll achievement..." (1974, p. 320). Two
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hundred seventy-five second and third grade
teachers were considered for inclusion in the
study. Selected were those who (a) har at least
flve vears of experience at their grade level, (b)
had taught the same grade level during the three
vearsgs for which data were gathered, and (c¢) had at
least 14 children with avallable data for each of
the three years. Pupll scores on the Metropolitan
Achievement Test were obtalned for each of four
successlive years from pupll records. A series of
regression models were then compared using (a)
pre-test, (b) squared pre-test, (¢) pupll sex, (d)
year of testing, and (e) teacher as predictor of
pogt-test performance. The strongest predictors
of post-test scores, by a considerable margin,"
were usually pupll pre-scores. Inclusion of the
teacher variable also yielded a significant and
often substantial lncrease In predictive
efficiency. Veldman and Brophy concluded that
their data showed that reasonably stable estimates
of teacher Influence could be obtained from
standardized achlevement measures of pupl]
performance. They noted, however, that it was
necesgsgary to eliminate new teachers and teachers
who had recently switched grades from their

gample. They alsc cautioned that the stablitity
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obtalned were not high encugh to Justify the use
of residual gain scores on standardized tests for
teacher accountability purposes (Veldman 8 Brophy,
1974, p. 323). Other studies by Bennett, Harris,
and Brophy (Glass, 1974) which have examined the
reliabllity of using standardized test scores to
measure teachers’ effectlveness have obtained few
stabllity-rellabllity coefflclents significant at
the .05 level. Though rellability does not ensure
validity, no measure can be considered valid if it

i= not highly reliable.
Conclusions and Impllications

From the foregoing review, it seems safe to
say that there is no approach to teacher
evaluation which can be said to be truly valid. A
systematic approach to clagsroom cbservation using
a validated instrument to record speciflc behavior
of teachers seems the most valid approach,
relatively speaking., Such an approach does have
gserious limltations of which the evaluator should
be cognizant, however. Low-inference measures are
unlikely to measure the complex which is teaching
and likely will have to be supplemented with other
informatlion. Further, It appears that
low-inference measures suggest a deflinition of

teaching as labor or craft. Thigs seems a fair
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teaching as labor br craft. This seems a fair
statement In spite of the argument of researchers
Medley, Coker, and Soar (1984> for a low-inference
system of evaluation and a definltlon of teaching
as a profession. Finally, It must be noted that
such an approach does not measure effectliveness.
Donald Medley (1984) has offered definitions of
four terms which are often used synonomously.
Distingulshling among these terms, teacher
competency, teacher competence, teacher
performance, and teacher effectiveness, is
critical to an understanding of teacher evaluation
and to an appreciation of the limitations of even
the best classroom observation. Teacher
competency refers to any single knowledge, skill,
or professional value which is belleved to be
relevant to the successful practice of teaching;
competencies refer to things teachers know, do, or
believe but not to the effects of these things.
Teacher competence refers to the repertoire of
competencies a teacher has; overall competence is
a measure of the degree to which a teacher has
mastered a set of competencles, some of which are
more ilmportant In teaching than others. Teacher
performance refers to what the teacher does on the

Job rather than to how competent he or she is;
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teacher performance depends on the competence of
the teacher, the context in which he or she works,
and ability to apply competencies in specific
situations. Teacher effectiveness refers to the
effect that the teacher’s performance has on
puplls; effectiveness depends not only on
competence and performance but also on the
responses pupllis make. From a valid assessment of
a teacher’s performance in the classroom, the
evaluator can make some Judgment about the
teacher’s abllity to apply certaln knowledge and
skills and perhaps to use his professional
Judgment. Inferences about competence can be
made. Inferences about effectiveness cannot.

More research needs to be done to establish
the correlates of effective teaching. Most
research thus far has been done on low SES
children at the elementary level, primarily
because this has been where the funding has been.
In splte of studies on effectlve teachling whlch
number in the hundreds, little is known about
effectlive teaching at the secondary level. Almost
nothing 1s known about the correlates of effective
teaching and the handicapped. Whét little Is
knoyn about effective teaching and the handlcabped

has come from the applied behavior analysis
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Until a great deal more research is done, those
responsible for teacher evaluation should proceed
with considerable cautioen in designing and

implementing teacher evaluation systems.
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Chapter I11I
Methodolody

opulation d S |

The accessible population for this study
Included elementary speclal educatlon teachers of
mildly handicapped students from Petersburg City
and Chesterfield County Schools in Virginia. All
teachers in the population held the Colleglate
Professional Certificate. All were certified to
teach mildly handicapped students.

The sample from the accessible population was
a volunteer one. All teachers of learning
disabled, emotionally disturbed, and educable
mentally retarded students in southern
Chesterfield and Petersburg City were apprigsed of
the study and asked to participate. Consistent
with the assumptlons of noted researchers in
gspeclial educatlon, It was assumed that there were
no significant statistlical differences in the
characteristics of these chlldren typlcally
Identified as mildly handicapped (MacMillan et al.
1986>. Algozzline, Morsink, and Algozzine,
referring to the work of Hallahan and Kauffman,
Edgar and Hayden, and others, provide loglical
evidence for considering that children who fall

Into the "three categories of mildly handicapped--
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learning disaﬁled, emotionally disturbed, and
educable mentally retarded..." represent
"essentlally the same population..." (1987, p. 4).
It should be noted, however, that while there
appear tc be no statistically significant
differences among the various categories of mildly
handicapped learners, categories themselves are
significantly hetergeneous. Perhaps the only
identifylng characteristic of children labeled
mitdly handicapped Is that they are "lnefficlient
school learners whose deviations in school
achievement, and possibly soclal adjustment, are
so marked as to necessitate speclialized
intervention" (MacMillan et al., 1986, p. 686).
The requirement that volunteers attend three
half-day tralning sessions to learn curriculum
based measurement (CBM) techniques, and the
further requirement that volunteers take
currliculum based measures of reading of students

in thelir classes was carefully explalned. The

. beneflts to volunteers of learning and using CBM,

particularly as a tool for monltoring educational
progress of handicapped students, was explalned as
an incentive to potential volunteers.
Additlionally, .the practical lmportance of the

research for speclal education teachers was
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explained in an effort to increase the rate of
volunteering and reduce volunteer bias (Borg &
Gall, 1983). From the total population from the
two districts, 18 teachers volunteered. Though
this was a small sample, statistical significance
at the .05 and .01 levels was obtained.
Procedures |

Two types of data were gathered for this
study, classroom cbservations of teacher behavior
and curriculum based measures of student
achievement in reading.

Classroom observation data were collected
using a standard observational schedule developed
by the Program Development Team for the Beginning
Teacher Agsigtance Program in Virginia. For BTAP,
observations of each beginning teacher are
completed by independent observers recruited by a
Regional Support Unit. Observers recelve a total
of four days of trainlng spaced over three weeks
to allow time between training sesslions for
practlce. Tralning sessions for observers
include: <¢a) an orientation to the Beginning
Teacher Agsigtance Program; (b) an orientation to
the procedures of the observation system including
schedul ing, reporting, and school bullding

protocol; (¢) an orientation to the
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instrumentation; and (d> extensive practice and
feedback using the observatlon schedule. All BTAP
observers are experlienced educators who ohserve in
an area of thelr expertise, all have participated
in observer tralning and successful ly passed a
final, practical examination, and all are
objective observers who do not know the teachers
they observe nor do they observe in a division in
which they work (Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984). All
observations of subjects in this study were
completed by the researcher, who is a trained BTAP
observer,

A total of three observations of each
teacher were completed between May and June of
1988, The duration of each observation was
approximately 35 to 40 minutes, consistent with
BTAP procedures. Each observatlion provided a
clear, low-inference record of the teacher’s
classroom behavior. Specific teaching behaviors
were operatlionally defined, and this observer
recorded occurrences of behaviors durlilng seven,
three-minute perlocds scattered throughout an
observation. For purposes of analysls, the number
of periods In which a teaching behavior was

observed was used to estimate the frequency of
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that behavior. Subsequently, the frequency of
these teaching behaviors was compared wlth mean
student achievement in reading.

Data on student achievement in reading were
gathered by subjects using curriculum based
measurement. Currliculum based measurement ls a
type of direct measurement in which brief samples,
from one to three minutes, of student performance
are obtained using the curriculum as the source of
items for testing. Typlcally, tests are developed
from the regutar curriculum used in a district and
are grade approprlate. For example, passages for
reading are obtalned by sampling the regular
curriculum at the appropriate grade level. All
subjects were trained to use the same curriculum
based procedures and reading samples developed and
validated by the Minneapolis Public Schools for
measuring student achlevement.

Intervention

All subjects were tralned to administer
curriculum based measures of reading. Conélstent
with simllar training of teachers of mildiy
handicapped students conducted by researchers at
the University of Mlnnesota, subjects received one
half~-day of training, with follow-up to provide

them feedback on the accuracy of their
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implementation (Skiba et al., 1983). Training was
based on the monograph, Conglderations for
Desianing a Continuous Evaluation System (Mirkin,
Fuchs & Deno, 1982), and on the Curriculum Based
Readlng Measures Manual for the Flementary Special

Education Proaram (Minneapolis Public Schools,
Special Education Department, 1986>. A copy of

the manual is included in Appendix A.
Specifically, subjects were tralned to (a) select
reading passages randomly from appropriale Glnn
reading materials; (b) measure using a difficulty
level approximating the student’s age—grade
appropriate level or a level between the age-grade
appropriate and instructlional levels; (¢)
administer measures under standardized conditlons;
and (d) score and record number words correct.
Particular attention was given to efficiency of
measurement, gliven constralnts on teacher tlime.

To ensure that subjects accurately
administered and scored measures, a random sample
of four subjects was observed implementing
procedures. Teachers were observed to ensure that
passages were (a) randomly selected from the
valldated reading passages provided by the
researcher, (b) at a difficulty level

approximating the age-grade appropriate level,




68

(c) administered for 1 minute with the teacher
supplyling a word gonly after the student waited 3
seconds without responding and pot saying the
correct word after the student sald an lncorrect
word. It was noted that teachers followed
procedures as they were trained to do, except that
they were reluctant to administer measures
approximating the age-grade appropriate level. In
the follow-up training session, the importance of
measuring at the age-grade appropriate level was
stressed.
thic tio

Informed consent and confldentiality were the
principle ethical considerations in this study.
This investlgator recognized that subjects must be
fully informed of all responslibitities that were
to be placed on volunteers. The investlgator
accepted the obligation to inform all potential
volunteers that they must attend an inservice
training session with follow-up and, further, that
they must take curriculum based measures of
reading achievement of all students in thelr
classes. Reasonable estlmates of the time and
energy lnvolved in cabrylng out these
responsibilities were provided to all potentlal

volunteers. Freedom to decline to partigipate or
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to withdraw from the study at any time was
ensured. See Appendix B for a copy of the letter
sollicitlng volunteers.

In addition to informed consent of subjects,
informed congsent of schoo} divisions employing
subjects was obtained. The necessity for each
subject to take curriculum based measures of
achlevement of students and for the researcher to
cbserve éach subject was explained. The right of
any division to decline to have an employee
participate was assured. See Appendix C for a
copy of the letter to school division princlipals.

Confidentiality of research data was
maintained by randomly assigning an ldentificatlon
number to each subject. All observation data and
student achievement data were ldentifled by these
numbers. Absolutely no names were used except In
securlng informed consent of subjects,
Instrumentation

A standard observatlonal schedule and
currliculum based measures of stu&ent achlevement
‘In reading were used to collect data for study. A
description of the standard observational schedule
and curriculum based measurement of reading

achlevement, Including rellablility and validity
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evidence follows. Instrumentation ls described
separately for each measure.
com P

The standard observational scheilule, or
Classroom Process Record, used in this study was
developed by the BTAP Program Development Team and
validated during the 1984-1985 school year
(Beginning Teacher Assistance Program, Phase III
Products and Activitles, 1985). There were three
validation activities: <(a) validatlon of the
indicators of competence, (b) Instrument pllot
test and revision, and (¢ an instrument norming
study.

Profegssional judgment of Virginla educators
was used to validate the BTAP Indicators of
competence. The process for valldating
competenclies included review and revislion of
twenty-slix competencles identifled iIn a "meta"
review of reviews on teaching by the BTAP Program
Development Team, followed by review and revislion
by constlituent groups, including the Virginia
Department of Educatlbn and- the BTAP Program
Advisory Committee, with final review and revislion
by the BTAP Program Development Team. Instrument

speclfications Including speclfic instrument items
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were validated through essentially the same
process.

The Classroom Observation Record was plloted
in the Fall of 1984. A& group of 90 beginning
teachers was observed three times by trained
observers. Each teacher was observed once while
presenting new material, once while leading a
digcussion, and once while supervising Independent
classwork. From the pilot testing, it was
determined that three observatlons were sufficlient
to produce satisfactory reliability measures.
Information gathered during training of observers
for pilot testing also indicated satisfactory
interrater agreement.

The BTAP instrument norming study Included two
phases. In the first phase, a stratified random
sample of 1500 teachers in Virginla was selected
according to geographical region, school district
gsize, and teaching level, including elementary,
late elementary, middle school, and hlgh school.
Each teacher in the sample was ocbserved once.
Information was gathered on settings and on how
teachers performed on the competency Indicators in
glven settings. In the second phase, 300
beginning teachers were randomly selected and

observed once. Again, informatlion on settings and
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how teachers performed on competency lindicators in
glven settings was gathered. Cut scores or
minimum levels of performance were detrrmined
based on information about the population of
teachers and the population of beginning teachers
In Virginia. Speclal education teachers were
included in the random samples for both phases of
the norming study.
Cu ul u
Useful systems for curriculum based

measurement of student achlevement in reading have
been developed, and studies sugéest the systems
are both valld and rellable. One such system has
been developed and valldated by professionals in
the Minneapolls Publlc Schools in cooperation with
researchers at the Unlversity of Minnesota. This
system of curriculum based measurement is based on
the Ginn Readling Series which Is the adopted
reading curriculum of the two school divisions
participating In this study. The system, which
Includes twenty readling passages at each grade
level 1-6, has been shared with this researcher
and was used to agssess reading achievement of
handlcapped students In this study.

Early studies at the University of Minnesota

of the curriculum based measurement system used In
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this study found a significant, positive
correlation between composite scores of reading
rate and composite scores of reading comprehension
(Mirkin et al., 1982). More recent studles
investigated the relaticnship between simple,
direct measures of reading achievement, including
reading in context, reading words in isclation,
and cloze procedures, and scores on standardized
reading tests. Deneo, Mirkin, Chiang, and Lowry
(1980> found reading aloud from text, reading
words in isolatlion, and a cloze test all
positively correlated with the Reading
Comprehension subtest of the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test and the Word Identiflpation and Word
Comprehension Tests of the Woodcock Reading
Mastery Tests., Correlations ranged from +.73 to
+.91, with reading aloud from text showing the
highest correlation with standardized measures.
Simlilar correlatlions between direct measures and
standardized measures have been obtained by other
researchers (Mirkin et al., 19822, with again the
best predictor of achievement test scores being
reading aloud from text. Test-retest reliability
has also been estab]ished for reading aloud from
text using the curriculum based reading system

which was shared with this researcher and used in
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this study. Fuchs, Deno, and Marston (1982)
tested 30 students in grades 1-6 across four
occasions on reading in context measures.
Coefficients ranged from +.92 to +.96. Simllar
coefficients for reading in context measures
across occasions have been foﬁnd by other
researchers (Mirkin et al., 1982).

For curriculum based measures of academic
performance to be sensitive, valid, and reliable,
they must meet certain criteria. These include:
absolute unit measurement on a functionally
important task (Mirkin et al., 1982>. 1In the case
of the measures used in thls study, the
functionally important task is reading aloud from
passages selected from the school division’s
adopted reading curriculum, the Ginn Readlng
Series. The absolute unit of measurement is the
number of words read correctly. The second
criterion is number correct in fixed time (Mirkin
et al., 1982). All curriculum based measures in
this study were administered for one minute, and
scores reported as number of words correct per
minute. A third criterion is a difficulty level
which remains the same across tests (Mirkin et
al., 1982). Twenty reading passages were selected

at each grade level 1-6, and screened using the
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Fry Readability Index to ensure equlivalence within
identified levels. To ensure a difficulty level
which remains the same across tests, any passage
rated one vear above or below the grade level of
the Ginn basal text from which it was drawn was
discarded. The final crlterion Is a measurement
domaln which is limited to the age-grade
appropriate level, or if the age-grade appropriate
level Is too difficult, at a level between the
instructional and age-grade appropriate level
(Mirkin et al., 1982>. During training in the use
of curriculum based measurement, teachers were
instructed to select passages for administration
to individual students that were age-grade
approprlate, except in cases where students are
reading three grade levels down. In these cases,
teachers were lnstructed to select passages at a
level between the age-grade appropriate and
instructional levels. Teachers were further
instructed to select all passages for
administration to indlvidual students from the
same level across all tests.

The curriculum based measures of reading
achievement used in thls study meet all of the
above criteria. Using the Ginn 720 Reading

Serlies, Marston and Magnusson (1985) randomly
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selected 30 passages from each basal reader for
grades 1-6. Passages were then screened using the
Fry Readability Index to ensure equivalence within
ldentifled levels. Passages rated 1 year above or
below the grade level of the basal from which they
were drawn were dlscarded. Appropriate
grade-level and/or Instructlional level passages
were administered individually each week for 4
months to 309 students in one elementary school in
Minneapolis. Mean and slope of words read
correctly were calculated for each student, and
mean scores of 26 thlird-graders were correlated
with reading and vogcabulary subtests of the
Stanford Achievement Test, SRA Achlevement Series,
and Ginn 720 Readlng Series. Coefflclents ranged
from +.80 to +.90.

The Ginn Reading Series is the adopted
reading currliculum in Petersburg City and
Chesterfield County Schools. The measures
constructed by Magnusson and Marston for the
Minneapolis Public Schools have been shared with
this researcher and were used to assess readling
achlevement of students In this study. All
subjects In this study were tralned to administer
the measures according to the procedures developed

in the Minneapolis Publlc Schools. Pre-test
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measures were administered indlividually on three
consecutlve days to each student by subjects,
Subjects waited three weeks, then administered
post-test measures individually on three
consecutive days to each student.
Sample and Data Gathering Procedureg

The purpose of thls study ls to validate the
BTAP indicators of competence for teachers of
mildly handicapped students at the elementary
level. With the permission of Petersburg City and
Chesterflield County Schools In Virginia, the
population from which the sample for this study
was drawn included all speclial education teachers
of mildly handicapped students in grades 1—5 in
Petersburg and the southern portion of
Chesterflield. Teachers iIn the accessible
population were apprised of the study and invited
to participate. It was explalned that subjects
would be observed three times between May and
June, and would be tralned to administer and would
administer curriculum based measures of reading
achievement to mildly handlcépped students in
thelr classes. Tralnling in the use of currlculum
based measures of student achievement was
scheduled for a half-day session and a one hour

follow-up session at sites in Petersburg and
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Chesterfield convenient for subjects. The right
of subjects to decline to participate or withdraw
from the study at any time was guaranteed.

Following tralning in the use of curriculum
based measurement, subjects administered measures
of readling achlevement to students In thelir
reading classes. The membershlp In a class
averaged 8 students. For purposes of this study,
subjects administered measures for three
consecutive days, walted three weeks, then
‘administered measures again for three consecutlve
days. This repeated measurement, pre and post,
was consistent with procedures used in the
Minneapolls Public Schools for administering these
measures to assess reading achlievement gains of
students., Each measure took approximately 2
minutes to glve and 2 minutes to score.

During the three weeks between measures, each
subject wag observed by the researcher three
times. Duratlon of observations was approximately
35 minutes each consistent with the procedures
establ ished by BTAP for Classroom Process
Observations (Beginning Teacher Asslistance
Program, Phase 11 Final Report, 1984).
Observation data were collected using the

Classroom Process Record.
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Research Design

The research design for this study was
causal-comparative. Subjects’ scores on the
Classroom Process Record were computed to
determine fregquency of use of effective teaching
behaviors as defined by BTAP. A pre and post,
mean reading achievement score was then computed
for students in each subject’s class. With these
data, the magnitude of the relatlionship between
teaching behaviors of subjects and reading
achievement of subjects’ students was computed
using the product-moment correlation. Finally,
correlation statistics and subjects’ scores on the
Classroom Process Record were used to form two
contrasting groups, a high frequency of effective
teaching behaviors group and a low frequency of
effective teaching behaviors group. Observed
differences between reading achlevemen; scores of
the two groups were analyzed for statistical
signficance, using the t test.

1 ti t |

The purpose of this study Qas to determine
whether there is a significant relationship
between the BTAP indicators of competence and

reading achievement of mildly handicapped
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To achieve thls purpose, the following

directional, null hypotheses were tested:

1.

There is no significant difference
between pre and post, currliculum based,
reading achlevement scores of mildly
handicapped students.

There is no relationship between the
teaching behavior of speclal educatlon
teachers, as measured by the Beginning
Teacher Assistance Program, and
curriculum based, reading achievement
scores of mildly handlcapped students.
There is no significant difference
between mean, curriculum based, reading
achievement scores of mildly handicapped
students in classes of special education
teachers who exhibit effective teaching
behaviors, as measured by the Beginning
Teacher Assistance Program, more and less

frequently.

Statistical Analysis Techniaues
All data were analyzed usling SPSS-X (SPSS

Inc,,

test.

1986). Hypothesis #1 wag tested using the t

Mean reading achievement scores were

computed, pre and post. Observed differences

between pre and post, mean scores were then
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analyzed for statistical significance. Hypothesis
#2 was tested using Pearson’s product-moment
correlation. Mean frequency of subjectg’ teaching
behavior in 17 categories measured by the
Classroom Process Record were computed. These
data were analyzed with mean reading achievement
scores to determine the magnitude of
relationships. Finally, Hypothesis #3 was tested
using the t test. Two contrasting groups were
formed usling correlation statistics and subjectsg”
scores on the Classroom Process Record. Reading
achievement scores of the contrasting groups were
then analyzed for statistical significance of
observed differences.
ummar

The purpose of this study is fo validate the
indicators being used In Virginia to assess the
competence of beginning special education
teachers. For purposes of study, two types of
data were collected, clasgssroom cobservation data on
teaching behavior of subjects and reading
achlevement data on mildly handicapped students in
subjects’ classes. Data were analyzéd for
relatjonships between teaching behaviors of

subjects in the competency areas specifled by BTAP




and readling achievement of students, using a

causal-comparative research design.
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CHAPTER IV
Querview of Methodolo

One of the requirements of the Beginning
Teacher Assistance Program in Virginia is that
every beginning teacher demonstrate functional
knowledge of fourteen generic Indicators of
competence in actual performance in the classroom.
The underlying agsumption is that effective
teachers of all students share certain teaching
behaviors which are indicators of profegsional
competence. The approprliateness of BTAP for
evaluating the competence of special education
teachers has not been empirically validated,
however. It was the purpose of this study to
examine the validity of the BTAP indicators of
competence for special education teachers of
mildly handicapped students in Virginia.

The accessible population for this study
included a total of 32 elementary special
education teachers of mildly handicapped students
in Petersburg City and in the following schools in
Chesterfleld'cbunty: Matoaca Elementary, Etirick
Elementary, Enon Elementary, Wells Elementary,
Harrowgate Elementary and Curtls Elementafy. Thls
population was made up of both beginning and

experlienced teachers of speclal education, all
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certified to teach their respective, mildly
mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, and/or
learning disabled students. Some were resource
and some self-contained teachers. All were sent
letters apprising them of this study and asking
them to participate (see Appendix for a copy of a
letter to bullding principals explaining the study
and asking for thelr cooperation, and a copy of a
letter to teachers requesting their voluntary
participation). A total of 18 teachers from the
accessible population of 32 volunteered.

The researcher met with volunteers in after
school sessions and explained the purposes of the
study and the procedures for collecting data on
teacher behavior and student outcomes. The
requirement that each volunteer attend a half-day
inservice training session plus follow-up to learn
curriculum based measurement of reading
achievement was carefully explained. A total of 4
sessions were conducted, two in Petersburg and two
In Chesterfleld. Training was continued untll all
teachers were able to give and score measures with
100% accuracy. All volunteers attended the
required tralning.

The week following tralning, all volunteers

in the sample administered curriculum based
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The week following training, all volunteers
in the sample administered curriculum based
measures of reading achievement to handicapped
students In their classes. Each student was
administered measures individually on three
consecutive days. Self-contained ED and LD
teachers administered measures to all students.
Self-contained EMR teachers administered measures
to all students who were able to read on at least
a first grade level. Resource teachers
administered measures to all students in at least
one reading class. These were considered pre-test
scores. Teachers then waited three weeks and
administered measures agalin, indlvidually, on
three consecutive days. These were considered
post-test scores. Teachers recordedvall scores
for each student on the Reading Progress Record
form, see Flgure 1. Forms were then maliled to the
researcher.

To obtalin mean pre and post-test scores for
each teacher’s classg, pre-test scores of all
students In a class were summed and divided by the
total number of pre-measures administered.  Mean
post-test scores were similarly derived.

Observational data on each teacher in the

sample was gathered, usling the Classroom Process
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Figure 1

READING PROGRESS RECORD

Teacher School

DIRECTIONS TO THE TEACHER: Record each student’s name in the
left-hand column. Record the TOTAL WORDS CORRECT (TWC) read by
each student in the appropriate numbered column. Record pretest
gscores in the columns marked DAY 1, DAY 2, DAY 3. Record
post-test scores in the columns marked DAY 4, DAY S, DAY 6.

STUDENTS DAY { DAY 2 DAY 3 (3-WEEK INTERVAL) DAY 4 DAY S DAY 6
TWC wC __TWC TWC  TWC NG
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Record. The Classroom Process Record is a
standard observational schedule used in the
Beginning Teacher Assistance Program to gather
data on 67 specific teaching behaviors in 18
categories. All observations were done by the
researcher, who is a trained BTAP observer.
Observations were completed between the middle of
May and the middle of June, 1988. Consistent with
the requireﬁents of BTAP for |ndependent
observation to reduce observer bias, the
researcher did not know or work previously with
any volunteer In the sample.

Each teacher In the sample was observed
during 21 different Intervals over three
obsefvations of 35 to 40 minutes duration. All
observations were done during the three weeks
between pre and post-testing. For purposes of
analysis, total frequency of teaching behaviors in
18 categories, see Flgure 2, were computed for
each teacher. Mean frequency of behavior in each
category for each teacher was then computed by
dividing total frequency by total number of
observations.

Findings
The purpose of thls study was to examine the

vallidity of the BTAP Indicators of competence for
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Figure 2
Classroom Process Record: Cateqorles of Teacher
Behavior
1. Teacher Response
2. Teacher Response: Learner Does Not Answer Questlon
3. Teacher Follow-up Response
4. Teacher Responses: Learners Who Are:
Inattentive/Disruptive
5. Groups or Individuals Without Teachers
6. Groups With Teacher
7. Began Instructlonal Activity
B. Stated Expectations
9. Teacher Behaviors During Period
10. Rebuked On-task Learner
11. Interruptions
12. Relationships
13. Changed Activity
14. Made Assignment
15. End of Instructional Activity
16.: Environment
17. Participation
18. Off-task
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evaluating special education teachers in Virginia.
To achieve this purpose, the following specific,
directional null hypotheses were tested:

1. There is no significant difference
between pre and post, curriculum based, reading
achlievement scores of mildly handicapped students.

2. There is no relationship between the
teaching behavior of special education teacﬁers,
as measured by the Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, and curriculum based, readling achlevement
scores of mildly handicapped students.

3. There ls no significant differende
between mean, curriculum based, reading
achievement scores of mildly handlicapped students
in classes of special education teachers who
exhlblt effective teaching behaviors, as measured
by the Beginnlng Teacher Assistance Program, more
and less frequently.

thesis

There is no significant difference between
pre and post, curriculum based, reading
achievement scores of mildly handicapped students.

In order to determlne i1f there was
significant difference between pre and post,
curriculum based, reading achievement scores of

mildly handicapped students In this study, the
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appropriate analysis was a t-test. To obtain an
average or sample mean pre-test score, scores of
students in classrooms of participating teachers
were summed and divided by the number of cases or
18. The sample mean post-test score was similarly
derived. The mean pre-test score was 54.6383.
The mean post-test score was 58.9239, for a
difference of 4.2856. The t value was 2.90. With
17 degrees of freedom, this dlifference was
significant at the 1% level of probablility. (See
Table 1. This finding suggests that curriculum
based measures of reading achievement of mildly
handicapped students were sensitive to galn in
this study.

thegl

There iIs no relationship between the teachlng
behavior of speclal educatlion teachers, as
measured by the Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, and curriculum based, reading achievement
scores of mildly handicapped students.

In order to determine If there was a
relationship between the teaching behavior of
subjects and curriculum based, reading achlevement
scores of handicapped students, several analyses

were conducted. First, a range and frequency
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Table 1
fferenc Betw P a st-tests eadl
Achievement
Mean Standard Standard
Deviation Error
Pre-test 54,6383 21.750 5.127
Post-test 58.9129 24.991 5.890

Difference Standard Standard T-Value

Mean Deviation Error

4.2856 6.271 1.478 2.90

Degrees of 2-Tall
Freedom Prob.
17 .010
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distribution for each teaching variable, or
category of teaching behaviors, measured on the
Classroom Process Record was computed. Table 2
summarizes the data on range and frequency
distribution of teaching behaviors observed.
Ranges for the variables, Teacher Response,
Teacher Response: Unanswered Question, Teacher
Fol low-up Response, Responses to Inattention/
Disruption, Groups /Individuals Without Teachers,
Groups With Teacher, Teacher Behaviors During
Period, Changed Acitvity, and Made Assignment,
were adequate to meet the assumptlons necessary
for statistical analysis using Pearson’s product
moment correlation and the t-test. Mean
frequencies for the variables, Teacher Response,
Teacher Follow-up Response, Responses to
Inattention/Disruption, and Teacher Behaviors
During Perlod were also adequate to meet the
assumptlons necessary for statlistical! analysis
using Pearson’s product moment correlation and the
t-test. Frequency distributions for other
varlables were skewed.

Following computation and analysis of
frequency dlstributions, each teachling variable on
the Classroom Process Record was analyzed for lts

relationship to reading achievement of handlcapped
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Table 2

Ra and Mea of Freauency of Teac

Behaviors of Subjects

Teaching Behavior Range Mean
Teacher Response 6-17 11.222
Teacher Response:

Unanswered Question 9-14 10.944
Teacher Fellow-up Response 0-7 2.722
Responses to Inattentlion/

Disruption 0-17 6.222
Groups/Individuals Without

Teachers 0-7 4.167
Groups With Teachers 0-7 3.278
Began Instructional Activity 0-2 . 889
Stated Expectations 0-5 1.833
Teacher Behaviors During

Perlod 7-39 24,556
Rebuked On-task Behavior i-10 2.111
Interruptlons 8-11 9.611
rRelationships 0-2 | . 722
Changed Activity 0-5 1.833
Made Assignment 0-5 1.833
End of Instructional Actlvity 0-1 111
Environment 0-1 167
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students. The method of analysls used to test for
relatedness was Pearson’s product-moment
correlation. The results of the Pearson’s test
are summarized in Table 3. As can be seen, the
followlng varlables are positively related to
readlng achlevement of handlcapped students:
Teacher Response, Particlipation, Teacher Follow-up
Response, Groups/Individuals Without Teachers,
Began Instructional Activity, Stated Expectations,
Teacher Behaviors During Period, Rebuked On-task
Learner, Interruptions, Relationships, Changed
Actlvity, Made Assignment, and End of
Instructional Activity. All correlations are in
the expected direction except those for Rebuked
On-task Learner and Interruptions.

According to the Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, Phase Il Final Report, "the beginning
teacher should know that students tend to learn
best in an affectively neutral and non-punitive
environment. The teacher who knows thisg avolds
threats, does not show anger (1984; Appendlix C, p.
173. Further, the Phage II Final Report states
that, "the beginning teacher should know that
students learn best when activities flow smoothly

and contlinuousliy. The teacher who knows this
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Table 3

Correlations Between Teacher Behaviors a Readin

Achievement of Handicapped Students

Teacher Behavior Coeffliclent Probability
1. Teacher Response .3990 .050
2. Teacher Response: -.1201 .317

Unanswered Question

3. Participation L1778 .240
4., 0Off-task -.3004 113
5. Teacher .3378 085

Fol low-up Response

6. Teacher Response to -.3144 .102
Inattention/Disruption

7. Groups/Individuals .2098 .202
Without Teachers

8. Groups With Teacher -.1203 .317

9. Began L1797 .238
Instructional Actlvity

10. Stated Expectations .2548 .154

11. Teacher Behaviors .5648 .007

Durling Perlod

i2. Rebuked On-task Learner .1198 . 319
13. Interruptions . 4737 _ - .024
14. Relationships .2505 .158

15, Changed Activity .3106 .105




18.

Made Asslignment

-

End
Instructional

Environment

Activity

.0981
.1067

-.2431

26

. 349

.337

167
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seldom interrupts a presentation or an engaged
student or small group" (Beglnning Teacher
Assistance Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984,
Appendix C, p. 3). By definition, the two
categories of teacher behavior, Rebuked On-task
Learner and Interruptlions, should be negatively
correlated to reading achievement of students.
Table 3 shows negatlve correlations for the
following categorlies of teacher behavior: Teacher
Response Learner Does Not Answer Question, Off
Task, Teacher Responses Learners Who Are
Inattentive/Disruptive, Groups With Teachers, and
Environment. Off Task iIs the only category which
should be negatively correlated with reading
achievement., Other categories should show
positive relatlionships.

According to the Beglnning Teacher Assistance
Program, Phase II Final Report, "<(t)he beginning
teacher should know that high teacher expectations
can increase student learning. The teacher who
knows this prompts and encourages a student who
falls to answer a questlion..." (1984, Appendix C,
p. 9). Also, "Ct)he beglnning teacher should
know that different children within the same
cultural group may learn at different rates and In

different ways and regpond to different kinds of
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motivation. The teacher who knows this organizes
the class in different groups for different
purposes..." (1984, Appendix C, p. 133. And,
"(tdhe beginning teacher should know that it Is
important to be aware of everything that is goling
on in various parts of the room. The teacher who
knows this frequently asks for status, makes
contact when a student not in contact with the
teacher Is off task" (1984, Appendix, p. 15
Further, "(t)he beglnning teacher should know that
disruption ls minimal when rules of behavior are
clear and consistently enforced. The teacher who
knows this reminds a deviant learner of rules
Instead of stating them, sometimes by quietly
calling the student by name" (1984, Appendix C, p.
16). Finally, (t)he beginning teacher should know
that a classroom functions best i1f the physical
envlronmeht Ils adapted to learnling activitles.

The teacher who knows thisg rearranges furniture
for different activitlies.,." (1984, Appendix C, p.
14>,

By BTAP definitlions, the categorles, Teacher
Response Learner Does Not Answer Question, Teacher
Responses Learners Who Are Inattentive/Disruptive,
Groups With Teachers, and Environment, describe

effective teacher behaviors. Also by definition,
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effective teacher behaviors are those that
correlate positively with desirable student
outcomes (Medley, 1977>. Therefore, reading
achlevement of handlicapped students and the
teaching behaviors described by the above
categories should be positively related.

Of those categories which showed correlations
in the expected direction, two, Teacher Response
and Teacher Behaviors During The Period, reached
statistical signficance, p=.050 and p=.007,
respectively.

Some mention should be made of the
statistically signficant negative relationship
between the category of teaching behaviors
described by Interruptions and curriculum based
reading achievement scores of handicapped students
in thls study, p=.024. This corretation is highly
suspect. Data (see Table 3) suggest that the
range and mean frequency for the variable,
Interruptions, may not meet the assumptions
necessary for analysis using Pearson’s
product-moment correlation. Thls correlation,
therefore, was dliscarded in further analysis.

Hypothegis #3

There is no significant difference betweeh

mean, curriculum based, reading achlievement scores
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of mildly handicapped students In classes of
special education teachers who exhibit effective
teaching behaviors, as measured by the Beginning
Teacher Asslstance Program, more and less
frequently.

In order to determine if there was
significant difference between the reading
achievement scores of students in classes of
special education teachers who exhibited effective
teaching behaviors more and less frequently, the
results of the Pearson‘s test were subjected to
further analysls. Special education teachers who
exhibited effective teaching behaviors more
frequently were defined as those who scored above
the mean (Rating > 35.75) in the BTAP categories
of Teacher Respdnse and Teacher Behaviors During
The Period (see Table 4). Ten of 18 subjects fell
into this more effective group. Those who scored
below the mean on the same categories (Ratling
<35.77> were defined as the less effective group.
Eight of 18 subjects fell into this group. A
t-test was then used to analyze the difference
between mean reading achievement scores of the two
groups. Results are reported in Table 4., With

15.34 degrees of freedom, a t value of 3.09 was
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Tapble 4

T-test for Difference in Peading Achlevement Wit

Independent Variables of Teacher Behavicor During
eriod a s s
# of Mean Standard Standard T Value Degrees of 2-Tall
Cases Deviation Error Freedom Prob.
Group 1 10 7.6210 5.190 1.641

3.09 15.34 .007

Group 2 8 L1275 5.030 1.778
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ocbtained., The probablility that this difference is
due to random error is .007.

Analysis was also done to determine 1f special
education teachers who used all of the BTAP
categories of teachlng behavior more frequently
had slignificantly greater reading achievement
gscores than teachers who used all of the
categorles less frequently. Table 5 summarizes
the results of a t-test. With ¢ cases In each
group and 15.75 degrees of freedom, a t value of
.80 was obtained. There was no statlistically
slgniflicant dlffefence in mean reading achievement
scores of the more effective and less effective
groups (p=.437). Slnce only two of the teaching
behavior categorlies on the Classroom Process
Record showed a positive correlation with reading
achievement of handicapped students, it not
unexpected that there was no significant
difference in reading achlevement of handicapped
students when all of the BTAP categories of

teaching behavior were used in analysis.
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Table 5
I-test for Difference in Reading Achlevment for All Independent
Variables

# of Mean Standard

Cases Deviation

Group 1 9 5.4778 5.923

Group 2 9 3.0933 6.729

T Value Degrees of 2-Tail

Freedom Prob.,

.80 15.75 .437
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Chapter V
summary

In the early 1970’s, researchers began to
examine what It Is that effective teachers do.
Through extensive studies correlating teacher
behavior with measures of student achievement,
specific competencies of effectlve teachers have
been identifled and vallidated (Veldman & Brophy,
1974; Medley, 1977>. The state of Virginla has
mandated that fourteen such competencies be used
to evaluate-the professional competence of its
beginning teachers through the Beginning Teacher
Assistance Program.

Those experts who advocate usling specliflc
competencies for evaluatling teachers insist that
the teachling behaviors which are thought to be
Indicators of competence must bhe emplirically
tested to verlify relatlionshlips to student
outcomes, if, lndeed, evaluations are to be valld
(Medley et al., 1984; Socar, Medley, & Coker,
1983>. Much of the research on effective teaching
has been done at the elementary level. Very
little research has examined effective teaching In
speclal education. The fourteen competencles used
by the state of Virginia to evaluate beginning

teachers were taken primarily from research done
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in classrooms of regular teachers at the
elementary level (Beginning Teacher Assistance
Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984). Therefore,
certaln questions can be raised regarding the
vallidity of these indicators of competence for
evaluating special education teachers. It was the
purpose of this study to verify relatlonships’
between the BTAP indicators of competence and
achievement of mildly handlcapped students ln
classes of special education teachers In Virginia.
The following null hypotheses were tested to
verify relationships:

1. There is no signiflcant difference
between pre and post, curriculum based, readling
achievement scores of mildly handicapped students.

2. There ls no relationship between the
teaching behavior of special educatlion teachers,
as measured by the Beglinning Teacher Assistance
Program, and curriculum based, reading achlevement
scores of mildly handicapped studenfs. ‘

3. There is no significant difference
between mean, curriculum based, reading |
achievement scores of mildly handicapped students
in classes of speclal education teachers who

exhiblt effective teachling behaviors, as measured
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by the Beginning Teacher Assistance Program, more
and less frequently.

Observational data on 18 special education
teachers of learning disabled, emotionally
disturbed, and educable mentally retarded students
were gathered, using the Classroom Process Record.
The Classroom Process Record ls a standard
observational schedule used in the Beginning
Teacher Asslistance Program to gather data on 67
speciflc teaching behaviors In 18 categories. All
observations were done by the researcher, who Is a
tralned BTAP observer. This has to be considered
a limitation of the study; though, it should be
noted that, consistent with the requirements of
BTAP for independent observation to reduce
observer blas, the researcher did not know or work
previously with any volunteer in the sample.

Each teacher in the sample was observed
durling 21 different intervals over three
observatlions of 35 to 40 minutes duration. For
purposes of analyslis, total frequency of teachlng
behaviors iIn 18 categories was computed for each
teacher. Mean frequency of behavior In each
category for each teacher was theﬁ computed by
dividing total frequency by total number of

observations. These data were analyzed for
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observations. These data were analyzed for
celationships to curriculum based measures of
reading achievement of handicapped student~ in
subjects’ classes. The three hypotheses under
study were tested using t-tests and Pearson‘’s
product-moment correlation.
Conclusions

Hypothesis 1

The limitations of this study, which include
a small sample size and achievement data on
students collected sclely by subljects, make all
conclusions about the difference between pre and
post-test scores subject to further validation.
Recognlizing these limits, howéver, the results do
provide some support for the conclusion that
curriculum based measures of reading achievement
of handicapped students are sensitive to gain.
This suggests that curriculum based measurement
can be used to measure academic gains of mildly
handicapped students In a process-product study of
teacher effectivenenss. This finding Is
consistent with prévious evidence that curriculum
based measurement is highly sensitive to
short-term gains lIn academic achlievement of
handlcapped students (Deno et al., 1982; Marston

et al., L9833, It is feasible that the use of
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curriculum based measures in process-product
studies may overcome one cf the documented
obstacles to valldating competencies of special
educatlion teachers.

It has been noted previously In this study
that "questions about the appropriateness of
extant instruments have been raised in regard to
diagnosis and assessment for clinica} purposes, as
well as about research and evaluation efforts
where achievement, self-concept, socliometric
methods, and even IQ serve as dependent variables
or program outcomes to be tapped" (MacMillan,
1986, p. 693). Research efforts to validate
competencies of speclal education teachers using
standardized tests of pupll achievement as the
outcome measure have been fraught with difficulty.
Standardized tests are desligned to provide
information about the achlevement of chlldren in
the middle range. The valldlity of such tests for
children outside thls range ls questionable,
"since test scores become unrellable at the
extreme ends of the score dlstrlbuflon“ (MacMiltlan
et al., 1986, p. 694>. Curriculum based
measurement techniques correlate highly with
standardized achlevements tests, yet are sensitive

to short-term growth in students with learning
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1983). The measures are closely linked to the
student’s curriculum and are administered
repeatedly, thus increasing their reliability. It
has been argued that curriculum based measures are
preferable to standardized tests for measuring
academic progress of handicapped students (Marston
et al., 1983>. This study presents evidence that
these measures may be a viable alternatlve to
standardized tests in research on special
education teacher effectiveness.
Hypothesig 2

Within the limitations of this study, which
include observation data on teaching behaviors
collected solely by the researcher, resultis of a
Pearson’s product-moment test suggest that there
may-be a relationship between the reading
achievement of handicapped students and the
teaching behavior of speclal education teachers.
The Classroom Process Record of the Beglnning
Teacher Assistance Program vields data on 67
teaching behaviors in 18 categories. All 67
behaviors are low-inference measures of 14
indicators of competence used to evaluate
beginning teachers in Virginia. Teaching

behaviors in two of the 18 categorlies measured by
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the Classroom Process Record were signiflicantly
related to reading achievement of mildly
handlcapped students in this study. Several
conclusions can be drawn from these results,
considering, of course, the limitatlons of the
study.

First, there is evidence that BTAP measures
at least two categories of teaching behaviors
which are indicators of competence of special
education teachers. Among these are behaviors In
the categorles of Teacher Response and Teacher
Behaviors During the Period. The thirty-two
teaching behaviors In these categories are
low-inference measures of the following BTAP
indicators of competence: Academic Learning Time,
Accountabillity, Evaluatlon, Consistent Rules,
Affective Climate, Learner Self-Concept,
Meaningfulness, Questioning Skills, Reinforcement,
Close Supervislion, and Awareness.

Second, there 1s evidence that there may be
Indictors of competence which are critical for all
teachers. An underlying assumption of BTAP is
that "mastery of this set of Indlcators of
competence should...equip a teacher of any subject

or grade to perform the baslic functions or tasks



cescribable as ‘safe practice’t (Beginnlng Teacher
Assistance Program, Phase II Final Report, 1984,
p. 49>. While this study certainly does not
validate thls assumption, it offers some support
for the validity of at least two indicators of
competence for evaluating special education
teachers, simllar to those used In regqular
education. It should be noted, however, that
these indicators of competence do not appear to
occur ln the same context as they do In regular
educatlion classes. For example, none of the
categories on the Classroom Process Record which
measure teacher behavior during group instructlon
were related to the reading achievement of
handicapped students. These categories include
Groups with Teachers, Began Instructional
Acitivity, Stated Expectations, Relatlonships,
Changed Activity, Made Assignment, and Eﬁd of
Instructional Activity. 1In the classrooms
observed in this study, these teaching behaviors
simply did not occur frequently encugh to vield
sufficlently valid values and ranges for relliable
statistical analysis. This finding is consistent
with similar findings in studles of teacher

behavior in speclal education classrooms.
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In a review of the research on special
education classrooms, Morsink, Soar, Soar, and
Thomas (1986), reported a study conducted in 44
speclaf classrooms, including 38 educable mentally
handicapped, learning disabled, and emotionally
disturbed classes. A low-inference description of
teacher behavior in these clagsrooms suggested
that teachers "were engaged in supervisling/
directling learning experiences, rather than in
giving direct Instruction..." (Morsink et al.,
1986, p. 37). In the current study, teachers in
similarly labeled categorical programs for
educable mentally retarded, learning disabled, and
emotionally disturbed students engaged in teaching
behaviors which occurred while they supervised
learning rather than provided direct instruction.
If effective teaching takes place In groups and is
teacher dlirected as the researchers on effective
teaching In regular classrooms suggest

(Rosenshine, 1986), this study and others Iindicate

~ that speclial education teachers may not

demonstrate competencies in this context. On the
other hand, this study suggests that In the
context of supervising learning adtivitles,
special education teachers may demonstrate many of

the competencies of teachers in regular
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classrooms. Further, wlthin the limitations which
have already been described, this study provides
some evidence that these competencies, whether
demonstrated In the context of group instruction
or supervising learning activities, are related to
reading achievement of handicapped students.
Hypothesis 3

A t-test of the reading achlievement scores in
classes of teachers who demonstrated teaching
behéviors in the categories of Teacher Response
and Teacher Behaviors During the Perlod more and
less frequently revealed a statisticailly
significant difference. A simllar t-test of the
reading achievement scores of teachers who
demonstrated teaching behaviors in all categories
of the Classroom Process Record more and less
frequently yielded no statistically signiflcant
dl fference. As before, these flindings must be
interpreted given the limitations of the study.
Several concluslions, however, are suggested.

Again, only those teachlng behaviors In the
categories of Teacher Response and Teacher
Behaviors During the Period are related to readling
achievement of mildly handicapped students.
Indeed, frequency data related to teaching

behaviors in other categories appears to mask the
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pbehaviors in other categories appears to mask the
effects of teaching behaviors in these two
categeories. This may suggest a problem with
Instrumentation. That Is, the Classroom Process
Record of the Beginning Teacher Assistance Program
may measure teaching behaviors that are not
related to competencies of speclal education
teachers. It must be emphasized, however, that
the BTAP formulas for evaluating the competence of
teachers In varying contexts differ by context.
Certain teaching behaviors are more heavily
weighted in one context than in another. While
the formulas are not avallable, it 1s reasonable
to assume that teachlng behaviors in the
categories of Teacher Response and Teachef
Behaviors Durlng the Perlod may be more heavily
welghted by BTAP for teachers In speclal
education.
Implications

Thls study has implicatlions for researchers
in special.education, for those who construct and
use systems 1ike BTAP for evaluating speciél
education teachers, and for special education
teachers themselves. For researchers, the
evidence that there is a relationshlip between the

teaching behavior of special educatlon teachers
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and reading achievement of handicapped students
suggests that this is a viable area for further
research. Indeed, the study raises two immediate
questions for future research. One, does
increasing the frequency of BTAP or similar
Indlcators of competence among a group of teachers
who do not use them as frequently lead to
increases in student achievement? That Is, Is
there a causal relationship between the BTAP
Indicators of competence and the achievement of
handicapped students? And two, what are the
Indicators of competence for speclial education
teachers that are different from those of regular
educatlion teachers? Thls study has offered very
little in the way of answer to this second
question, except to suggest that the indicators of
competence for speclal educatlion teachers may
occur in a context which ls different from that of
regular education. These two questlions are
critical. Finally, the study has offered some
evidence for the feasibillty of using
currlculum-based measurement of readling
achievement of handicapped students in research on
teacher effectiveness in special educaflon. Of

course, 1t must be recognized that constructing
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such measures, where they are not already
avallable, is a difficult and lengthy process.

For evaluatcrs, some evidence has been
offered to suggest, within the limitations of the
study of course, that indicators of competence for
regular and special education teachers are
similar. An underlying assumption of BTAP, that
"mastery of this set of indicators of competence
should...equip a teacher of any subject or grade
to perform the basic functions or tasks that any
teacher ls expected to perform at a level
describable as “safe practice’" (Beglinning Teacher
Assistance Program, Phase Il Final Report, 1984,
p. 49>, may be valid. The questions must still be
" asked, however, "What is this set of indlicators of
competence ?" and "In what context must they be
demonstrated?" The two subjects in this study who
had been evaluated by BTAP explained to this
researcher that they felt they had to alter the
context in which they typically taught, in order
to pass BTAP. Specifically, both of these
teachers structured their classes, for the BTAP
observers, so that they provided direct
instruction to a group rather than supervised
learning activities of students as was their

typical mode of instruction. When this researcher
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asked one of these teachers if she ever used this
mode of instruction other than for BTAP, she said,
"Apbsolutely not, it wouldn‘t work with all the
students at different reading levels in the
class." The results of this study and this
vignette may suggest to evaluators that the
context in which speclal education teachers
demonstrate competencies may be a critical
variable. Evaluations which ignore context or
which force special education teachers to alter
the context in which they typically teach in order
to demonstrate competency may not be valid. This
certalnly has lmplicatlons for Instrumentatlion, as
well as for deflnitlons of indlicators of
competence., Finally, for evaluatorsgs, the question
stlill remains, "What are the competencies of
speclal education teachers that are different from
those of regular education?" Until this question
{s answered, the validity of evaluations of
competence of speclial education teachers will be
questlionable.

For special education teachers, many more
questions remaln than there are answers. There
may be a link between the BTAP indicators of
competence and reading achlevement of mildly

handicapped students. No evidence, however, has
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been offered to suggest that this lIs a causal
link. Special education teachers who demonstrate
these compeiencies may or may not have students
who achieve more in reading. Also, for teachers,
many questions remain about the validity of
evaluations of their competence. In what context
should they demonstrate thelr competence? What
are the indicators of competence for special
educators that are different from those of regular
educators? Until these questlons are answered, [t
would appear that special educators and their
students are best served when the teachers examine
their own teaching behavior, seek to Increase the
frequency of apparently effective teachlng
behaviors, and carefully and systematically
"evaluate the learnlng outcomes of students, using
a system llke currlculum based measurement. Of
course, many variables remain uncontrolled, and
conclusions about effective teaching may be highly
subjective. Wlith repeated and direct measurement
of student learning using curriculum based
measurement, conclusions about learning are less
subjective. This may be the most practical
lmplication of this research for teachers
concerned about their competence and

effectiveness.
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Limitations of the Study

In a causal-comparative study undertaken In a
naturalistic setting, there can be threats to
Internal and external vallidity. Among the threats
to validity in this study are instrumentation,
differential selection, the researcher as sole
observer, and subjects as evaluators of reading
achlevement of students. The wide range of
ingtructional objectives and curricular materlials
in special education and the failure of
standardlized tests to be sensitive to changes in
achlevement of handicapped students preclude the
use of standardized tests of achlievement for
measuring the dependent variable. The use of
curriculum based measures of reading achlevement
is relatively new in process-product studies.
Caution, therefore, must be used In interpreting
these measures of achievement. The fact that
teachers were invited to particlpate in the study
and all were volunteers Is a further threat to
valldity. This threat can only be acknowledged
and accepted since It simply was not possible to
require teachers to partlclpgte. Other threats to
valldity are the researcher as observer and

subjects as evaluators of reading achlevement in
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thelr classes. These are threats to valildity
which must be recognized in interpreting all
findings. Observer and evaluator blas cannot be
ruled out, though it should be noted that both
researcher and subjects were Independently trained
to administer the varlous measures used In this
study in valid and rellable ways. These threats
to validity, however, make findings tentative and
subject to further validatlion.
Recommendations for Future Regearch
The following recommendations are suggested
for future research. First, the causal
relatlbnshlp between BTAP or simllar indicators of
competence and learning outcomes of mildly
handicapped students needs to be examined.
Second, the relatlionship between context and
Indicators of competence for special educatlion
teachers needs to be explored. Along the same
line of inquiry, the relationship between the
context of teachlng in special educatlion and
achievement of students warrants study. Finally,
much more research needs to be done to determine
particular competencles of speclal educatlon
teachers that are different from those of regular

education teachers, Until this research ls dcne,
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systems designed to evaluate the competence of

special education teachers may not be valid.
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Appendix A



CURRICULUM BASED
READING MEASURES MANUAL

FOR THE ELEMENTARY
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

This manual 1ncludes all the materials and procedures
necessary for monitoring the proaress of students in Reading
using Curriculum Based Measurement Procedures.

The materials in this manual have been purchased from the
Minneaspolis Public Schools. Special Education Department.
c1986. Permission ig aranted to the purchaser for
reproduction of the student answer sheets for the purpose of
noncommerical and individual use, only. Further duplication
is pronibited. All Rights Reserved. .




SECTION CONE

PROCEDURES FOR MONITORING
READING PROGRESS USING
CURRICULUM BASED MEASUREMENT




C culu ased Measu e ot na Proare

The purpose of curriculum based measurement 1s to monitor
student preogress 1n reading toward Individuallzed Education
Proaram (IEP)> goals. .

QVQ::V 1ew

A major premls underlying curriculum based measurement 1s
that traditional standardized achievement tests do not meet
the requirements of a satisfactory progress measuring
svstem. Standarized tests do not adequately measure
learning. They may lack content vallidity. that is they
often do not measure what 1s taught in a typical reading
curriculum. Curriculum based measurement provides for
repeated measurement over time usina measures selected from
the adopted curriculum. The measures 1n this manual were
selected from the Ginn Reading Series. A)]l passaages were
screened Using the Fry Readibility Formula. Validity,
reliabllity., and stabilitvy of the measures have heen
extensively investigated with coefficients ranging from .80
to .96.

. als

The following matertals are 1ncluded 1n Section Two of this
manual :

GINN 5 GRADE 1 1-20
GINN 7 GRADE 2 1-20
GINN < GRADE 3 1-20
GINH 10 GRADE 4 1-18
GINN 11 GRADE 5 1-18
GINN 12 GRADE 6 1-18




Proce = i e S

Proaress monitoring will be done wéekly. Measures should be
col lected approximately 6 to 7 days apart.

To beain measuring. choose a numbered passage (see Section
Twno? from the student’s AGE appropriate grade level UNLESS
the student i1s readina more than three vears below his age
appropriate grade level. In this case. choose a numbered
passage BETWEEN the student s instructional level and
his/her age appropriate grade level.

Put the unnumbered copvy 1n front of the student. Use the
numpered copy to monitor performance and mark errors while
the stument reads aloud to vou.

1. Supply a word QNLY after the student has walted 3
seconds without respondlng.

2. DO NOT say the correct word atter the student has said
an 1ncorrect word.

3. Record errors as follows:

(a)> Put a stash (/) throuch words read incorrectly
(errors). These are recorded as errors: Teacher
supp!lied words, mispronuncilations., omissions, words
read out of seguence (transpositions’ and
substitutions.

Repetitions are NQT errors.
Sel f-corrections are NOT errors.
Dialect characteristics are NUT errors.

(h) Circle unusual proper nouns (names such as Sei1go?
which are tncorrectly read.

(¢?) Mark 1nsertions with a caret (°3.




Q[qurlgng

Teil the student: "W v 5 v v
aloud at the top of thls page."
"RPead across the page.' (JDemonst_ate by
polptina.
1] v U V w
aword, ] will tell vou the word. Be

. v v u P v?
ailn."”

Start the stopwatch simultaneously as you sayv “"Beain."
After 1 minute. say. "Thank you" and remove the reading passaqe.

Put a bracket ([} after the last word read.

Scorina
1. Write the number of words read __ EXAMPLE: Billv
within the minute 1nterval. 150 words read
2. Subtract the circled words IS0 words read
(incorrectlvy read unusual =2 circled words
nouns) ftfrom the words read. 148 tota! words read
These are not counted as
errors.
3. Find the Total Words Correct 148 words read
(TWC) by subtracting errors -10 errors
from the words read. 138 Total Words Correct
4. Mark any insertions with 10 errors
(caret marks?. Add *2 insertions
insertions to the errors 12 total errors

to tind the total number
of errors.

Billy read 138 words
correct with 12
ercors. This should
be written as:

138 TWC
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Record the student s TUTAL WORDS CORRECT (TWC) on the READING
PROGRESS RECORD ¢(see Section Three of this manual?’.

DY NOT record the student’s name or TWC 1n the blanks marked
NAME and CORRECT on the reading passages.




SECTION TWwWO

READING PASSAGES

Note: Included Ln this sectlon are samples of the measures used at each grade Level,
1-6.. There are 20 such measures avalloble at each Level,




" Eat away! " said City Mouse. 5 1-1

" You will like this food. " | 10
Country Mouse said, " I do like it. 17
I may not go back to the country. " 25 T
City Mouse said, " Don't go back! 31
You can live here with me, " 37 Correct
When they were eating, 41
City Mouse saw something big. 46
He said, " Run! Run, Country Mouse. 52
And don't stop. " 55
Away went City Mouse. 59
And away went Country Mouse. 64
They ran out of the house. 79
City Mouse called, " Come back, 75
Country Mouse! 77
There is no danger now. 82
The cat went back into the house. " 89
But Country Mouse did not stop. 85
He called, " No, I don't like to live 103
where there is danger. 107
I'm going home. " 110
Country Mouse ran up a hill 116
and into the country. 120
When he got home, he said, 126

“ At last I can stop! 131




One night his mother came in when he had
just gone to bed and was ready to read.

' Scuffie, " she said. "1 don't think it is good
for you to read so much in bed. And look at
your candle. It has dripped down on your bed."

“Please let me read for a little while. | have
all these books to read.”

“All right."* said his mother, **but don't read
a long book. And don't forget to shut your
outside door. You know why, don't you ?"

“Yes, Mother, | know why, ™ Scuffie said.

“You really should shut it right now,” his
mother said. And she gave him a small good-
night mouse kiss.

When she was gone. Scuffie thought, ' | really
should get up and shut the door right now. |
will do it in a little while. ™

He started to read. Then he heard something
outside.

“What is that 2" he thought.

't was his neighbors, Big Beetle and Little
Beetle, who lived nearby.

"Hello," said Big Beetle. "I see that you are
reading in hed.”

*And with your door wide open,' said Little
Beetle. *You really should NOT do that, you
know."

The beetles crawled away.

18
27
38
47
57
62
70
79

86
93

101
110
113
121

131
138

146
147
152

160
lek

173
176
184
192
183
197

2-1

Name

Correct



“This is your home now, my children. We
welcome you, | and the stars, for we enjoy
watching you dance.” And the boys went on
dancing, and strangely enough, they found that
they did not grow tired at all. The bear’s song
grew louder and sweeter. Behind each boy a bright
star grew, and the moon smiled at their dance.

Then the smallest star boy heard a tiny voice
from far away. Someone was crying and calling
his name. Over the sound of the bear's song and
of his brothers' dancing feet he listened, and he
heard the distant voice again. It was his mother’s
voice. The smallest boy began to run as fast as he
could go, with the bright star he was wearing
making a shining trail behind him.

“Come back, come back," cried his brothers and
the moon, but the little boy raced away from them.
Down he flew, past the eagle's nest, past the
clouds, and closer and closer to the earth, as the
sound of his mother calling him grew louder and
louder.

Soon he could see her. She could almost touch
his hand. Then he ianded on the earth. But where
he landed there was no boy. There was only a
hole, the kind a star makes when it falls. His
mother cried still harder when she saw the fallen
star. Then she looked up and saw her other boys

dancing in the sky.

25
32

42
51
60

69
77
87
86
105
116
125
131
138
149

158
168

177
178

187
197

207
217
2286
236
240

Name

Correct




In the end they decided on "Teddy" because
the puppy looked so much like a small teddy
bear, and he even squeaked.

He squeaked and cried—especially at night. No
matter how cozy Mary Jo made his bed in the
kitchen or how rany times Teddy yawned at
bedtime. he always woke as soon as everyone
was in bed and the house was still. He woke and
cried as if his heart would break. Mary Jo put a
night-light in the kitchen, in case he was afraid
of the dark. She gave him a little snack at bedtime,
in case he was hungry. She put an old toy dog in
bed with him. hoping he would think it was another
puppy. But he didn't.

Mary Jo walked sleepily from her warm bed
out to the kitchen a dozen times a night to see
Teddy. As long as she was there, he was happy.
He tried to get her to play as if it were the middle
of the day instead of the middle of the night. and
he licked her with his loving puppy tongue. As
tired as she was, Mary Jo could never feel angry
with him because he was so happy each time she
appeared at the kitchen door.

But by the end of the first week she could
hardly get up in the mornings. She was almost
late for school. Everyone looked tired because
although Mary Jo was the one who got up to
soothe him, Teddy woke the others with his
loud, sad little cries.

17
22

30
40

w
1

20

Name

48

67
78
88
99
111
121
125§

133
144

154

167
178
187
197
207
212
222
231
238
248
256

260

Correct




The policemen peered after Petros as he wandered
along the quay, stopping every few feet to gobble
fish. Then they got bored and turned around and
dozed off again.

Fish by silver fish, and of his own free will, Petros
wandered toward the little beach. There Vassili waited,
silent, in the little boat.

“Petros?" Vassili whispered.

He held up the last of the fish.

Petros hopped aboard. The fish curved through the

air. Petros' bill clattered. The fish disappeared.

And then once more Vassili began to row.

The next morning was Sunday. Everyone on the
island was getting ready to go to church when sud-
denly Fofo appeared on the waterfront, barking wildly.

“What is Fofo barking about? Doesn't she know it's
Sunday?" the Chief Official of the island said as he
sat at breakfast.

But Fofo went right on barking. And then, when
everyone came out of doors to see what was the matter.
she began dashing toward the Cats' Church.

“There must be a cat inside that's just had kittens,"
the Chief of Police announced. He buttoned up his
uniform. "1 suppose I'll just have to go along to make
sure.” '

A crowd had already gathered outside the Cats’
Church when the Chief of Police arrived.

He blinked.

There, standing by the open door of the Cats'
Church, was Petros.

“A miracle!" everyone cried. "Petros is back!" And
they ran to tell Thodori.

Thodori was still asleep.

Vassili, from his cot in the corner of the room, saw
the Chief of Police and the priest and the Chief Official
of the island standing over Thodori‘s bed.
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As the boat disappeared toward the shore James tried
to shake off a feeling of gloom, Would he ever get off
the Jersey? How much longer could he endure the
horrors of this ship?

James Forten remained a prisoner of the Jersey for
three more months, seven months in all. Then, with
the war almost over, he was released in a general
exchange of prisoners. Without shoes and clothed in
rags, he walked the whole distance to Philadelphia.
‘After he had rested a few days, he looked up his friend
Daniel Brewton and was overjoyed to find him safe
and restored to health.

Daniel Brewton never forgot what James Forten had
done for him. Fifty-six years later Brewton told his
story to William Nell, an early black historian. “With
tears raining down his face,” Nell wrote, 'the old man
(Brewton) told how James Forten had saved his life
when they were hoth captives on the prison ship
Jersey."”

As for James Forten, his courage and compassion
were splendidly rewarded. After making a trip to
England as a seaman on an American vessel, James

returned to his own country where he became a worker

in the shop of a famous Philadeiphia sailmaker. He
continued to read everything he could get his hands
on, and he tried to be the best worker in the shop.
After a while, he became head man in the sailmaking
shop. After a few more years, he was able to buy the
business for himself. The money for this purchase
was loaned to him by a rich merchant who had known
James all his life and had faith in him.

James Forten lived to an old age, a rich and highly
respected citizen,
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SECTION THEREERE

REEADING PROGRESS RECORD




READING PROGRESS RECORD

Teacher School

DIRECTIONS TO TiE TEACHER: Record each student’s name in
the left-hand column. Record the TOTAL WORDS CORRECT (TWC)

read by each student in the appropriate numbered column.

STUDENTS Day I Day 2 Day 3 (Three Week Interval) Day ! Day 2 Day 3
TWC TWC TWC TWC  TWC TWC
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PETERSBURG PUBLIC SCHOOLS

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION OFFICES
141 Easr WYTHE STREET
PETERSBURG, VIRGINIA 23803-4684
(804) 732-0510

SCHOOL BOARD
WiLLiAM A. ARCHIE, Chairman

SUPERINTENDENT . Ms. Heoy Rosexstock, Vios Chairman
SHiRL E. GiLBERT {1, PuD, Dr Reabmo W. Black

. OLLIE BROWN

. Mez Joan T. CurLiNG
EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS Ds. PERRY A. MASSEY
Dr. JaMES S. HEYw00D, Instruction Rev. ARLESTER NEWSOME, JR.
Mes. JOANNE, W, NORMAN, Business & Finance Joun W. Scrioes, Sr.
RoBERT O, WaLLs, Administrative Operations CLype T. YANDLE

‘Aprll 29, 1988

Dear Speclal Educatlon Teacher:

The purpose of this letter ls to request your valued assistance In collecting data
for a study designed to investigate the validity of the BTAP competencies for
speclial education teachers. As you know, the State of Virginia requires that all
beginning teachers demonstrate their competence In the Beginnlng Teacher Assistance
Program. The BTAP competencies have been validated for regular education teachers.
They have pot been valldated for teachers of special education. As a former special
——=-gdicatlon teacher and progam specialist in Chesterfleld, I know, llke you, that
there are differences between handicapped and nonhandicapped gtudents. It is only
logical to assume that competencles of regular education and special education
teachers may differ. Yet, the State of Virginia evaluates all beginning teachers on
the game competencles. As a volunteer in this study, you can make a valuable
~contribution to our knowledge of speclial education teacher competencies. You can
help to ensure that beglnning speclal education teachers are evaluated on
competencies important for success in special education, pot regular education.

As with all research, there are certain things that I need to ask of volunteers.
First, I must ask that volunteers attend a two hour, after school workshop to learn
currlculum based measurement for monitoring the progress of handicapped students.
Second, I am asking that volunteers administer curriculum based measures to students
in one of thelr reading classes on three consecutlve days In May and agalin on three
congsecutlive days in June. Each measure takes approximately two minutes to
administer and two mlnutes to score. Finally, I am asking volunteers to allow me to
do three, 35-minutes obhservations of thelr teaching over the course of four weeks in

May and June.

.1 reallze that this research will have an impact on the time and energy of -
volunteers. In return for your participatlion, you will recelve a $25.00 gift
certificate for dinner at Steak ‘n Ale and a copy of a Curriculum Based Reading
Measures Manual. Curriculum based measurement 1s the best researched approach to
monitoring students’ progress on IEP goals and objectives. Measures takes only two
minutes to give and score, they can be adminlstered as often as necessary, and they
are highly valld Indicators of progress. Upon request, volunteers may also receive
a copy of the "Personnel Competencies Research Project" report, which identifles and
documents competencies of special education teachers by category. Finally, all
volunteers will have the reward of knowing they have contrlbuted to current
knowledge In the field of special education.




If you are willing to be a volunteer in this study, please sign the attached consent
form. PReturn the form to your school secretary by Wednesday, May 1i, 1988. I will
contact the secretary to get the names of volunteers. I will then contact ail

volunteers by Friday, May 13th.

Thank you for your attention and conslideration.
Sincerly,

675»2—'2&3 CC-/M/

Cynthia E. Henshaw
Staff Development Specialist

CEH:ask

Attachment




BTAP VALIDITY STUDY

sura of Volunt artic

Partlicipation In this study Is strictly voluntary. The right of an indlvidual to
decline to participate or to withdraw in part or whole at any time is guaranteed.
Refusal to particlpate will not result in any penalty, bias, or loss of benefits,

Avallabjlity of Regults

Results of this study will be avaliable from:

Cynthia E. Henshaw, Researcher
3208 Osborne Road
Chester, VA 23831

804-796-5212

or

Dr. Douglas Prillaman, Sponsor
Department of Speclial Education
College of William and Mary
Willlamsburg, VA 23185
804-253-4607

Informed and Voluntacy Consent to Participate

I have been fully informed and agree to particlpate in the study. My right to
decline to participate or to withdraw in whole or part at any time has been

guaranteed.

Date

Volunteer




COMSENT FORM

The purpose of this form is to request
voluntary participation in a study whigh wIl?o;:
conducted from September to November, 1988.
Federal and state guldelines, as well as moral and
ethical obligations, demand that all subjects of
research be informed participants. Please read
carefu11¥ the following information. Then silgn in
Egepigffzgn Tafke? "Informed and Voluntary Consent
£ cipate" | ou are
in this ctody y re willing to participate

Sy

The purpose of thls study ls to valldate
certaln indicators of competence currently used to
agssess beginning teachers in Florida and Virginia.
The Indicators of competence which will be
investigated have been validated for teachers of
regular education. They have not been validated
for teachers of special education.

ount j volv

The length of the study is six weeks, from
September to November of 1988. All volunteers
will be asked to attend a 2 and 1/2 hour Iinservice
training session and a 1 hour follow-up sesslion to
learn Curriculum-Based Measurement procedures for
monitoring the progress of students In reading.
Training sessions will be scheduled in September.
Following tralining, volunteers will be asked to
take Indlividual reading achievement measures of S
to 8 students In their classes for three
consecutive days, walt four weeks, and take
measures again for three consecutlve days. Each
reading measure takes approximately 4 minutes to
administer and score. For 5 to 8 students, the
impact on subjects’ time iIs estimated to be 20-32
minutes per day for a total of 6 days. All
volunteers will also be asked to allow a trained
observer to do a weekly classroom observation of
approximately 35 minuteg duration during three of
the four weeks between reading achievement

ineasures.

All data collected for purposes of study will
be kept strictly confidential. Classroom
observation data on volunteers and reading
achievement data of students in volunteers’
classes will be identifled by Soclal Security
number only. The researcher, and only the
regsearcher. will have access to data collected on
individual volunteers. For purposes of analysis.
only aroup data wil! be used. No data will be




used for any purpose except that expressly
specitied in this study.

2 . of Vo Part g .
Participation 1n this study is strictly
voluntary. The riocht of an individual to decline
to participate or to withdraw in part or whole at
any time is ocuaranteed. Refusal to participate
will not result in any penalty, bias., or loss of

benefits.

Results of this study will be available from:
Cynthla E. Henshaw, Resgearcher
3208 Osborne Road
Chester, Virginia 23831
804-796-5212

- or

Dr. Douglas Prillaman, Sponsor
Department of Special Education
College of William and Mary
Williamsburg, Virginia
B04-253-4607

Infor a Vv t c t

I have been fully informed and aaree to
participate in the study outlined above, My right
to decline to participate or to withdraw in whole
or part at any time has been guaranteed.

Volunteer Date
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PETERSBURG PUBLIC SCHOOLS

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION OFFICES
141 EAST WYTHE STREET
PETERSBURG, VIRGINIA 23803-4594

(804) 732-06510
SCHOOL BOARD
WILLIAM A, ARCHIE, Chatrman

SUPERINTENDENT Ms. HEpy Rosenstock, Vice Chairman
StitiL, E. Guuserr I, PuD. D= Reanmi W. Buack

OLLE BRowN

Mgs. Joan T. CurLing
EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS Dr. Perzy A. MASSEY
Dr. JamEes S. HEywoop, Instruction REv. ARLESTER NEWSOME, JR.
Mgs. JOANNE W. NORMAN, Business & Finance Joun W. Scioes, Sk
RoBert O. WALLS, Administrative Operations CLYDE T. YANDLE

April 29, 1988

Dear Principals:

The purpose of this letter is to ask your permission to contact the LD, ED, and EMR
teachers in your school to solicit their participation in a study designed to
valldate BTAP competencles for special education teachers. [ have shared the intent
and procedures for thls study with Dr. Finkler and have his approval to approach

you.

The study will not impact on your time, at all, other than the decision to agree
that your teachers may particlpate. The Impact cn students will be minimal.
Teachers In the study will administer a total of six one-minute measures of reading
progress to a group of six (6) to eight (8) of their students.

As a former special education teacher and program specialist, I feel It is important
to demonstrate that the competencies used to certify special education teachers are
related to achievement of handicapped students. I know that you want the new
speclal education teachers you hire to be certified on the basis of competencies.
that are correlated to a teacher’s success with speclial education students.

I will call your office on May 8th to answer any questions you may have and seek
your approval to ask your teachers for their voluntary participatlon., If you do
approve, would you have your secretary place a copy of the attached consent letter
in the box of each of your LD, ED, and EMR teachers. 1 am asking volunteers to
return consent forms to your secretary. I will then obtaln their names from your
secretary and contact those who Indicate a witlingness to participate.

Thank you for your consideration and valuable contribution.

Sincerely,

P & ot )

Cynthia E. Henshaw
Staff Development Speclialist

CEH:ask

Attachment
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Abstract

In Virginia, the State Board of Education has
specified fourteen areas in which every teacher
who is granted a Collegiate Professional
Certlﬁicate must be competent and has establlished
the Vl;glnla Beginnling Teacher Assistance Program
(BTAP)> for the purpose of assessing the competence
of beginning teachers. The basis of BTAP Is a
"set of measurable or observable indicators
through which beginning teache;s can demonstrate
thelr competence in each competency area specified
by the Board of Educatlion." In studies of teacher
effectiveness in regqular education, these
competency areas have been consistently related to
increased student achievement. Few studies in
speclal educatlion have sought to demonstrate that
these competency areas relate to increased
achlievement for handicapped students. The purpose
of thls study was to validate the BTAP Indicators
competence of for speclial educatlon teachers.
Classroom observation data on teaching behavior of
subjects and reading achlievement data on mildly
handicapped students in subjects’ classes were
collected. Data were analyzed for :elatlonships'
between teaching behaviors of subJects and reading

achievement of students,.
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