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Chapter 1.
Introduction,

With the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education
for All Handlcapped Chlldren Act of 1975, came the regquire-
ment that an Individualized Education Program (IEP) be
written for each handicapred child receiving speclal edu-
catlon and related services (United States Statutes at
Large, 94th Congress, lst Session, 1975, Volume 89, p.
776). From the beginning, difficulties have been associ-
ated with the wrlting of IEPs. Among problem areas clted
have been: time involved in developlng IEPs (Morrissey
and Safer, 1977); peperwork involved in developing IEPs
(Turnbull, Strickland, and Hammer, 1978); costs involved
in developing IEPs (Price and Goodman, 19580); teachers'
lack of skills necessary for developing IEPs (Lynch,

1977; Morrissey and Safer, 1977; Hayes and Hlggins, 1978);
adminlstratoras' difflculties with record-keeping and
management of IEPs (McCarthy and Marks, 1977); and vérious
aspects related to the quality of IEPs (Alper, 1978;
Anderson, Barner, and Larson, 1978; Schenck, 1979;

Schenck and Levy, 1979).

Evaluatlions of the IEP process have been mandated
and conducted (Bureau of Education for the Handlcapped,
1979; Comptroller General of the United States, 1981) and
guidelines and solutlions to problems have been suggested
(stevens and Macy, 1979; Iano, 1979; Gillesple, 1979; Mor-
ra, 1979; Walker, 1979). Still, problems with IEPs have




persisted (Tymitz, 1980; Pyecha and Morra, 1981; Sabatino,
1981; Schenck, 1981; Feinn, 1982; Nordan, 1982; Nutter,
Algozzine, and Lue, 1982),

Recently, a new solution to the difflicultles associ-
ated with IEPs has been put forth. School districts have
begun experimenting with using computers to asslst in the
development of IEPs, To date, research studles lnvolving
the use of computers 1ln the development of IEPs have focused
upon time involved (Allegheny Intermediate Unit, 1981;
Brown, 1982; Enell and Barrick, 1983; Ryan, 1984); costs
involved (Enell and Barrick, 1983; Brown, 1982; Ryan,
1984); parent, administrator, and teacher attltudes toward
and perceptlons of IEPs developed using computers (Eﬁell
and Barrick, 1983; Ryan, 1984); and lssues relating to
the quallty of IEPs developed with the ald of the computer
(Allegheny Intermediate Unit, 1980; Lillile, 1983; ﬁeid-
brink, 1984).

The results of the research studles involving the
development of IEPs wlith the aid of the computer have
been positive In the areas of decreasing time 1lnvolved,
decreasing costs lnvolved, and encouraging parent, adminis-
trator, and teacher favorable attitudes. However, research
studies lnvolving lssues related to the quality of IEPs
developed with the ald of the computer have been extremely

limited 1n slize and scope of factors investigated.,




Need For The Present Study.

Studies published since 1978 have examined IEPs'
long~term goals and short-term instructional objectives
with regard to clarity (Alper, 1978), number (Pyecha and
Morra, 1980), type (Anderson, Barner, and Larson, 1978;
Feinn, 1982), and appropriateness (Schenck, 1979; Pyecha
and Morra, 1980), and have evaluated IEPs with regard to
the presence or absence of data specifically required by
Public Law 94-142 (Schenck and Levy, 1979; Pyecha and
Morra, 1980; Comptroller General of the United States,
1981; Schenck, 1981; Nordan, 1982; Nutter, Algozzine, and
Lue, 1982; welton, 1982).

The results of these studies indicate the presence

of considerable deficiencies in the clarity, type, number,
and appropriateness of the long-term goals and short-term
instructional objeqtives contained in the IEPs examined,
and in the presgence of data speciflcally required by
Public Law 94-142,

In view of the continulng difflcultiy wlith the qualilty
of long-term goals and short-term instructlonal objectives
contained in IEPs, and with the fallure to include consis-~
tently in IEPs all of the data specifilcally required by
Public Law 94-142, there 1s a need to focus upon finding
a solution to these problems,

The use of the computer to aid in the development of
the IEP has achleved posltive results with regard to the
solution of other problems related to IEPs (time, cost,




and parent, administrator, and teacher attitudes). There-
fore, it appears loglcal to examine the efficacy of bom-
puter iechnology in the solutlion of problems related to
the guallty of IEPs.

Unfortunately, few studles involving various issues
related to the quality of IEPs developed wlth the ald of the
computer have been published. Two of the studies (Allegheny
Intermedlate Unit, 1981; Heldbrink, 1984) investigated
the number of long-term goals and short-term instructional
objectlives contalned in IEPs developed with and without
the ald of the computer. These researchers found that a
significantly greater number of objectives ﬁere selected
for IEPs developed using a computerized system, and that
objJectives selected using the computer developed IEPs
were representative of a significantly greater number of
content subcategories. Another study (Lillle, 1983)
focused upon the presence or absence of data specifically
required by Public Law 94-142, and upon the clarilty and
appropriateness of long-term goals and short-term instruc-
tional objectives contalned in IEPs developed with and
without the ald of the microcomputer. Llllle found that
microcomputer-generated IEPs were rated significantly
higher than teacher-wriltten IEPs on clarity, relevance,
and legal requirements,

Results favoring the use of computers to aid in the
development of IEPs as a solution to problems related to

the quallty of IEPs were 1indlcated in all three of the




studles, However, the scope of the Allegheny Intermedlate
Unit (1981) report and the Heidbrink (1984) study 1§ ex=
tremel& limited since they provide informatlon pertalning
only to the number of long-~term goals and short-term in-
structional objectives contained in IEPs. Lillie's (1983)
study 1s also extremely limited since he compared a very
small number of IEPs: twelve IEPs developed with the ald
of the milcrocomputer and twelve teacher-written IEPs.
Thus, the empirilcal evidence reveallng the effectiveness
of microcomputers in improving the quality of IEPs 1is
limited.

A recent study pertalning to mlcrocomputer-assisted
IEPs was conducted by Ryan (1984). Although Ryan's (1984)
study did not examine the quality of IEPs developed with
the aid of the mlcrocomputer, she addressed the quallty
of IEPs developed using computerized and non-computerized
methods in the discussion section of her study, indicating
that this 1ssue remains in need of further investigation.

The use of microcomputers to ald in the development
of IEPs usually 1nvolves the avallabillty of a manual of
long-term goals and short-term instructional objectlves.
Generally, teachers choose from the manual those goals
and obJectives appropriate for the child whose IEP they
are developing. In her discuasion, Ryan (1984) has pro-
posed that 1t may be the use of the manuals of goals and
obJectlves in computerized systems which enables teachers

to develop IEPs of better quality than those written by




teachers without the ald of manuals of goals and obJectlves,
Ryan (1984) further suggested that it could be argued that
teachers 4o not need to use a computerized system in order to
use a manual of goals and objectives., In order to clarify this
lssue, a comparison needs to be made between the quality of
microcomputer-assisted IZPs and manual-assisted IEPs.

Also, a comparison of the quality of microcomputer-
agslsted IEPs and teacher-written IEPs would increase the
empirical evlidence avallable regarding the efficacy of
microcomputers in improving the quality of IZPs, Finally, a
domparison of manual-asslsted IEPs and teacher-written IEPs -
would provide more complete'information with regard to the
quality of IXPs 1in general,

Theoretical Rationale,

The IEP, as set forth in the Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act of 1975, is the embodiment of the concept
of individuaslization in educatlion for handicapped children.

It features the most sallent characteristics of 1lndividueliza-
tion: dlagnosls, intervention, and evaluation (Schenck and
Levy, 1979). The creation of a quality IEP, which contains
well~formulated, appropriate annual goals and short-term in-
structlonal objectives, and whlch includes all of the data
specified 1n Public Law 94-142, is often beyond the level

of expertise of teachers as well as in excess of the time they
have avallable.

Computer-managed instructlion (CMI) has been defined




by Allen (1983, p. 33) as "the use of the computer to
solve ;nstructional management problens, [as haviné] come
to mean computer-based agslstance in the management of
"individualized' instruction." According to Burke (1982),
CMI is “characterized by testing, dlagnosis, learning
prescriptions, and thorough record-keeping" (in Hof-
melster, 1983, p. 17). A clear and strong relationship
between computer-managed instructlion and the special
educator's IEP responsibllities becomes evident when
definitions of CMI and IEPs are considered (Hofmeister,
1983), CMI can apply the data processing capabilities of
the computer to the mainly clerical needs of individualized-
education as a solutlon to the many problems faced by
educators involved with individuallzed methods., Testing,
record-keeping, report generation, and the preparation
of instructional prescriptions germane to individuallzed
education can be facllitated by‘the use of CMI (Allen,
1980).

The use of computers to ald in the development of
IEPs represents a change in the proceas of IEP preparation.
Herzberg's (1959) research indicated that the task with
which employees are involved ls a motlvator which con-
tributes to job performance (Herzberg, Mausner, and
snyderman, 1959). Among the components of Job performance
which administrators can influence directly 1s task de-

sign (Hamner, 1979). In discussing methods to improve
employee performance, Pasmore (1979, p. 104) described




"soclotechnlical system intervention which adjusts the
technology of the organlzation and the way the work 18
done." He suggested that a direct change in the behavior
required of employees in the performance of thelr tasks
can increase motivatlon and job performance (Pasmore,
1979).

The varlous factors lnvolved in the work of de-
veloping IZPs have an effect upon the performance of this
task by those to whom it is assigned., If the requlrements
of the task of developing IEPs are changed by the use of
computer-menaged instruction or by the use of manuels
contalining annual goals and short-term instructional ob-
Jeetives, then 1t can be expected that the quallty of the
IEP document will improve and teachers' attitudes toward

this task will likewise improve,

Statement of the Problem,

The purpose of this study ls to determine wnlch IEPs
are of greater quality for learning~-disabled students:
teacher-written IEPs (those developed without the aid of
manuals of goals and objectives or mlerocomputers); manual-
asslsted IZPs (those developed with the aid of manuals of
goals and objectives); or microcomputer-assisted IEPs
(those developed with the aid of both manuals of goals and
objectlves and microcomputers). This study investigates the
question: What effect does the use of mlcrocomputers and
manuals of goals and objectives have upon the quality of

IEPs developed for learning dlsabled students?




Definition of Terms.

For the purposes of this study, the followilng
definitions apply:
Individualized Education Program (IEP),

Indlvidualized Education Program (IEP) is a written
statement developed 1in a meeting by a‘representative of
the local education agency who shall be qualifled to
provlide or supervlse the provision of instruction, the
teacher, the parent or guardlan, and when appropriate,
the chlld., Individualized Educatlon Programs include a
statement of the present levels of educatlonal perform-
ance of a child, a statement of annual goals, including
short-term instructional objectlves, a statement of the
speclflic speclal education and related services to be
provlided to a child, and the extent to which a child
wlll be able to participate in regular educational pro-
grams, the projected dates for initiation of services
and the anticipated duratlion of the services, and appro-
priate objectlive criterla and evaluatlon procedures and
schedules for determlining on at least an annual basils,
wvhether the short-term obJjectlves are belng achieved,

Teacher-wrlitten IEP,

Teacher-written IEP 1s an IEP developed 1in the manner
deseribed in Public Law 94-142 without the assistance of

menuals of goals and objectives or the use of microcom-

puter technology.




Manual-asslsted IEP.

Manual-asslisted IEP 1s an IEP developed with the

assistance of catalogs of goals and objectives,

Microcomputer-assisted IEP,

Microcomputer-asslsted IEP 1ls an IEP developed with
the assistance of catalogs of goals and objectlves and
with the use of mierocomputer technology.

Mlcrocomputer.

A small, stand-alone computer system desligned to be
accessed by one user at a time., Its memory capacity 1s
small (usually 64K to 640K), and its central pr&cessing
unit 1s a self-contalned chip.

Manual.

A catalog of sequenced annuel goals and short-term

Instructional objectives.

Quality.
The score assigned to an IEP on the Checkllist for

Documenting Approprliateness of the JIEP.

Research Hypothesges,

The hypdtheses tested in this study are asg follows:

1. IEPs developed wlth the assistance of the mlcro-
computer and manuals of goals and obj}ectives (Microcom-
puter-assisted IEPs) will be judged to be of greater
quallty for students categorized as learning-dlsabled
than IEPs developed wlthout the assistance of the micro-
computer and manuals of goals and objectives (Teacher-

written IEPs).
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2. IEPs developed with the asslstance of manuals of
goals and objectives (Manual-assisted IEPs) will be
judged'to be of greater quality for students categorlzed
as learning-dlsabled than IEPs developed without the
agsistance of the microcomputer and manuals of goals and
objectives (Teacher-written IEPs).

3. IEPa developed with the assistance of manuals of
goals and objectives (Manual-asslsted IEPs) will be
Judged to be of the same quality as IEPs developed with
the asslatance of manuals of goals and objec%ives and
microcomputers (Mlcrocomputer-assisted IEPs).

overview of the Study.

In Chapter 2, the theoretlcal concepts of coﬁputer-
managed instruction (CMI) and motlvation as they relate
to IEPs are reviewed, and the relevant research on teacher-
written and microcomputer-assisted IEPs 1s discussed,

In Chapter 3, the methodology of this study is pre-
sented including speciflc research hypotheses and research
design. A random sample was drawn from the pOpulat;on of
IEPs of students categorized'as 1earning-disabled by the
North Central Regionai Education Sérvice Agency (RESA T)
of West Virglnla, Teacher-written IEPs, manual-asslsted
IEPs, and microcomputer-assisted IEPs are compared with
regard to theilr quality for students categorilized as
learning-disabled. Ihstrumentation conslsts of the Check-

list for Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP.

In Chapter 4, data collected during this study are
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presented and analyzed. A determination is made of mean scores
for each of the three groups of IEPs: teacher-written IEPs,
manual-~assisted IEPs, and microcomputer-assisted IEPs, on

the Checkllist For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP.

The results of "t tests" for determining if there 1is a
significant difference between the means of the two groups
involved in each of the three hypotheses being tested in
thlis study are presented.

In Chapter 5, the conclusions of this study are dis-
cussed and placed Iinto perspective in terms of the theoretl-
cal ratlionale presented in Chapter 2. Recommendations for |
future research and for administrative consideration of
current practices are presented.

Limitations.

The conclusions of this investigation of the use of
microcomputer technology and manuals of goals and objectives
in the development of IEPs are limited to students cate-
gorized as learning-disabled, and should not be general-
1zed to other categories of exceptionality. Also, the
conclusions of thls study should not be generalized to in-
clude computerlzed systems 1n whlch teachers simply insert
dlagnostlc data into a computer which then chooses the appro-
priate goals and objectives for the IEP,

Ethlcal Conslderatlons,

In order to protect the ldentity of the students
whose IEPs were examined in this study, the names of the

students and their parents have been deleted from the documents,




Chapter 2,
A Revlew of Related Literature,
Summar& of Ratlonele and Relationship to the Problem.

Several studles involéing varlous issues related to
the quality of IEPs have found that there continues to be
a need to lmprove the quality of the annual goals and
short-term instructional objectives contalned in IEPs
(Alper, 1978; Anderson, Barner, and Larson, 1978; Pyecha
and Morra, 1980; Schenck, 1979; Feinn, 1982), and to
assure that the data specifically required by Public Law
94-142 are included on IEPs (Schenck and Levy, 1979;
Pyecha ahd Morra, 1980; Comptroller General of the United
States, 1981; Schenck, 1981; Nordan, 1982; Nutter, Al-
gozzine, and Lue, 1982; welton, 1982). Recent studies
have indicated that the use of computer technology to aid
in the development of IEPs can lncrease the number of
annual goals and short-term instructional objectives
(Allegheny Intermediate Unit, 1981; Heldbrink, 1984), as
well as ilmprove the overall quality of IEPs (Lillie, 1983).
However, the slze and scope of these studles prevents the
evidence from belng concluslive with regard to the efficacy
of computer technology in improving the quality of IEPs.
Also, 1t has been suggested (Ryan, 1984) that it may be
the use of manuals of goals and objectives in computerlzed
systems which enables teachers to develop IEPs of improved
quality. It 1s the Intent of thilis study to determline the

effect of the use of microcomputers and manuals of goals
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and objJectives upon the overall qualltiy of IEPs.
Theoretical Background.

Concepts related to computer-managed instructlion (CMI)
and motivatlon provide the basls for thls study. Allen
(1980) suggests that CMI is essentlally the management of

individualized instruction with computer-based assis-

tance., Jones and Seeman-Jones (1980) purport that CMI is
particularly applicable to speclal education in the de-
velopment of IEPs. Herzberg's (1959) research indicates
that the task with whlch employees are involved is a
motlvator which contributes to job performance, Hamner
(1979) indicates that administrators can influence directly
only some components of Jbb performance. Pasmore (1979)
proposes that adjusting technology and the way work is

done improves Jjob performance.

Computer-managed Instruction (GMI). Allen (1980)

dlscusses CMI as having emerged from instructional trends
toward individualized instructlion and describe 1t as
being "the relatively simple technology of applying data
processing capablliltles to the mainly clerical needs of
[1nd1v1dua11zea] instruction" (Allen, 1980, p. 34). He
enumerates the components of CMI as being "testing,
record-keeping, report generation, and prescription
generation" and states that the "integration of [ﬁhese]
components of CMI 1s a product of the individuallzed
instructlion movement" (Allen, 1980, p. 34).

Jones and Seeman-Jones (1980) describe CMI as being
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advantageoua‘to speclal education since individualized
speclal educatlon seldom permits homogeneous groupings,
considers not only the level of student functioning, but
also the rate of student learning, and attempts to pro-
duce the acqulisition of specific objectives., Further, they
assert that programs for speclal educatlion students must be
related to the individual student rather than being geared
toward administrative decision-meking. Also, they polnt out
that special education files "must be structured on a small
population wlth a large number of data elements, using a chang-
ing and flexible curriculum with data meinteined over a num-
ber of years" (Jones and Seeman-Jones, 1980, p. 94), Finally,
these writers contend that increased numbers of students re-
celving speclal educetlion services under the mandate of Pub-
lic Law 94-142 has made CMI a viable alternative in supvort
of speclal education, |

In 1977, only two years after the enactment of Public
Law 94-142, McCarthy and Marks (1977) were already cog-
nlzant of ‘the capabilities of and need for computerization
in special education, They stressed that "a computerized
management system [}oulé] be the only practical way to
insure ready access to data from subordinate agencles re-
garding all phases of [?ublic Law 94-14%]; that without
computerizatlion, management of |mandated specilal educatioé]
information [?oulé} be arduous if not 1lmpossible'" (McCarthy
and Marks, 1977, p. 61). In 1982, Minnick and School stressed
that the asslistance of computer technology in the writing




of IEPs was becoming a necesslity for the efficient and
effective management of special education information.

Métivation. Motivatlion theory 1s concerned with

varlous factors which cause high job productivity and

Job satlsfactlion among employees (Hamner, 1979).

Frederick Herzberg and his assoclates proposed the mo-
tivation hygiene theory as an approach to understanding
motivatlion and commitment among employees (Herzberg,
Mausner, and Sayderman, 1959). Herzberg's research, done
with accountants and engineers, indlcates that the task -
itself with which employees are involved ls a motivator -
which contributes to Job performance (Herzberg, Mausner,
and Snyderman, 1959). Herzberg's "original study was
repllcated nilne times by independent researchers on various
pooulation groups who...corroborated the concepts that
emerged from the original study" (Owens, 1970, pp. 38-39).
One of the corroboratlve studies, conducted by Sergiovanni
(1967) included the task itself with which teachers are
involved among the factors he ldentified which affect
gatisfaction and dissatisfaction of teachers (Sergiovanni,
1979).

Managers/adminlstrators cannot directly change such
individual factors as attitudes, needs, and values which
affect a person's job performance, Usually a manager/
administrator "can only influence three components of job
performance directly. These include: work environment com-

ponents...; task design components...; and Job consequences
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components...." (Hamner, 1979, p. 53). Hamner suggests:

that a change in the dimensilons of the task
assignment can have an effect on the intrin-
sic motivation of the Job and, therefore, on

the productivity of the employee. The task
asslgnment can be made more positive by
clearly specifylng the responsibility of the
task, by making the task more challenging,
by matching the Job to the person, and by
reducing the amount of conflict and ambigui-
ty associated with the task" (Hamner, 1979,

D. 54).

Pasmore (1979) dliscusses methods which have been
developed by applled behavioral sclentlists to satlsfy
employee needs and lmprove employee performance on the
job, One of the technigues Pasmore descrlbes 1s "socio-
technical system Interventlion which adjusts the technolégy
of the organization and the way the work is done" (Pasmore,

1979, p. 104). According to Pasmore:

Soclotechnical system interventions directly
change the behavior required of workers to
perform thelr tasks, and thus focus on chang-
ing the work 1tself. It 1s expected that em-
ployees will comply with the changes lntro-
duced; in so doing, 1t 1is belleved that they
wlll find the new behavlors satisfylng and
motivating, and will therefore be productive"
(Pasmore, 1979, p. 111).

The various factors involved in the work of develop-
ing IEPs have an effect upon the performance of thls task
by those lnvolved, If the requirements of the task of de-
veloplng IEPs are changed by the use of microcomputers
and manuals of goals and objectives, then 1t can be ex-
pected that the quallity of the‘IEP documents generated
will be an improvement over the quallty of IEPs developed

wlthout the assistance of milcrocomputers or manuals of
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goals and objectives (Whitney and Hofmelster, 1981). The
changes 1n the task of developing IEPs which result from
the usé of microcomputers and manuals of goals and objec-
tives should bring about an lmprovement in the motivation
of teachers toward performing this task.

Research on Teacher-written IEPs.

The research studles investigating teacher-written
IEPs have focused upon issues such as time involved in
the development of IEPs, costs involved in the develop-
ment of IEPs, parent, adminlstrator, and teacher attltudes
toward and perceptions of IEPs, and qualitf of IEPs.

Time Involved in the Development of IEPs. Price and

Goodman (1980) reported the results of a study involving
75 elementary and secondary speclal education teachers in
22 school districts in Montgomery County, Pennsylvanle,
during the 1977-78 school year. A randomly selected sam-
ple of teachers, representing all areas of exceptionallty,
systematically logged the time that they speﬁt developing
IEPs for all students (807) in their classes from October
1, 1977 to March 30, 1978. The teachers recorded the amount
of time and the types of activities involved in IEP pre-
paration, and whether or not IZP preparation time was
expended during school time or on personal time, The IEP
development activities logged included telephone calls,
IEP conferences, other professional conferences, gather-
ing data to write the IEP, writing the IEP document, and
other IEP activitles., School time was broken down into a




19

number of subdivislions including: before and after school,
during release time, during the teacher's lunch hour;
during'recess, during preparation time other than hefore
and after school, and during pupll's instructional time,
The teachers were provided with data collectlon packets,
were 1lnstructed on data collectlon procedures and forms,
and were vislted on two separate occasions to insure that
procedures were beilng followed., Results indicated that the
average amount of teacher time expended in developing an
IEP was 390 mlnutes (6.5 hours) per student, Of the 390
minutes, 265 minutes (68% of the time spent by teachers

on IEPs) came from the teacher's work day (school time)
and 125 minutes (32% of the time spent by teachers on
IEPs) came from the teacher's personal time. An analysis
of the percent of school time used indicated that teachers
spent an average of 123 minutes of lnstructlonal time in
IEP preparation for each student; this represented 47%

of the average total school time expended on IEP develop-
ment. Teachers were asked to provide information not only
on the amount of time expended in IEP preparatlion but also
to indicate how the expended time was used. The researchers
concluded that school and personal time contribute to the
total time commltment for IEP preparation., Alsoc, the data
indicate that the writing of the IEP document and the
gathering of supportive diagnostic data account for the
major time expendltures in the overall document develop-

ment process: 144 minutes were used in the gathering of
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assessments, one to two hours for time spent during
1nstrucpional time for related IEP work, and a median

of two hours for time spent for review and updating.
Quinn noted that the ltems on her questionnaire referring
to the time spent on listing educatlonal and related
services (2.20 hours) was often mlsinterpreted by par-
ticlpants in her study. Thls illustrates one of the
disadvantages of the use of the questlonnaire method

of gathering data: the possibility of misinterpretation
of the questions by respondents., Trying out the gues-
tionnalire with a few subjects typlecal of -those on whom

it will be used 1in the study helps to alleviate this dls-~
advantage., Quinn (1982) did not indicate that such a
procedure was used in her study. Another problem arising
from the questionnalre methodology used by Quinn is the
difficulty to predict accurately what will be remembered
by respondents,

The total time spent on the developmént of an IEP
in Quinn's (1682) study was less than the total time
reported in Price and Goodman's (1980) study. This
finding could be due to the differences in methodology
used 1n the two studies: the participants 1n Price and
Goodman's (1980) study logged the time they spent as
they worked on the IEPs, whereas those in Quinn's (1982)
study were recalling the time they remembered spendlng
on developing IEPs. Also, the amount of time spent for
IEP related work and assessments during instructional time

was greater in Quinn's (1982) study than in Price




and Goodman's (1980) study. This finding could be due to
the fagt that, in 1980, teachers were no longer receiving
the amounts of release time for IEP development which was
being made available to them in 1977-78. Quinn (1982)
also found, as had Price and Goodman (1980), that as the
years of teachlng experlence increased, the time involved
in developing IEPs decreased,

Kyser (1984) partially replicated the study reported
by Price and Goodman (1980) on 35 speclal education
teachers of learning-disabled, mentally handicapped, and
behaviorally disordered programs in Cass Gounty, Missouri.
Kyser's results revealed a mean total time of 209 minutes
spent in IEP development; 71 minutes used in gathering
diagnostle data; and 21 mlnutes inveolved in the actual
writing of the IEP document. In Kyser's study, an analysls
of the percent of school time used indicated ﬁhat teachers
spent én average of 54 minutes of instructional time in
IEP preparation for each student; this represented a de-
creage to 26% of the average total school time expended on
IEP development. Kyser (1984) also found that increased
teacher experlence resulted in increased total time spent
in IEP development,

Kyser (1984) investigated time involved in IEP de-~
velopment for only three areas of exceptionality, whereas
Price and Goodman (1980) investigated time involved in
IEP development for all categorles of exceptlonality.

When Kyser compared her data from three exceptionalities




with Price and Goodman's (1980) data from all exceptionall-
tles, the category (hearing impalred) which required threé
times as much teacher time to prepare IEPs was eliminated;
also, one of the three areas of exceptionality in Kyser's
(1984) study was the category (mentally handicapped) which,
according to Price and Goodman, required the least amount
of teacher time to prepare IEPS. Thus, Kyser's (1984)
results, indicating a decrease in the teacher time re-
qulred for development of IEPs when compared with Price

and Goodman's (1980) results, are unclear.

The Price and Goodman (1980), Quinn (1982), and Kyser
(1984) studies present conflicting results regardihg years
of teacher experlence and time spent 1n IEP development.
These discrepancles might be explalned by the fact that
in 1977-78 (the first year that teachers were required to

develop IEPs) and still in 1980, more experienced teachers

nad the advantage of being better acqualnted with the
teachling profession than less experlenced or new teachers.
Thus, the more experlenced teachers were possibly better
able to grasp the concept of IEPs and to develop them more
gulckly than less experienced or new teachers, However,

by 1982-83, new teachers and teachers with just a few
years of experlence would have had the advantage of ex-
posure to and experlence wlth the concept of the IEP in
thelr teacher educatlon programs. Teachers who might have
had more years of experlence on record, might also have

been returning to teachlng after a retirement of several
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years (due to childrearing, ete.); thus, the teachers
with more years of teachling experience would have leéa
exposufe to and experlence with the concept of the IEP,
and might spend more time in developing IEPs than new
teachers or those wilth less teaching experience,

Costs Involved In the Development of IEPs., With re-

gard to costs involved in developlng IEPs, Price and Good-
man (1980) took the time figures for IEP development for
each exceptlonallty and for the entire sample in their
study and gave them monetary values based on the teachers'
rate of compensation (salary and fringe beneflts). They
advised against generallzing from thelr speclfic cost
figures indicating that the-numbers were only suggestive
of the total teacher cost for IEP development, and did
not include adminlstrative and other indirect costs.

Their results suggested that the total teacher cost for
IEP development was $66.81 per student, ranging from a
low of $25.35 for speech impalred students to a high of
$193.62 for hearing impalred students, Price and Goodman
did not indicate the hourly pay rate for the teachers
involved 1n the study. In the discussion of thelr results,
the researchers indlcated that the category of traiﬁable
mentally retarded required the least amount of time for
IEP development., However, the results tables actually
included in thelr study revealed that the category of
speech lmpalred was listed as requlring the least amount

of time for IEP development. In determining the low figure




for cost of IEP development, Price and Goodman used the
category ofrspeech impaired. This 18 in agreement with
the procedure they indicated that they had used. However,
1t remalns unclear why they said in their dlscussion

that the category of trailnable mentally retarded requlred
the least amount of time for IEP development,

Teachers' Lack of Skills Necessary For ihe Development

of IEPs. Holland (1979) reported the results of a research
study desligned to identify the percelved needs of both
speclal education teachers and regular class teachers 1n
developing the IEP., Suburban public school districts were
selected by administratlve and geographlcal convenlence for
inclusion In the study. Approximately 120 special education
teachers and 50 regular class teachers were asked to
complete anonymously an IEP questlonnaire developed by
Holland. Holland's resuits-revealed that both regular
and speclal class teachers identifled a lack of dlagnostic,
instructional, and affective materlals, with the regular
class teachers indicating a much greater need for these
items, Also, the regular class teachers in Holland's
study indlcated a lack of thelr own diagnostic skills to
assess student strengths and weaknessess ag well as a
lack of knowledge of educatlonal materials necessary to
prescribe an educatlonal program for handicapped students.
Brown (1981l) examined inservice tralning needs of
gpeclal education teachers related to individual program

planning for handicapped students, Brown's results revealed
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a need for inservice training involving formal and informal
assessment strategles, and preparation, selection, aﬁd
adapta£1on of instructlonal materlals, Teachers with one
to four years of experlence and teachers with more than
nine years of experience lndicated a greater need for
inservice treining than did teachers with flve to eight
years of experlence, Interpretation of these findings
might suggest that teachers with one to four years of
experience (newer teachers) and teachers with nine or

more years of experlence (pOSBiblf some feturning teachers)
would indicate a greater heed for inservice tralning

since they were adjusting and re-adjusting to the teaching
profession, whereas teachers wlth five to eight years of
experience had fewer adjustments to make when confronted
with the IEP process. Brown (1981) alsoc found that teachers
of emotlonally-disturbed and learning-disabled students
indicated a greater need for inservice tralning than did
teachers of trainable or educable mentally retarded
students. These findings are understandable in view of

the fact that before thls time there had been fewer
classes for emotlonally~-dlsturbed and learning-disabled
students in the schools, whereas classes for trainable and
educable mentally retarded students had been common.

Public Law 94-142 increased the number of classes for
emotionally~dlsturbed and learning-disabled students and
consequently more teachers were needed to teach these

s {asses, Thus, the teachers of the emotionally-disturbed
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and learning-disabled students in Brown's (1981) study
might also have been the newer and returning teachers
(wvho were filling the new positions being made available).

Educators' and Parents' Attitudes Toward and Per-

ceptions Of IEPs. With regard to teachers' attitudes and

reactlions to developing IEPs, four states (Alabama, New
Jersey, Wlsconsin, and Washington) participated in a
study called Project IEP from February to May of 1977.
Project IEP was designed to ldentify and clarify percep-
tlons related to roles in the IEP process as mandated by
Public Law 94-142, Approximately 800 persons, including
state and local administrators, regular and specilal
teachers, parents and handicapped children, were given
open-ended interviews, The results of thls study indicated
that the major concerns of teachers were that they would
be forced to devote excessive amounts of time to non-
instructlional activities resulting in lost planning,
teaching, and personal time with a subsequent decline in
staff morale; that they would need additional special
training in order to become effective particlipants in the
IEP process of development and lmplementatlion; that the
IEP process would put additional pressure on the relation-
ships between regular and speclal educatlion personnel;
that the IEP would neither improve the education provided
for handlcapped children nor reflect the instructlon the
children recelve; that they felt powerless as federal and

state mandates redeflned their roles without their prior




knowledge; that they felt the IEP reflected a lack of
trust in thelir commitment to educating chlldren; that they

were unsure about whether they had the skillls to prepare
an IEP which would assist a child's instruction; that
they felt they were being held accountable for their
teaching and were resentful; that they would bear princlpal
accountabllity for the children's progress regardless of
the Iinvolvement of other staff; that they were being
asked to assume additlonal clerical and other responsi-
bllities lnappropriate to their role as instructional
personnel (Lewls, 1977; Norton, 1977; Penney, 1977; and
Segstetter, 1977).

Semmel (1978) reported the resulté of a study using
a 100-item questlonnaire to obtaln information about the
attitudes of a stratified sample of 717 educators in 9
local education agencles, to determine the sources of
influence upon them, Semmel's results revealed that role
{L.e., regular class teacher, speclal educator, principal)
exerted a strong influence upon educators' attitudes
toward the IEP. Overall, regular class teachers and
princlpals were more posltive gbout the IEP then special
educators, Semmel attributed the less positive attltudes
of special education teachers toward the IEP to the a-
mount of addltional work which the IEP requires of the
special education teacher,

With regard to parents' attlitudes and reactions to

IEPs, Penney (1977) found that parents felt that their
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lack of knowledge about speclal education, specific detalls
about the child's handicapping condition, and the prbcedures
employéd by the school district’ hampered their abllity to
contribute to the IEP process.

Mowder, Doberman, and Prasse (1980) reported a study
examining a sample of 91 parents drawn from two suburban
school dilstricts in a large city in the North East. Parents
were asked to respond to a 9-item questionnaire concerning
thelr attitudes and reactions to the development of IEPs
for their children. The results of the study revealed
that parents wanted to be lnvolved in the ISP process;
that they felt the psYcho-educational evaluations were
only somewhat useful; that they felt that the short-term
objectlves were more realistic for their chlldren than
were the long-term goals; that they felt positive about
school personnel feollowing through in providing the
gervices specified 1n the IEP; and that they felt that
the IEP had been a useful tool for lmproving thelr child's
educatlon. These findings support the contentlion on which
much of the federal leglslation 1s bullt: that parents
want to be 1nvolved in the process in which recommendations
are made for their child's educational program. Further,
the results indicate that Public Law 94-142 1s effective
in bringing parents into the decislon-making process in
speclal educatlion., However, Mowder, Doberman, and Prasse
(1980) experienced a disadvantage pecullar to the use of

malled questlonnaires: low return, Of 329 parents who were




maliled the questionnaire, 91 parents responded, giving a
response rate of 27%. This not only reduced the sizé of
the stﬁdy sample, but may also have blased the results,
preventing valid generalilzations since respondents in
questlonnalre studlies have been found generally to be
more favorable to the 1ssue involved in the questionnaire
than nonrespondents,

Quality of Teacher-wrltten IEPs. Wlth regard to vari-

ous lssues related to the quality of IEPs, Alper {1978)
reported the resulta of a study conducted durlng the 1977~
78 academlc year involving 265 IEPs collected from 13
school districts in California. The districts represented
various programs under traditlional speclal educational
funding, and the IEPs were developed by several different
types of committees including school appralsal teanms,
educatlonal assessment services teams, and admlsslons and
dismlissal commlttees, The IEPs were evaluated by trained
expert raters, according to Alper, in order to determine
their comprehensiveness, specificity, clarity, and the
extent to which a least restrictlive environment was pro-
vided, Results indlcated thet both long-term goals and
short~term instructional objectives were poorly written
and specified: only 25% of the short-term objectives
contained a behavior, situation, and criterlon specifica-
tion; additlonally, the IEPs lacked a specification of
setting and of formatlive evaluatlon procedures, The IEPs

in Alper's study were found to have common deficlencles
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in certain areas: they often falled to specify pupil's
grade level, principal language, percent of pupil's time
In regular classes, alternative placements considered,
Justification for the placement decision, and often did
not contaln the required consent signatures including the
pupll's parents. Alper also reported that regular class
teachera frequently were‘not involved in the functioning
of the assessment/placement commlttee, even though they
were later required to implement suggestions made on the
JEP, Alper indicated that hls results showed a wide vari-
ance in the procedures used by IEP development committees,
and suggested that the lack of uniformity in their ap-
proaches might be diminlshed by the usé of a handbook of
standard operating procedures,

Anderson, Barner, and Larson (1978) reported the
results of a study of 400 IEPs produced in Californila's
Costa County Master Plan for Special Education program.
The IEPs, developed by teachers speclally trained and with
one full year of experlence in IEP writing, were randomly
gselected, read, and rated by four evaluators trained for
the task using a speclally designed rating lnstrument,
The rating process included collectlon of rater agreement
data which suggested that moderate consistency between
raters was attalned, although no numerical reliabllity
data were lncluded. No speciflc information was given by
the researchers regarding the construction of thelr in-

strument or its valldity. The researchers reported results
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which revealed that fewer objectives were belng written
than students might require; that over 75% of the objectives
addressed baslc academlc areas; reading, math, and language,
whereas only 10% of objectives were listed in areas re-
lating to soclal, emotlonal, and behavioral needs; and

that 6% of the IEPs lacked checks for parent program
approval, The researchers recommended that the writers of
IEPs should be intensely trained in goal and objective
writing, should include adequéte numbers of goeals and
obJectlives which address the emot;onal, social, and be-
havioral needs of students. Finally, they stressed £hat
documentation of communicatlion with paréhts regarding IEPs
should be closely monltored,

Schenck (1979) examined 300 IEPs and corresponding
psycho-educational assessments randomly selected from 37
local education agencies in COnnecticut. The purpose of
Schenck's study was to determine the extent to which long-
term goals and short-term instructional objectives on the
IEP could be traced back to the psycho-educatlonal assess-
ment whilch should form the basls of the IEP. Statistical
independence between the recommendations.of the psycho-
educational assessments and the long-term goals and short-
term instructlional objectives on the IEP led Schenck to
conclude that no significant relationship existed between
the psycho<-educational assessments andéd the long-term goals
and short-term instructional objectives on the IEPs examlned

in her study.




Schenck and Levy (1979) reported that a significant
number of cases 1n their study of 240 IEPs had missing
data sbecific to, the IEP requirements of Public Law
94-142, Data relative to objectives and required com-
ponents of the IEP were analyzed through the procedure of
frequency distribution. The results revealed an absence
of data regarding present levels of academlc functioning
in 64% of the IEPs evaluated; the omission of the type
of educational services being provided in 18% of the IEPs;
the fallure to indicate the extent of regular eduégtional
program participation in 68% of the IEPs; the fallure to
report elther the date of formulation of the IEP or the
date for the initiatlon of 8peclal educatlon services in
33% of the IEPs; the absence of evaluation procedures for
determining whether instructional objectives were being
met in 33% of the IEPs; the fallure to indlcate within
the IEP the participants in its formulation in 66% of the
IEPs examined. Schenck and Levy's results suggested that
there was confusion among professionals regarding the.
mechanlcs of developing the ITP and what required data
must be included. Inservice tralning for clarification
regarding the content necessary for IEZP development was
suggested by Schenck and Levy.

Pyecha and Morra (1980) renorted the results of a
natlonal survey commisslioned by the Bureau of Educatlion
for the Handicapped In order to assist Congress 1in evalu-

ating the usefulness of the IEP, Thls study lnvestigated
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the content and qualilty of 2,657 IEPs from 507 schools

in 208 school districts in 42 states, and 550 IEPs of
students in 71 state/specilal facilitles in 46 states. A
trained survey speclalist visited each school and facility
and selected a sample of 5 to 8 students, photocopied

each student's IEP (deleting any personally identifisble
information), distributed brlef questlonnaires to school
principals and to the teacher most knowledgeable about

the development of each sample student's IEP, collected
and scan-edited the completed questlionnaires,

From analysis of the data collected, the researchers
reported that 99% of the IEPs contained a statement of
specific educatlonal services to be provided, and indicated a
projected date for inltlation of services; that 95% of the IEPs
indicated the anticipated duration of specific services;
that 94% contained a statement of annual goals; that 91%
of the IEPs had short-term objectives and 1ncluded proposed
evaluation procedures; that QO% contéined a statement of
present levels of educational performance; that 88% of the
IEPs made assurances of at least an annual evaluatlon;
that 87% indicated proposed schedules for determining
whether objectlves were being met; that 654 of the IEPs
included proposed evaluation criteria; that 62% of the
IEPs contained a statement of the extent to which the
chlld would be able to participate ln the regular
education program; and that the IEPs had an average length

of nearly five pages., From the first to the second year
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of the study, Pyecha and Morra found an lncrease in the
average number of pages in an IEP, more short-term objectives,
and an improvement in the internal consistency of the IEPs
examined.

Schenck (1981) reported the results of a study in-
volving 186 IEPs of learning-disabled students, Her re-
sults, following a series of frequency distributions per-
formed on the data, indicated that 62% of the IEPs evalu-
ated did not report the current performance level of the
students; that 12% of the IEPs falled to provide elther
goals or objectives; that 72% of the IEPs omltted any
reference to the amount of time spent in regular educa-
tion classrooms; that 80% made no mention of the time to
be spent receiving special educatlion services; that 28%
of the TEPs did not speclfy a program starting date; that
80% of the IEPs did not identify evaluation procedures;
and that 75% of the IEPs failed to show evidence of
parental approveal of the IEP. Tﬁese‘results indicate that
there continues to exist among professionals some con-
fusion regarding the inclusion of data on IEPs.

From April through August, 1978, the 0fflice of the
Comptroller General of the United States reviewed 456
IEPs prepared by 23 local education agencles in six
states. The review lncluded discussions with appropriate
managenent, teaching, and other personnel, and examination
of school records (including children's individual educa-

tion folders), The states reviewed were selected to provide
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a cross sectlon of large and small poépulations, high and
low per capita state and local funding levels, older and
newer state handicapped laws, approved and not yet approved
state handicapped plans, and geographic distributions.
Nelther the states nor the local educatlion agencies were
selected because thelr programs were consldered better

or worse than others. The resulting report to the Congress
of the Unlted States (1981) documented a lack of com-
pliance with IEP requlrements including IEP content prob-
lems: 84% of the IEPs examined lacked one or more of the
requlred ltems of 1nformatioﬁ, or lacked evlidence that the
three requlred participants attended the IEP meetling.
Specifically, the IEPs examined indicated only speclal
educatlion and related services currently avallable in the
child's distriet. About 65% of the IEPs lacked one or
more of the ltems of information speciflically required

by Public Law 94-142: 20% lacked a statement of present
levels of educational performance, while 99 included a
vague statement of present levels of educational per-
formance; 15% lacked annual goals, while 16% included
vague annual goals; 17% lacked short-term instructional
objJectives, while 6% included vague short-term objectives;
21% lacked dates for inltiation of services; 30% lacked
eriteria and evaluation procedures, while 3% included vague
criteria and evaluatlon procedures; and 52% lacked evi-
~dence that all required participants attended the IEP

meeting. In view of these results, the Comptroller General
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recommended that program regulationa'be revised to state
clearly that IEPs must include all special education and re-
lated services needed to provide a free appropriate public
education, and that instructions, guldance, and models
relating to IEPs be dlstributed to all states,

Nutter, Algozzine, and Lue (1982) reported a study
involving the quality of 60 IEPs from a middle-sized
school dilstrict in Florlda, They indicated that thelr re-
sults were obtalned on only 30 of the IEPs examlned
(approximately 50%). However, they failed to include a
definition of "middle-sized" or the reasons why half of
the IEPs in thelr study were excluded from a dlscussion
of results found. In stating their results, Nutter,
Algozzine, and Lue indicated that 100% of the IEPs reviewed
had 1included the five major components of the IEP. However,
it remained unclear from their discussion how many IEPs
in thelr study coﬁtained all of the components of the IEP
mandated by Publlic Law 94-;42: the 60 IEPs they selected
or the 30 IEPs they reviewed.

Feinn (1982) examined 192 randomly selected IEPs
from two intermedlate unlts serving learning-dlsabled,
behavior-disordered, and educable mentally retarded students
in south central Pennsylvania. The purpose of Feinn's
study was to determine whether speclal education teachers
included affective goals and objectlves on the IEP and
whether the goals and objectives addressed classroom

mansgement or the personal development of the learner,




The results of Feinn's study indicated that teachers of
behaviorally-disordered students wrote affective goals
more ffequently than teachers of elther learning-disabled
or educable mentally retarded students, and that affective
goals and objectives addressed classroom management but
not the personal development of the learner, Feinn in-
dicated that his results suggested a need for pre-service
and in-service teacher education to improve the quallty
of the IEP.

Heluk (1983) reported the results of a study inves-
tigating the adequacy of the IEP in stating a basic plan
and lnstructlonal gulde designed to meet the personal-
soclal needs of learning-dlisabled chlldren. Slxty IEPs
and supporting psychologlcal, soclal, and educational
documents were selected from 276 I%Ps for learning-
disabled children 1ln grades K-8 from six New Jersey
school dlstrlcts. Heluk examined the assessment procedures
used to determine present levels of personal-soclal per-
formance of learning-disabled children. Hls results
indicated that there was limited use of classroom ob-
gervatlion and standardized technlques in the personal-
soclal assessment process, Heluk's study also involved
the rating of IEPs to determine the extent of compliance
of the IEP components with established federal and New
Jersey state pequirements. Hls results indicated limited
IEP statements in compllance wlth the established regula-
tions. Heluk's results suggested that the IEP does not
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adequately state a basic plan and instructional guide
desligned to ﬁeet the unique personal/socilal needs of
learning-disabled students. Heluk proposed that a change
in IEP format and emphasis might improve IEPs in that
regard.,

Maher (1983) reported a study comparing the effective-
ness of two team approaches to IEP development. One teanm
used a five-siep problem-solving process and related set
of questions called Complimentary Program and Service
Syastem (COMPASS), and the other team used the traditilonal
unstructured appfoach to IEP development., The results of
this study revealed that 96% of the IEPs developed using
the COMPASS approach were evaluated as being complete with
regard to federal requirements, whereas 52% of the IEPs
developed using the traditional unstructufed approach
were evalugted as meetling the criterla for a complete IEP.
Maher suggested that COMPASS may be a practical and ef-
fectlive procedure for the development of IEPs., However,
Maher noted certeln limitations of the study: the small
sample of IEPs lnvolved (28 IEPs developed using the COMPASS
approach, and 31 IEPs developed using the traditional un-
structured approach); and the use of only two teams, sug-
geating that factors other than team procedures, such as
positive "data-based attitudes” among COMPASS team members,
mey have accounted for the results.

Research on Computer-assligted IEPs.

Research studles concerned with the solution of problems
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assoclated with IEZEPs through the assistance of compqter
techno;osy in the development of IEPs have focused upon
time involved in developing IEPs with the aid of the com-
puter; costs involved in developlng IEPs with the aid of
computers; parent, adminlistrator, and teacher attitudes
toward and perceptions of IEPs developed wlth the ald of the
computer; and various lasues related to the quality of

IEPs developed with the ald of computers,

Time Involved 1n Develoving Computer-assisted IEPs.

Helmick (1979) reported the results of a study assessing,
by means of a questlonnaire, the .attitudes of special
educators toward three issues: classroonm appllcations of
computer technology, IEPs, and Skiltrac, a oprototype
computer-based instructlonal managément system for the
development of IEPs., Data were obtalned from a sample of
users of Skiltrac who had volunteered to use the program,
Helmick found that for both IEPs and classroom appllca-
tions of computer technology, the greatest percelved
drawbacks 1nvolved commitment of time; IEPs were seen as
too tlme-consuming to develop and computer technology was
seen as too time-consuming to use and information took
too long to recelve from the computer,

The Allegheny Intermedlate Unit (1981) reported the
regults of its project to develop a computerized sysﬁem
to asslst 1n the development of IEPs. Its Improved In-

dividuallzed Instructlion program, an outgrowth of the

concerns of educators over the time-consuming aspects of
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the IEP, was developed as a means of providing a. more
efficient system of individuallzed instruction. The
prograﬁ was a federally funded project under Title IV-G
which serviced learning-dlsabled students wilthin the
Allegheny Intermedlate Unit, Exceptlional Children's

Program, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Of 13,000 children,
grades K-12, in the 46 suburban school districts in
Allegheny County, 2400 were dlagnosed as learning-
dlsabled. The Improved Individuallzed Instructlon program
was a computér-managed instruction (CMI) program malntained
on a Hewlett-Packard 3000 Serles II computer. One of the
objectives of fhe Improved Individualized Instruction
program was that as a result of vrogram partlcipation,
less teacher time would be required to wrilte and update
IEPs. In order to evaluate thls, all teachers of learning-
disabled students were adminlstered an IEP questlonnalre
in the Spring of 1979 and then agaln in the Spring of
1980, Teachers were asked to estimate the average amount
of time they spent wrilting an IEP, and the amount of time
they spent updating an IEP. To determine 1f there had been
a reduction in the amount of time, the responses of 68
non-project teachers who completed the questionnaire in
1979 were compared with the responses collected from 66
teachers involved in the project in 1980. Results indicated
that, in 1979, an average of 130.81 minutes were required
to write an IEP, whereas, in 1980, an average of 111.29

minutes were required. Thus, the average reported time




t0 write an IEP decreased by aimost 20 minutes with the
asslistance of the computer. However, one of the weaknesses
of using questionnaires in gathering research data is
the difficulty involved 1n predicting what respondents
have remembered accurately due to the passage of time,
This problem must be consldered when evaluating the
findings of the Allegheny Intermediate Unit (1981).

Brown (1982) reported the results of a fleld test
to demonstirate the efficacy of the Computer-Assisted
Management of Educational Objectives (CAMEQ) system as a
time-saving solution to the workload created by IEPs. At
the time of the study, dAMEO was run on a centrally
located Hewlett-Packard 3000 computer and could be accessed
remotely over the telephone or centrally at the Multnomah
County Education Service District in Portland, Oregon,
A fleld test was conducted 1ﬁ November, 1981, and another
one was done in Juhe, 1982. In November, a five-page
questionnaire was sent to the 63 people who had com-
pendiums of objectives at that time; 41 people responded.
Results from the first evaluation revealed that 79% felt
that CAMEO reduced the amount of time required to prepare
and wrlte IEPs, The average tlme to develop an IEP was
half an hour, with a range of 5 minutes to 1 hour, often
cutting IEP development time by more than half. The
second evaluatlon was sent in June, 1982, and consisted
of a one-page questionnalre condensed from the previous

evaluation. At the tlme of the second evaluation, 141 people
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were uslng compendlums of objectives, Questionnalres were
returned by.20 people who felt they had not used the system
long enough to respond, and by 40 people who had completed
the evaluatlion. Results of the second test were conslistent
with the earlier evaluation. 89% of the respondents felt
that CAMEO reduced IEP preparation time. The average time
to develop an IEP using CAMEO was 50 mlnutes with a range
of 10 minutes to 3 hours. Wlthout CAMEO, the average time
was 2 hours with a range of 10 minutes to & hours. The
results of Brown's first fleld test indicated that about
65% of those sent questionnaires actually responded, In
Brown's second field test, only about 29% resvonded,

Since the goal in a questionnaire study is typilcally
70-80% return, Brown's return rate of less than 30%
causes question as to interpretation of her results.

Enell and Barrick (1983) conducted a study to identify,
analyze, and assess all major computer systems used to
assist in the writing of IEPs in order to report the
extent and practicality of computer use in California,

The researchers lnvestlgated procedures and reactions to
teacher-written IEPs in a sample of four Special Education
Local Planning Agencies which did not use computers to
asgsist in the development of IEPs. A total of 55 people
within these agencles were interviewed including directors,
program speclallsts, teachers, and parents. A statewlde
survey identifled 12 Speclal Education Local Planning

Agencies which used microcomputers or malnframe computers




to ald in the development of IEPs., Four of these agencles
were selected for the gtudy. Although the researchers
indicated that one of the agencies was in the process of
installing its system at the time of the study (and thus,
was not included in-the interviewlng process), they did
not indicate why they chose the agencles they did for par-
tlcipation in the study. In addition to the people in-
ciuded in the teacher-~-written IEP sample l1lntervliews, com-
puter programmers were included in the computer-assisted
IEP sample; 58 people were interviewed regarding computer-
asslsted IEPs. The findings from the interviews held with
the teacher-wrltten IEP gample were compared with those |
of the computerlized IEP sample., Comparisons were made re-
garding the usefulness of the IEP produced by elther
method as viewed by parents, teachers, and administrators;
also, comparisons were made of the attltudes of these
groups toward the use of computers in constructing the
IEP, Enell and Barrick's results revealed that adminis-
trators thought that the computerized IEPs saved teachers
time and that teachers perceived a timeQéavings. These
bellefs are supported by the findings of thls study. A
comparison of specleal educatlon teacher/speclalist time
used in assessment and in IEP meetings with and without
computer-assisted IEPs indicated: an average savings of
12 minutes for assessment (a decresase from an average of
151 minutes to an average of 139 minutes); an average

savings of 16 minutes in IEP meetings (a decrease from
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an average of 57 minutes to an average of 41 minutes);
with an average total time savings of 28 minutes (a ae-
crease.from an average of 208 minutes to 180 minutes),
Enell and Barrick's (1983) data indicate that the time
saved varled for diffe}ent types of placements and for
annual review meetings.

Ryan (1984) investigated the difference between
districts using computerized and noncomputerized IEPs
with regard to the time spent by teachers writing and
preparing IEPs. Twelve randomly selected special edu-
cation distrlets iIn Massachusetts, slx using computerized
IEPs and six using noncomputerized IEPs, were involved
in the study. Data related to 180 computerized IEPs and
220 noncomputerized IEPs were compared, A total of 19
speclal educatlon teachers in the computerized districts
and 26 in the noncomputerized districts kept track of
the amount of time they spenit developing IEPs durilng
the period of March to June, 1984, From the time logs
kept by teachers, an average IEP wrilting time and an
average IEP preparation time was computed for each teacher,
Ryan concluded that teachers using computerized IEP systems
spend less time writing IEPs than teachers using non-
computerized systems (64.6 minutes for teachers using
computerized systems and 118 minutes for teachers using
noncomputerized systems),

Costs Involved In Developing Computer-asslsted IEPS.

Brown (1982), when dlscussing the .results of her field
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tests of the Computer-assisted Management of Educational
Objectives (CAMEQ) system, reported that the cost of.
using éAMEO was approxlmately $3.00 per IEP. Thls figure
included the cost of computer time, secretary time, and
paper., )

Enell and Barrick's (1983) interviews with staff
involved in the development of teacher-written IEPs and
staff who partlcipated In the development of IEPs wilth
the aild of the computer identified members who particlpated
in IEP meetings and gave estimates of the average time
spent in various types of IEP activities. Costs were
based upon the personnel involved in each phase of the
IEP development process and the time estimates which were
gilven by those linterviewed, By averaging the number of
minutes reported for various ectivitles, the total time
used by various professionals was obtailned for different
types of meetings. The personnel coat estimates were
based upon the mean salarles pald to varlous staff in the
far west geographic reglon of the United States during
1981-82 and reported by the Education Commission of the
States., Results indicated that up to 18% of the total
costs for annual review meetings could be saved: the mosat
notable finding favoring the use of computers was for the
annual review meeting using a minimal team, where the cost
without computers was $76.03 and the cost with computers
was $62.60. Costs for initlal placement meetings varied

with the type of placement being considered; the greatest




savings In initial placement meetings were noted fop
students in resource programs.

Ryan's (1984) investigatlon comparing the differences
between districts using computerized and noncomputerized
IEPs also determined an average IEP cost for each district
from budget data provided by each district's Director of
Speclal Educatlon., Included in the computation of average
cost were costs assoclated with teacher time and clerical
asslstance, costs of supplies, equlpment, and contracted
services, Ryan's results revealed that the average IEP
cost in computerized diétricts was $66.57, whereas the
average IEP cost 1n the noncomputerized districts was
$84.18.

Parent, Administrator, and Teacher Attitudes Toward

And Perceptlons of Computer-assisted IEPs. Part of Enell

and Barrick's (1983) study comparing teacher-written IEPs
and computer-assisted IEPs involved an lnvestigailon of
parent, administrator, and teacher attitudes toward using
computers to assist in preparing IEPs. The results of
thelr interviews revealed that parents and teachers had a
cooperative attitude when constructing the IEP; that
parents valued the more frequent and personal communlcation
achleved wlth computer-assisted IEPs; that parents felt
they could use the IEP as a reference; and that they felt
involved in the IEP process, Speclflecally, thelr results
revealed that 904 of the parents approved of using the

computer to assist in the construction of the IEP., Enell
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and Barrlck also found that teachers did not object to
using the computer, and that they felt that computer;assisted
constrﬁction of the IEP had many advantages and few dls-
advantages. Advantages Included: time safings, paper-—

work decreases, provision of the most appropriate education
for each child, useful goals and objectives, and a more
legible and more easlly understood document. However, 1t was
found alsc that teachers felt that computer-produced IZPs
were lmpersonal, and that sometlmes the objectlves did

not fit a particularisﬂudent, and often were not written

at the proper lé@éi. Enell and Barrlck found that adminls-
trators thought that computer-assisted IEPs saved teachers
time, were more legible, and contained better-written

goals and objectives than IEPs developed wlithout computer
assistancé. Admlnistrators alsoc sensed that parents and
teachers were very posit;ve about computérized IzPs.
Confldence in Enell and ﬁarrick's results is provided by
thelr use of interviewing as a research technique, slnce
thlis method 13 a well-established procedure for data
collection having the advantage of flexibllity for the
explanation and clarificatlion of questions,

Ryan (1984) also lnvestigated the dlfference in
teachers' attitudes toward IEPs in districts in Massachusetts
using computerlized and noncomputerized IEPs. The 45
teachers in Ryan's (1984) study completed an IEP survey
form developed speciflically for her study. The IEP survey

form measured attitudes toward IZPs on five factors: value




for instructional planning, curriculum planning, value for
indiviqualized instruction, team planning, and general value,
Factor scores were computed for each factor. The results
of the computerized and noncomputerized groups on the five
factor scores (plus the writing tilme and preparation time
and cost per IEP dlscussed above) were analyzed using a
multivarliate analysis of varlance and followed up with s
stepwise discriminant function analysis. From her results,
Ryan (1984) concluded that teachers using computerized IEP
gystems have a more favorable attitude toward the value of

the IEP for instructlonal planning than teachers who do not

use computerlzed IEPs.

Quality of Computer-asslsted IEPS. Very few atudies

have investlgated lssues related to the quality of IEPs
developed with the alid of the computer, -

A document reporting the 1979-80 progress of the
Allegheny Intermedlate Unit Exceptional Children's
Program For Improved Individual Instructlion in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania (1981) indicated that teachers were able to
set a larger number of objectlves per chlld as a result of
project partlcipation. In determining this, the number of
obJectives written per child by teachers in year two of
the project was compared with the number of objectlves
they wrote in year three after the computeriied system
was implemented. The student was chosen as the unit of
analysls; owing to student attritlion, complete IEP data

for the two project years were avallable for only 48
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students., The student population was divided by grade

level and correlated t-tests were conducted within eéch
subpopﬁlation. Results from the analysis showed that at

the elementary level, there was a statlstically significant

inerease 1n the average number of objectives written per

student from year two to year three of the project.
Although the number of objlectlves written for students at
the secondary level also increased, the gain was consider-
ably smaller and non-significant. The same data collection
methods and analysis revealed that the average number of
objectives updated for both primary and secondary students
lnereased significantly from year two to year three of the
project. Also, the Allegheny Intermediate Unlt antici-
pated that the IEPs writiten during the third year (1979-80)
of thelr project would be of the same or higher quality
than those written durlng the second year of the project
(1978-79). Two experts were asked to rate a sample of 79
IEPs prepared 1in year three by 12 teachers. Each IEP was
rated on two dimensions: adequacy of the objectlves and
adequacy of the overall IEP, Ratlings were made along a
three-point scale where "1" represented 'very adequate"
and "3" represented '"inadequate". The average values ob-
talned from these ratings were compared wlith the ratings
of 56 IEPs (prepared by the same 12 teachers) which were
made during the second project year. Means and standard
devliations were computed, Examinatlion of the data indicated

very little change 1nh the Jﬁdged adequacy of the IEPs across




project years, The authors of the report indicated that
lack of relliablility across raters and time frames made the
validity of their data suspect.

As a result of the intervliews conducted by Enell
and Barrick (1983), it was found that educators and parents
conslder computerized IEPs to be more leglble and better
orgenlzed than handwritten IEPs; to contain clearer and
more conslstent terminology than handwritten IEPs; to pro-
vide more objectives, better written objectives, and ob-
Jectives from more areas than handwritten IEPs; and to con-
tain more mandated and desirable ltems than handwritten
IEPs. On the other hand, their results also revealed that
educators and parents felt that, at times, computerized
IEPs were more lmpersonal than handwritten IEPs; that
objectlves were sometlmes too broad and often were not
written at the proper level glven assessment results, and
that unused objectlves were sometimes included in com~-
puterized IEPs,

Lillle (1983) compared IEPs generated with the
agsistance of the Unlstar I microcomputer software program
and teacher-written IEPs, Twelve teacher-written IEPs
from the 1981-82 school year were randomly selected from
three elementary schools in Charlotte, North Carolina.
Identification informatlion and present functioning level
information for each of the twelve students were taken
from the IEPs and used to generate twelve microcomputer-

asslsted IEPs using the Unistar I software program. Lillle
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adapted the Checklist for Documenting Approprlateness of

the IEP (Turnbull, Strickland, and Brantley, 1982) fﬁr
use as'a rating scale, Twelve speclal educatlion teachers
from several school systems 1ln Northeastern North Carolina
acted as raters. Each teacher independently rated the two
IEPs on the same student (one teacher-written and one
computer-assisted), Llllle's results indicated that the
teachers rated the Unlstar I microcomputer-generated IEPS
signiflicantly higher across each of the categories (legal
requirements, relevance, and clarity) represented on the
checklist, A t-test was used to determine the level of
gignificance; the results showed that the difference
between the two mean rating scores was highly significant.
L,illie cautioned that interpretation of hls data wéa
limited for several reasons, Rellability of the rating
procedure across raters and IEPs had not been established
and the number of IEPs surveyed was small.

Heldbrink (1984) compared IEPs developed in hand-
wrltten form and those developed using a computerized
system., Differences were examined in relation to the number
of objectives selected and the number of content categoriles
and subcategories from which obJectives were selected,

The major results of the study indicated a signiflcantly
greater number of objectives were selected for IEPs that
were developed using the computerized system. Also, ob-
Jectives selected using the computer developed IEPs were

representative of a significantly greater number of content




subcategories,

Summary of Research and Relationship to the Probiem.

Computer-managed lnstruction (CMI) and motivation
theory provide a theoretical framework for the use of
computers 1n the development of 1naividualized education
programs, The trend 1n educatlon toward individualized
instructlon has been cited as the ratlonale behind the
incluslon of IEPs in the mandates of Public Law 94-142
(Pappas, 1982), According to Allen (1980), computer-
managed instructlon (CMI) also emerged from the movement
in educatlon toward 1ndividualized instruction. The
characteristics of individualized instructlion have been
incorporated by IEPs (diagnosis, intervention, and evalu-
ation) and by CMI (testing, generation of study prescrip-
tions, keeping of records, and generation of reports).
IEP8, which have sprung out of the trend toward individual-
ized 1nstructlion, have been fraught with problems, and
CMI, which also resulted from trends toward individuallzed
Instruction, has been employed as & solutlon to some of
the problems with IEPs. The use of computer-managed ln-
struction (CMI) to assist in the development of IEPs repre-
sents a change 1n the work of developing IEPs. Motivatlon
theory lndlcates that the work itself contributes to job

performance (Herzberg, 1959); that a change in the dimensions

of a task assignment influences job performance (Hamner,
1979); and that adjustments in technology affect job per-

formance (Pasmore, 1979). A change from teacher-written
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IEPs to computer-assisted IEPs represents a change in

the technolégy of the task assignment involved. Motlvatlon
theory suggests that a change from teacher-written IEPs

to computer-assisted IEPs should affect the job performance
of teachers developlng the IEPs,

Research investlgating teacher-written IEPs has
indicated that many problems have existed with them with
regard to time, cost, and the gquality of the documents
produces, Although research done on computer-assisted IEPs
has been favorable with regard to the solution of prob-
lems involving time, cost, and educators' and parents'
attitudes toward and perceptions of IEPs, research studles
on the quallty of computer-assisted IEPs have been ex-
tremely limited in size and scope. However, the use of
computers, with thelr CMI capabilltles, appears to be a
promising solution to problems related to the quality of
IEPs. |

Ryan (1984) has suggested that it may be the use of
manuals of goals and objectives involved in the development
of computer-assisted IEPs which 1s enebling teachers to
produce better quality IEPs. The questlion then remalns,
"Will the use of microcomputers and manuals of goals and
objectives in the development of IEPs enable teachers to
produce documents which are of greater overall quality than

those produced in the traditional, teacher-written manner?"




Chapter 3,
Methodology.
Population and Selectlon of the Sampile.

The focus of this study was upon the IEPs of students
categorlzed as learning-disabled by the North Central Re-
glonal Educatlon Service Agency (RZSA T7) of the state of
West Virginla. The countles of RESA 7 were chosen because
they have designed a manual of long-term goals and short-

term Instructicnal objectlves called Strands Individual

Educatlion Programs (1983) to assist in the'deyélopment of

individualized education programs (IEPs), Also, RESA 7
has adopted a computer program written speclfically for
Strands. The computer program allows annual goals and
short-term instructional objectives to be printed by
typing in code numbers, thus eliminating the lengthy process
of hand-writing or typing the IEP. Of the twelve RESA 7
counties, four currently are not using the Strands document,
one currently 1s using the Strands doéumeﬁt without com-
puter assistance, and seven currently are using the Strands
document with the asslstance of microcomputers. All of the
countles in RESA 7 use the same format for the IEP document.
The sample used in this study was drawn from 2,519
students categorized as learning-disabled from RESA 7. An
IEP for each of 40 students categorized as learning-disabled
was selected randomly from the part of the population (817
students in four counties) which does not use microcomputers

or Strands Individual Education Programs {1983) to assist in
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the development of IEPS. An IEP for each of 40 students
categorized as learning-~-dlsabled was selected randomly
from the part of the population (710 students from one

county) which uses Strands Indlvidual Education Programs

(1983) to assist in the development of IEPs. An IEP for
each of 40 students categorized as learning-disabled was
gelected randomly from the part of the population (992
students from five counties) which uses microcomputers

and Strands Individual Educatlion Programs (1983) to

assist in the develovment of IEPs, Two countles in RESA 7

which use microcomputers and Strands Individual Education

Programs (1983) to assist in the development of IEPs were
not able to partlcipate in this research because of a
natural disaster. All of the IEPs used 1n this study were
developed in the 1984-85 school year,

Procedure.

The personally 1dent1fying information was removed
from each of the IEPs selected for this study in order to
maintain the confidentiallty of the students involved,
The 120 IEPs were 1nterspersed and numbered from 1 to 120.
A master list was kept by the researcher indicating whilch
group of IEPs was matched with which numbers. Each of the
three raters (one speclal education teacher, one educa-
tlonal diagnosticlan, and one speclal education adminis-
trator) examined and evaluated, individually, all of the
IEPs involved 1n the study. The raters evaluated the IEPs

using the Checkllst for Documenting Appropriateness of the




IEP (Turnbull, Strickland, and Brantley, 1982).

Instrumentatlion,

The Checkllst for Documenting Aporopriateness of the

IEP (Appendix 1) was adapted for use as a rating scale.
Three of the four categories of appropriateness (legal re-
quirements, relevance, and clarity) that are included in the
checkllist were used for the ratings, The category of manage-
abllity was not used because the three items in that
category appear to be more subjective than the items in the
other categories, For each question on the checklist, a
"veg" response by a rater was given a score of 2; a "some-
times" response by a rater was given a score of 1; and a
"no" response by a rater was gilven a score of O,

Reliabllity of the Instrument. In order to establish

rellabillty for the Checkllst For Documenting Appropriate-

ness of the IEP, the three evaluators who partlicipated in

this study were gathered together. They were shown three

IEPs, one which was considered to be of very good quality,
one which was consldered satlsfactory in quality, and one
which was conslidered to be poor in quallty. They were also

shown the Checkllst for Documentlng Approprlateness of the

IEP completed for each of the three sample IEPs, and

standards for evaluatlion were clarified and discussed,
Each evaluator then was glven coples of ten IEPs which
were not used in the study and ten blank copies of the

Checklist for Documentlng Appropriateness of the IEP. Each

rater then separately evaluated the ten IEPs using the
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Checkllst for Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP and
returned them to the researcher. Examination of the.
compleied checkllst forms was undertaken by the researcher
to determine the degree of agreement existing among the

raters when using the Checklist for Documenting Appropri-

ateness of the IEP in the evaluation of the IEPs. A Pearson
product~-moment correlation coefficlent was caleculated to
indicate the degree of lnterjudge reliabillty when using
the three categorlies (legal requirements, relevance, and

clarity) on the Checklist for Documenting Appropriatenessa

of the IEP. A correlation of +.96 was found to exist be-
tween raters 1 and 2, a correlation of'+.90 was found to
exlst between raters 2 and 3, and a correlatlion of +.85
was found to exlst between raters 3 and 1 for the total

scores for the ten IEPs when using the Checklist for

Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP,

Also, a calculation was made of the number of instances
in 240 (24 items for each of the ten IEPs) in which one
rater gave a "no" response and another rater gave a 'yes"
response resulting in a two-polnt discrepancy between
thelr scores on an ltem, A two-point discrepancy was
found to occur 4% (10/240) of the time for raters 1 and 2;
2.5% (6/240) of the time for raters 2 and 3; and 3,7%
(9/240) of the time for raters 3 and 1.

Validity of the Instrument. In order to establish

concurrent validity for the Checklist for Documenting

Appropriateness of the IEP, examples of what the raters
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consldered to be very good, satlsfactory, and poor IEPs
were shown to four speclal educatlon teachers workiné in
.the fiéld. Some of the IEPs were selected from among those
used to calculate interjudge reliablility and some were
from among the 120 used in the study. This was done in
order to increase the variability of the guallty of the
group of IEPs being used to establlish the valldlity of the
instrument,, For each of ten IEPs, the teachers were asked
to reapond to three general questions on an IEP Evaluatlon
Questionnalre (Appendix 1), each corresponding to one of the
three categories (legal requirements, relevance, and

clarity) on the Checkllist For Documenting Approoriateness

of the IEP, A "yes" response to a questlon was glven a
score of 2; a "partially" response to a question was

given a score of 1; and a "no" response to a question

was glven a score of 0., For the four teachers, a total
score was calculated for each of the three questions
(correasponding to the three checklist categories) on each
of the ten IEPs. Also, for each of the three raters, a
total score was calculated for each of the three categoriles
on each of the ten IEPs. A Pearson product-moment coef-
ficlent of correlation was calculated for the four teachers
on each of the three questions and for each of the three
raters on each of the three checklist categories. For the
category of legal requirements, a correlation of 4,92 was
found to exist between the evaluatlons by the four teachers

in the fleld and the evaluations of rater one particlpating




in this study; a correlation of +4.95 was found to exist
between the evaluations by the four teachers in the field
and thé evaluations of rater two participating in this
study; and a correlatlon of +.92 was found to exist between
the evaluations by the four teachers in the field and the
evaluations of rater three particlvating in this study.

For the category of relevance, a correlation of +.84 was
found to exlst between the evaluations by the four teachers
in the fleld and the evaluations of rater one partici-
pating in this study; a correlation of $.79 was found to
exist between the evaluations by the four teachers in the
fleld and the evaluatlions of rater two participating in
this study; and a correlaﬁion of +.88 was found to exist
between the evaluations by the four teachers in the field
and the evaluations of rater three participasting in this
gtudy. For the category of clarity, a correlation of +.89
was found to exlst between the evaluations by the four
teachers 1n the fleld and the evaluatlions of rater one
participating in this study; a correlation of $.90 was
found to exlst between the evaluatlons by the four teachers
in the field and the evaluations of rater two participating
in this study; and a correlatlion of +.89 was found to

exist between the evaluations by the four teachers in the
field and the evaluatlons of rater three particlpating in
this study (Table 3.1).
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TABLE 3.1

CORRELATION OF RATER3' EVALUATICKNS
WITH COMBINED TEACHERS' EVALUATIONS

Legal Requirements Reievance Clarity

+.84

Raterl +.92 +.89
Rater2 +.95 +.79 +.90
Rater +.92 +.88 +.89

60




61

Statistical Hypotheses,

Hypothesis 1.

Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found in the
mean scores for quality between teacher-written IEPs and
microcomputer-assisted IEPs as eveluated using the Checklist

For Documenting Apvropriateness of the IEP.

Alternative Hypothesls: The microcomputer-assisted
ISP mean score for quality as evaluated using the Checklist

For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP wlll exceed that

of the teacher-written IEP.

Hypothesis 2.

Null Hypothesis: No difference will be found in the
mean scores for quality between teacher-written IEPs and

manual-assisted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist for

Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP,

Alternative Hypothesls: The manual-assisted IEP mean

score for quallty as evaluated using the Checkllst for

Documentling Approprlateness of the IEP wiil exceed that of

the teacher-written IEP.

Hypothesis 3.

Null Hypothesls: No difference wlll be found in the mean
scores for quallty between mlerocomputer-assisted IEPs and

manual-assisted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist for

Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP,

Research provides insufficlent guldance for the de-

velopment of an alternative to null hypothesis 3,




Analysls.,

A total score on the Checklist For Documenting

Appropriateness of the IEP was determined for each IEP in

each of the three groups: teacher-written IEPs, manual-
asslsted IEPs, and mlcrocomputer-asslsted IEPs. A mean
total score on the checkllst for each group was calculated.
At test was used to test each of the hypotheses to de-
termine 1f there was a significant dlfference between the
mean scores of the two groups involved in each hypothesis.

Summary of the Methodology.

Teacher-written IEPs, manual-assisted IEPs, and micro-
computer-assisted IEPs were evaluated for quallty using

the Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP,

Differences in scores for quallty as evaluated using the

Checklist for Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP were

noted, Hypotheses were tested using a t test to determine
any significance in the differences between the groups in«

volved 1ln each hypothesls,

62




Chapter 4.
Analysls of Results.

Tﬁe purpose of this study was to determine which IEPs
are of greater quallity for learning-dlsabled students:
teacher-written IEPs (those developed without the aid of
the microcomputer or manuals of goals and objectives);
manual-assisted IEPs (those developed with the ald of manuals
of goals and objectives); or microcomputer-assisted IEPs
(those developed with the ald of the microcomputer and
manuals of goals and objectives), 40 teacher-written IEPs,
40 manual-assisted IEPs, and 40 mlerocomputer-assisted
IEPs were obtalned from 10 countles in the same reglonal
educatlon service agency in West Virginia, All of the IEPs
had been developed using the same format; all of the manual-
asslsted IEPs had been developed using the same manual of
goals and objectives; all of the mierocomputer-assisted
IEPs had been developed using the same computer program.

Three raters were tralned in the use of the Checklist For

Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP, and each rater

independently evaluated all 120 IEPs used in thls study,.

A total score on the Checklliat For Documenting Appropri-

ateness of the IEP was obtalned for each IEP in each of

the three groups. Values for t were computed and a t test
was performed to determine 1f there was a significant

difference between the mean scores of the two groups lnvolved

in each hypothesls belng tested in this study.
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Hypothesls 1.

This hypothesis states that there will be no significant
difference between the-West v1rgin1é RESA 7 IEPs déveloped
with the asslstance of both manudls of goals and objectlives
and microcomputers (microcomputer-assisted IEPS) and the
West Virglnia RESA 7 IEPs developed without the aid of
microcomputers or manuals of goals and obJectlves (teacher-
written IEPs).

The means and standard deviations of the scores on the

Checkllst For Documenting-Appropriateness of the IEP were

computed for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs and for the
teacher-written IEPs. The results indicated a mean score
of 40.2 with a standard deviation of 3.43 for the micro-
computer-asslsted IEPs, and a mean score of 30.3 with a
standard deviation of 6.04 for the teacher-writien IEPs.
At test was performed'on the means of the microcomputer-
asslisted IEPs and the teacher-written IEPs to determine
whether a significant difference (p<.05) in the quality

of the IEPs exlsted as a result of the use of microcom-
puters to aild in the development of IEPs., A resulting t
value of 8.187, representing a significant difference in
quality (p€.01) due to the use of microcomputers to aid

in the development of IEPs, was indilcated where the mlcro-
computer-assisted IEPs recelved significantly higher scores

on the Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness of the

IEP than teacher-written IEPs (Table 4.1).
On the baslis of the higher scores on the Checklist




TABLE 4.1

HYPOTHESIS 1 - RESULTS OF t TEZST ON MREAN SCORES
OF TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS AND MICROCCMPUTER-ASSISTED IRPS
ON THE CHECKLIST FOR DOCUMENTING APPROPRIATENZSS OF THE IEP

TYPE STANDARD DEGREES OF t

OF IEP n  MEAN  DEVIATION FREZDOM .  VALUE

MICRO- s

GOMPUTZR- 40 40,2 3,433

ASSISTED ;
78 8.187##

TEACHER- .

WRITTEN 40 30.3 6.049

#*3ignificant at p<.01
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For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP recelved by the

mlcrocomputer-assisted IEPs when compared with the séores
receivéd by the teacher-written IEPs, hypothesis 1 was re-
Jected, The results of this study support the directional
research hypothesls that West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs develoved
with the asslstance of the microcomputer and manuals of
goals and objectives (microcomputer-assisted IEPs) are
Judged to be of greater quality than West Virginia RESA 7
IEPs developed without the ald of microcomputers or manuals
of goals and objectives (teacher-written IEPs),

Hypothesgis 2.

Thls hypothesis states that there will be no significant
difference between the West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed
with the asslstance of manuals of goals and objectives
(manual-asslisted IEPs) and the West Virginia RESA 7 IZPs
developed without the assistance of manuals of goals and
objectives (teacher-written IEPsS).

The means and standard deviations of the scores on the

Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP were

computed for the manual-asslsted IEPs and for the teacher-
written IEPs, The results indicated a mean score of 36,5
with a standard deviation of 5.61 for the manual-assisted
IEPs, and a mean score of 30.3 wlth a standard deviation

of 6,04 for the teacher-written IEPs., A t test was performed
on the means of the manual-asslisted IEPs and the teacher-
written IEPs to determine whether a significant difference
(p<.05) 1n the quality of the IEPs existed as a result of
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the use of manuals of goals and objJectlves to aid in the
development of IEPs. A resulting t value of 3.6Q6, répre-
sentiné a significant difference in quality (p<.01) due
to the use of manuals of goals and objectives to aild in
the development of IEPs, was indicated where the manual-
as8slsted IEPs recelved signiflcantly higher scores on the

Checkllist For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP than

teacher-written IEPs (Table 4.2).
On the basls of the higher scores on the Checklist

For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP recelved by the

manual-asslisted IEPs when compared with the scores re-

ceilved by the teacher-written IEPs, hypotheslis 2 was rejected,
The results of this study support the directional re-

segrch hypothesis that West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed
wlth the assistance of manuals of goals and objJectives
(manual-assisted IEPs) are judged to be of greater quality
than West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs develoved without the aid

of manuals of goals and objectives (teacher-writtien IEPs).

Hypothesis 3.

This hypothesls states that there will be no significant
dlfference between the West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed
wlth the assistance of manuals of goals and objectives
(manual-assisted IEPs) and the West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs
developed with the asslstance of both manuals of goals
and obJectives and microcomputers (microcomputer-assisted

IEPs).

The means and standard deviatlions of the scores on the




TABLE 4.2

HYPOTHESIS 2 - RESULTS OF t TEST ON MEAN SCORES
OF TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS AND MANUAL-ASSISTED IEPS

CN THE CHECXLIST FOR DOCUMENTING APPROFPRIATENESS QF THE IEP

TYPE STANDARD . DEGREES OF ]

OF IEP n MEAN DEVIATION FREEDOM VALUE
MANUAL-
ASSISTED 40 36.5 5.619

78 3.696%#%

TEACHER-
WRITTEN 40 30,3 6.049
#*3ignificant at p<.0l
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Checkllst For Documentlng Appropriateness of the IEP were

computed for the manual-agsisted IEPs and for the midro-
computef-assisted IEPs. The results lndicated a mean score
of 36.5 with a standard deviation of 5.61 for the manual-
asslsted IEPs, and a mean score of 40,2 with a standard
deviation of 3.43 for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs, A
t test was performed on the means of the manual-asslsted
IEPs and the microcomputer-assisted IEPs to determine
whether a significant difference (p<.05) in the quality
of the IEPs exlsted as a result of the use of mlcrocom-
puters together with manuals of goals and obJectlves to
ald in the development of IEPs, A resulting t value of
3.414, representing a significant difference in quality

(p<.01) due to the use of microcomputers together with

manuals of goals and objectives to ald in the development
of IEPs, was 1indicated where the microcomputer-assisted
IEPs recelved significantly higher scores on the Checklilst
For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP (Table 4.3).

On the basls of the higher scores on the Checklist

For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP recelved by the

microcomputer-assisted IEPs when compared with the scores
received by the manual-asslisted IEPs, hypothesls 3 was

re Jected., The results of this study indicate that West
Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed wlth the asslstance of
microcomputers together with manuals of goals and objlectives
(microconputer-assisted IEPs) are Jjudged to be of greater

quallty than West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed with the




TABLE 4.3

HYPOTH=ZSIS 3 - R=ESULTS OF & TEST ON MEZAN SCORES

OF MICROCOMPUTER-ASSISTED IZPS AND MANUAL-ASSISTED IEP3
ON THEZ CHECKLIST FOR DOCUMENTING APPROPRIATENESS QOF THE ISP

TYPE STANDARD DEGREES OF t
OF IEP n MEAN DEVIATION FREZDOM VALUE
MICRO-
COMPUTER- 40 40.2 3,433
ASSISTED
78 3. 414w
MANUAL-
ASSISTED 40 36,5 5.619
##5ignificant at p<.0l
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ald of manuals of goals and objectives (manual-assisted
IEPSs. '

Information regarding the presence of legal requlre-
ments, the releﬁance, and the clarlty of the IEPs involved
in this study is given in Tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6, The
data included in these tables indicate that more "yes" re-
sponses were glven by the raters particlpating in this study
for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs than for the manual-
asslisted IEPs or for the teacher-written IEPs. The results
also indicate that more "yes" responses were given by the
raters for the manual-assisted IEPs than for the teacher-
written IEPs involved in this study.

The average scores for each category on the Checklist

For Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP for the IEPs

involved in this study are indicated in Table 4.7. The
mean score for the three raters for the legal requirements

category on the Checklist For Documentlng Avproprilateness

Of the IEP for the microcomputer assisted IEPs was 15,845
out of a possible total of 18; the mean score for the
manusal«~assisted IEPs was i4.625 forithe legal requirements
category; and the mean score for the teacher-written IEPs
was 12,813 for the legal requirements category..The mean

score for the relevance category on the Checkllist For Docu-

menting Appropriateness of the IEP for the mlcrocomputer-

asslisted IEPs was 6,985 out of a possible total of 10; the

mean score for the manual -asslisted IEPs was 5.77 for the

relevance category; and the mean score for the teacher-written
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TABLE 4.4

PERCENT3 OF I=23 CONTAINING
THZ LZ3AL RIQUIRTHEUTS
MANDATED BY PUBLIC LAY 94-142

MICROCQMPUTER- MANUAL- TEACHZR~
ASSISTED IEPS ASSISTED IZPS WRITTZY IEP3

YES .SOMETIMES yO* YIS SOMETIMES NO# YES SO0METIMES NO*

LEVELS OF
PERFORMANCE 77.5 20 2.5 60 15 a5 60 20 20

ANNUAL GOALS 97.5 2.5 0 87.5 ic 2.5 32.5 27.5 40

SHCRT-TEH |
OBJECTIVES 100 5 0 100 0 0 55 30 15

EVALUATION
SCHEDULES 95 5 o 50 20 c 95 5 0

EVALUATION
PROCZDURES 92.5 7.5 0 72.5 25 2.5 67.5 15 17.5

2ZLATED
SERVICES 5 20 5 57.5 27.5 15 52.5 35 12.5

SPECIFIC _
SPECIAL 75 25 0 67.5 30 2.5 60 37.5 2.5
EDUCATION :

RTGULAR
CLASS 45 40 15 45 47.5 7.5 52.5 35 12.5
PARTICIPATION .

DATEZS FOR
PROZRAM 65 35 0 35 60 5 55 35 10
INITIATION/

DURATION

* as evaluated using the Checklist for Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP




TABLE 4,5
PERCENTS OF ISPS WITH RSLEVANT S0ALS,
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OBJZCTIVES, EVALUATION PROCEDURES, PLACEZMENT AND SERVICES

HICROCOMPUTER- MANUAL~
AS3ISTED IEPsS ASSISTED IZPS

YT3 "SOMETIMES yo* YES SOMETIMES NO*®

TEACHER-
WRITTEN I=ZPS

YZ5 SOMETIMES NO*®

APPROPRIATE TO

BANDICAP OF STUDENT

DETZIRMINIED IN
CONSIDERATICN OF
STREMGTES AND
WIAKNESSES
APPROPRIATE TO
STUDENT'S LEVZL
OF PERFORMANCE

EZVALUATION PRO-

CZDURES CORRELATED

WITH GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

CRITERIA IN
OBJECTIVZS REZAL-
ISTIC FOR STUDENT

42,5 55 2.5 37.5 40 22,5

17.5 i2.5 70 12.5 12.5 75

42.5 55 2.5 35 45 20
90 10 0 72.5 25 2.5
75 25 0 50 35 15

7.5 67.5 25

2.5 20 T7.5

5 67.5 27.5

45 27.5 27.5

42,5 30 27.5

* as evaluated using the Checklist for Documentinz Avpropriateness of the TP




TABLE 4.6

PERCENTS OF IEPS WITH CLEAR TERMINOLOGY,
SKILL STATEMRNTS, SO0ALS AND OBJECTIVES, EVALUATION

DPROCZIDURES, SCHEDULZS Qf EVALUATION, SPEZCIFIC SPECIAL

EDUCATION, AND RELATED S=RVICIS

T4

MICROCOM2UTER-
ASSISTEID IZPS

YES SOMETIMES NO+

MANUAL

ASSISTZD IEPS

YES SOMETIMES NO#

TZACHER~

WRITTEY IZPS
YES SOMETIMES NO#

CLEAR TERXINQOLOGY
SPECIFIC SKILL

LEVELS OF
PZRFORMANCE

A SP=CIFIC
BEEAVIOQR IN THE
OEJECTIVES

A CRUITEIAION LIVEL
IN THEZ Q2JECTIVES

A CONDITION IN
THE CEJECTIVES

GOALS INDICATING
WHAT STUDENT WILL
DO WHEZYN T=ZRMINATED

EVALUATION PROCZIDURE

SPECIFYING TYPE OF
EVALUATION OR
SPECIFIC TZ3TS

SCHEDULES INDICATING

WEEZN EVALUATIONS
WILL QCCUR

SPECIAL EDUCATION
STATED IN SPECIFIC
TERMS

RELATED SERVICZS
CLZARLY SPECIFIED

100

12.5

97.5

87.5

97.5

97.5

97.5

95

67.5

75

7.5

2.5

12.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

32.5

20

8o

100

100

76.5

97.5

87.5

75

90

65

57.5

0 0
12.5 82.5
4] 0
17.5 15
2.5 0
10 2.5
22.5 2.5
10 4]
3 5
27.5 15

95
7.5
55

55

40
22,5
.70'
87.5

55

52.5

7.5

27,5

20

32.5

a5

15

10

40

35

85

17‘ 5

25

27,5

52.5

15

2.5

12.5

12,5

* as evaluated using the Checklist for Evaluating Avpropriateness of the IEP




TABLE 4.7

MEAN SCORES FOR EZACH CATZGORY ON TH?
CHECKLIST FOR DOCU"W"TIJC APPROPRIATENESS QF THEZ IED

e e it S Do

FOR THE 1%P3 IWVOLV=ZD IN THLIS 5TUDY

TYPE MEAN SCORE FOR MEAN SCORE FOR -MEAN SCORE FCR
OoF IEP LEGAL REQUIRZVENTS* RELEVANCEZ## CLARITY s

MICRC- )
COMPUTER- 15.845 6.985 17.375
ASSISTED :
MANUAL- '
ASSISIED 14,625 5.77 16.168
TEACHER=~

WRITTEN 12.813 4,69 ) : 13.155

* - pPerfect Score 18
#4# - Perfect Score 10

#it# -~ Perfect Score 20




IEPs was 4,69 for the relevance category. The mean score

for the clarity category on the Checklist For Documenting

Approprlateness of the IEP for the microcomputer-assisted

IEPs was 17.375 out of a posslble total of 20; The mean
score for the manual-assisted IEPs was 16.168 for the
clarity category; and the mean score for the teacher-
written IEPs for the clarity category was 13,155,

Additional Findings.

From the West Virginla RESA 7 IEPs in the study sample
developed during the 1984-85 academlc year, additlional in-

formation was avallable to the researcher rzgarding various
1ssues relating to the quallty of IEPs. In order to add'
current informatlion to that gathered by researchers who

had examlined IEPs previously, a series of frequency dils-
tributions was performed by the researcher on the data
collected during this study.

The number of signatures of participants in the de-
velopment of the IEPs in thils study 1s glven in Table 4.8.
The results of this study revealed that 95% of the micro-
computer~assisted IEPs, 67.5% of the manual-assisted IEPs,
and 65% of the teacher-written IEPs contained the three

signatures mandated by Public Law 94-142 to appear on the

IEP document. Furthermore, 2.5% of the microcomputer-assisted

IEPS, 17.5% of the manual-assisted IEPs, and 30% of the
teacher-written IEPs contalined the signatures of a parent

and a special education teacher; and 2.5% of the micro-

computer-assisted IEPs, 2.5% of the manual-assisted IEPs,
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TABLT 4.8

PERCENTAGE OF SITNATURZS 0F PARTICIPANTS I THE
DIZVZLOZMENT OF TEZ IZPS ZVALUATID I THIS STUDY

TYPE CONTAINING 3 CONTAINING 2 . CONTAINING 2 CONTAINING 1
OF IEP SIZNATURESH SIGNATURE G## SIGNATURZ St SIINATURD 4
MICRO-
COMPUTER- 95% 2.5% 2,59 , 0%
ASSISTED ;
MANUAL- o
ASSISTED 67.5% 17.5% 2.5% 12.5%
TEACHER~ : .
WRITTEN 655 307 2.54% 2,5%

# - Teacher, Parent, and Local Education Agency Representative signatures
## - Teacher and Parent signatures
### -~ Parent and Local Zducation Asency Representatlive signatures

#id —~ Only a teacher signature




and 2.,5% of the teacher-written IEPs contained the slgna-
tures of a parent and the local educatlion agency repre-
sentati&e. All of the microcomputer-asgsisted IEPs contalned
a parent signature; 12.5% of the manual-assisted IEPS and
2.5% of the teacher-written I1EPs did not contain a parent
slgnature on the IE? document.,

Table 4.9 gives the number of IEPs in thils study indi-
cating an area of learning disability in the levels of
performance/strengths and weaknesses sectlon of the IEP
and/or including goals and objectives addressing an area of
learning disability. With regard to the number of IEPs in this
study which speclfically Ilndicated an area of 1eafning
disebility when describing the levels of performance/
strengths and weaknesses of the student, 204 of the micro-
computer-assisted IZPs, 17.5% of the teacher-written IEPs,
and 15% of the manual-assisted IEPs listed an area of
learning disability. Addltionally, 30% of the mlcrocomputer-
asslsted IEPs, 20% of £hé'manual-assisted IEPs, and 27.5%
of the teacher-wrltten IEPs contained goals and objectives
addressing an area of learning dlsabllity. Further, the
results of thls study showed that even fewer of the IEPs
involved (154 of the microcomputer-assisted IEPs, 10% of the
manual-assisted IEPs, and 109 of the teacher-wriltten IEPs)
had indlcated an area of disablility in the levels of per-
formance/strengths and weaknesses section of the IEP, and
then had followed this with the expected goals and objectives
addressing the area of learning disabllity indicated. Only
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TABLE 4.9

PERCENTAGE OF IEPS IN THIS STUDY INDICATING
AN ARTA OF LEARNING DISABILITY AND/OR
INCLUDING GCALS AND CRJECTIVES '
ADDRESSING AN AREA OF LEARNING DISABILITY

PYPE INDICATING CONTAINING  INDICATING CONTAINING GIVING NO
OF IEP LD IN LEVELS LD GOALS & LD IN LEVELS LD GOALS & INDICATION OF
OF PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES OF PEAFORMANCE  OBJECTIVES IN LEVELS OF
‘ AND GONTAINING  BUT NOT PERFCRMANCE AND
LD GOALS AND INDICATING CONTAINING NO
OBJECTIVES LD IN LEVELS LD GOALS AND
OF PERFORMANCE  QBJECTIVES
MICHO=
COMPUTER- 20% 304 153 12.5% 42.5%
ASSISTED
MANUAL~- )
ASSISTED 15% 20% 109 lo% 60%
TEACHER~ ]
WRITTEN 17.5% 27.5% 10% 17.5% 55%
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12.59 of the.microcomputer-assisted IEPs, 10% of the manual-
assisted IEPs, and 17.5% of the teacher-written IEPs con-
tained goals and objectives addressing an area of learning
disabllity although they had falled to 1ndicate an area
in the levels of performance/strengths and weaknesses section
of the IEP from whlch are expected to flow the goals and
objectives included in the IEP. Finally, 42.5% of the micro-
computer-assisted IEPs, 60% of the manual-assisted IEPs,
and 45% of the teacher-written IEPs (approximately half of
all of the IEPs 1n the study) géve no indication of an area
of learning disability in the 1¢ve1§ of perfdrmance/strengths
and weaknesses gectlion of the IEP, and contained no godls
and objectives addressing an area of 1earning disabllity.

The average number of goals and objectives contalned
in the IEPs involved in this study is glven in Table 4,10,
The mean number of goals per IEP for the mlcrocomputer-
asslsted IEPs was 9.9 wilth a range of 1 to 30 and a standard
deviation of 6,63%; the mean number of goals per IEP for the
manual-asslisted IEPs was 7.1l with a range of 1 to 25 and a
standard deviation of 5.45; and the mean number of goals
per IEP for the teacher-written IEPs was 5.5 with a range
of 1 to 36 and a standard deviation of 6.02. The mean number
of oblectives per IEP for the microcomputer-asslisted IEPs
was 43,95 with a range of 8 to 140 and a standard deviation
of 31.76; the mean number of objectives per IEP for the manual-
agsisted IEPs was 33.28 with a range 1 to 147 and a standard

deviatlon of 30.21; and the mean number of objectives per




TABLE 4,10

THE MEAN NUMIER OF GOALS AXD
OBJZCTIVZS CONTAINED IN IZPS IN THIS sSTUDY

TYPE MZAN NUMBER OF GOALS PIR IEP MEAN NUMBZR OF OBJECTIVES PSR IEP
OoF IEP :
MICRO-
COMPUTER- 9.9 43,95 |
ASSISTED e
MANUAL- .
ASSISTED 7.1 33.28
TZACHER-
WRITTEN 5.5 14,30
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IEP for the teacher-wriltten IEPs was 14.3 with a range of
0 to 47 and a standard deviation of 13.87. |
Summary.

The results of the study were as follows:

A t test indicated that the mean score of the micro-

computer~asgslsted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist For

Documenting Approvriateness of the IEP was significantly

higher (p<.01) than the mean score of the teacher-written
IEPs, The null hypothesls that there was no signiflcant
difference between the West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed
with the assistance of both manuals of goals and objectives
and microcomputers (microcomputer-assisted IEPs) and the
West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs developed without the ald of
microcomputers or manuals of goals and objJectives (teacher-
written IEPs) was rejected.

A t-test indicated that the mean score of the manual-

asslsted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist For Docu-

menting Approprilateness of the IEP was significantly higher

(p<.01) than the mean score of the teacher-written IEPs,
The null hypothesls that there was no significant difference
between the West Virginla RESA 7 IEPs developed wlth the
assistance of manuals of goals and objectives (manual-
asslsted IEPs) and the West Virginla RESA 7 IEPs developed
without the assistance of manuals of goals and objectives
(teacher-written IEPs) was rejected.

A t test indlcated that the mean score of the mlcro-
computer-agasisted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist For




Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP was significantly

higher (p<.Oi) than the mean score of the manual-assisted
IEPs. The null hypothesis that there was no significant
difference between the West Virginla RESA 7 IEPs developed
wlth the assistance of manuals of goals and objectives
(manual-assisted IEPs) and the West Virginia RESA 7 IEPs
developed wlth the asslstance of both manuals of goals and
objectives and microcomputers (microcomputer-assisted IEPs)
was re jected,

With regard to the average scores for each category on

the Checklist For Documentig5,Appronriatenesé'gg the IEP,

the microcomputer-assistied IEPs recelved the highest mean
scores 1n each of the categories, followed by the manual-
assisted IEPs whlch recelved the second highest mean scores

for each of the categories, and the teacher-wrltten IEPs
which recelved the lowest mean scores for each of the

categorlies on the Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness

of the IEP.
Information regarding the presence of legal require~
ments, the relevance, and the clarity of the IEPs lnvolved
in this study revealed that more "yes" responses were given
by the raters participating in this study for the micro-
computer~assisted IEPs than for the manual-assisted IEPs
or for the teacher-written IEPs; and that more "yes" re-
sponses were glven by the raters for the manual-assisted

IEPa than for the teacher-written IEPs involved in the study.

Fregquency distributions performed by the researcher on
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the data collected durding thls study revealed that the

ma jority of the IEPs 1n each group (microcomputer-assisted
IEPs, ménual-assisted IZPs, and teacher-written IEPs) con-
tained the three signatures mandated by Public Law 94-142

to appear on the IEP document. Only 5% of the IEPs involved in
this study lacked a parent signature.

The results of this study also revealed that 17.5% of
the IEPs involved 1n the study specifically indicated an
area of learning disability when describing the levels of
performance/strengths and weaknesses of the student, Mofe-
over, 26% of the IEPS involved in this study contained
goals and objectives addressing an area of learning disa-
billity. Only 12% of the IEPs involved in this study had
indlcated an area of learning dilsabllity in the levels of
performance/strengths and weaknesses section of the IEP
and then had followed this with the expected goals and ob-
jectives addressing the area of learning disability indil-
cated, Further, 13% of the IEPs involved in this study con-
tained goals and objJectives addressing an area of learning
disability although they had failed to indlcate an area in
the levels of performance/strengths and weaknesses sectilon
of the IZP from which are expected ﬁo flow the goals and
objectives included in the IEP. Flnally, 49% of the IEPs
Involved in thls study gave no 1lndicatlon of an area of
learning disability in the levels of performance/strengths
and wezknesses gectlon of the IEP, and contained no goals

and objectives addressing an area of learning disabllity,




With regard to the number of goals contalned in the IEPs
involved in this study, the microcomputer-assisted IEPs had
more goals than the manual-assisted IEPs or the teacher-
wrltten IEPs; the manual-assisted IEPs had more goals per
IEP than did the teacher-written IEPs. With regard to the
number of objectives contalned in the IEPs involved in this
study, the microcomputer-asslsted IEPs had more objectives
per IEP than the manual-assisted IEPs or the teacher-written
IEPs; the manual-asslsted IEPs had more objlectives per IEP
than 414 the teacher-written IEPs,
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Chapter 5,
Summary and Conclusions,
Summarz; ’ g;
Purpose, Publlc Law 94-142 mandated the writing of

IEPs for handicapped chlldren. From the time Ef the law's
enactment, difficultles (time, costs, and paperwork in-
volved; teachers' lack of skills necessary for developing
IEPs; administrators' difficulties with record-keeping

and management; and 1ssues relating to quality) have been
asgoclated with the wrlting of IEPs. Solutions to the prob-
lems have been suggested, but diffliculties have persisted,
Recently, educators have begun using computers as a solution
to the problems assoclated with the development of IEPs. Re-
sults of research investlgatling the use of computers to
solve some of the problems assoclated with IEPs (time,
costs, educators' and ﬁarents' attitudes and perceptions)
have been favorahle. The few research studles investigating
the quality of IEPs developed with the ald of computers
have been extremely limited in size and scope, thus, pro-
viding little empirical eviéence revealling the effectiveness
of computers in improving the quallty of IEPs. Ryan '

(1984) addressed the issue of quality of IEPs devéloped
using computerized and noncomputerized methods, lndicating
that thls 1ssue remains in need of further investigation.
Ryan (1984) has suggested that 1t may be the use of manuals
of goals and objectives in computerized systems which en-

ables teachers to develop IEPs of better quallity than those
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written by teachers without the aid of manualslof goals

and objectivés. The purpose of this study was to determine
which IEPs are of greatér quality: teacher-written IEPs

(those developed without the aid of manuals of goals and
objectives or microcomputers); manual-asslisted IEPs (those
developed with the ald of manuals of goals and objectives);

or milecrocomputer-assisted IEPs (those developed with the

ald of the microcomputer and manuals of goals and objectives).

Review of the Literature. Concepts related to computer-

managed instruction (CMI) and motivation provided the basis
for thils study. Allen (1980) suggested that CMI 1s essentlal-

ly the management of individuallzed instruction with com-

puter-based asslstance, Jones and Seeman-Jones (1980) assert
that CMI 1s particularly applicable'to speclal education in
the development of IEPs. Herzberg's (1959) research indicated
that the task with which employees are involved 1s a motlva-
tor which contributes to Job performance. Hamner (1979) indi-
cated that administrators can influence directly only some
components of Job performance., Pasmore (1979) proposed that
ad justing technology and the way work 1s done improves Job
performance. Y

A review of the research investigating difficulties
agsoclated with teacher-written IEPs indicated that the IEP
process 1s very costly and time-consuming (Price and Goodman,
1980; Quinn, 1982; Kyser, 1984); that teachers felt they
lacked the skills necessary to develop IEPs (Holland, 1979;

Brown, 1981); that educators' and parents' attitudes and
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perceptliona revealed that much concern existed about ﬁhe IEP
processl(Lewis, 1977; Norton, 1977; Penney, 1977; Sagstetter,
1977; Semmel, 1978; Mowder, Doberman, and Prasse, 1980);
that there has contlnued to be a need to lmprove the quality
of the annual goals and short-term instructlional objectives
included in IEPs (Alper, 1978; Pyecha and Morra, 1980;
Anderson, Barner, and Larson, 1978; Felnn, 1982; Schenck,
1979); and that there has continued to be a need to assure
that the data specifically required by Public Law 94-142
are included on IEPs (Schenck and Levy, 1979; Pyecha and
Morra, 1980; Comptroller General of the United States, 1981;
Schenck, 198l; Nordan, 1982; Nutter, Algozzine, and Lue,
1982; wWelton, 1982). . , . Y
- Recent studles have lndicated that the use of computer
technology to aid in the development of IEPs can increase
the number of annual goals and short-term instructional
objectives (Allegheny Intermediate Unit, 1981; Enell and
Barrick, 1983; Heldbrink, 1984), as well as 1mprove‘the
overall quality of IEPs (Enell and Barrick, 1983; Lillie, .
1983)., The aslze, scope, and deaign'of these studies pre-
vents the evidence from being concluéive with regard to the
efflcacy of computer technology in 1mproviﬁg the quality of
the IEP. Also, it has been suggested (Ryan, 1984) that it
may be the use of manuals of goals and objectlives 1ln compu-
terized systems which enables teachers to develop IEPs of

improved quality. A need to determine the effect of the use

of microcomputers and manuals of goals and objectives upon




the overall quallty of IEPs was evident,
Methodology. The sample consisted of 120 IEPs of’

students categorized asilearning disabled: 40 of the IEPs

were teacher-written (developed without the ald of manuals

of goals and objectives or microcomputers); 40 of the IEPs

were manual-assisted (developed with the ald of manuals
of goals and objectives); and 40 of the IEPs were micro-
computer-assisted (developed with the aid of manuals of
goals and objectives and microcomputers). Three trained
raters examlned and evaluated, indlvidually, all of the
IEPs involved in the study with regard to legal require-

ments, relevance, and clarilty using the Checklist For

Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP.

Major Findings. A statistical analysls of the data

collected regarding each hypothesis revealed the following
findings: '

l. A t test indicated that the mlerocomputer-assisted
IEPs In thls study recelved a slgnificantly higher mean
total score (p<.Ol) on the Checkllst For Documentlng ApnroJ‘

priateness of the IEP than did the teacher-written IEPs in

this study. As a result, the null hypothesis (that there
was no difference in quality between microcomputer~asslsted

IEPs and teacher-wriltten IEPs as evaluated using the Check-~

1ist For Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP) was rejected.

2, At test indlcated that the manuasl-gsslsted IEPs in’

this study recelved a significantly higher mean total score’
(p<.01) on the Checklist For Documenting Approbfiateness‘gg '
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the IEP than did the teacher-wrltten IEPs in this study.
As a result, the null hypothesls (that there was no difference
in quality between manual-assisted IEPs and teacher-written

IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist For Documenting Ap-

propriateness of the IEP) was rejected,

3. At test indlcated that the microcomputer-assisted
IEPs in thls study recelved a significantly higher mean

total score (p<.0l) on the Checklist For Documenting Ap-

propriateness of the IEP than dld the manual-assisted IEPs.

As a result, the null hypothesis (that there was no difference
in quallity between manual-assisted IEZPs and microcomputer-

asslsted TEPs as evaluated using the Checklist For Docu-

menting Appropriateness of the IEP) was rejected,

Conclusions.

The major findings of the study led to the following
concluslons:

l. The use of microcomputers and manugls of goals and
objectives in the developmgnt‘of IEPs prdducedﬁdocuments
wvhich were of greatef quality than those developed in the
tradltlonal manner without the ald of the mlerocomputer
or manuals of goals and objectives,

2. The use of manuals of goals and objectives in the
development of IEPs produced documents whilch were of greater
quallty than those developed in the tradltlonal manner wlth-
out the ald of manuals of goals and objectives,

3. The use of both microcomputers and manuals of goals

and obJjectlives in the development of IEPs produced documentas
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which were of greater quallty than those developed with

only the ald of manuals of goals and objectives,

Digcussion.

Slgnificantly higher scores for quality, as evaluated

using the Checkllst For Documentlng Approoprlateness of the

IEP, were achleved by the microcomputer-asslsted IEPs when
compared wlth elther the teacher-written IEPs or the manual-
asslsted IEPs, These findings support the posiltion that
computer-managed instruction (CMI) can be used to solve in-
gstructional management problems unique to individualilzed
instruetion, and that CMI 1s particularly applicahle to. the
speclal educator's responsibilitles with regard to the de-
velopment of IEPs, It may be simply that using computers
in the development of IEPs provides a more systematic way of
conducting the IEP process than exlsts when IEPs are devel-
oped in the traditional manner. Thus, the gquality of computer-
asslsted JEPs might be consistently greater as a functlon
of the reduction in the varliabllity of the documents due
to individual differences in educators' abilitiles and
experience,

signiflcantly higher scores for quality as evaluated
using the Checkllst For Documentling Approprlateness of the

IEP were achleved by both the microcomputer-assisted IEPs

and the manual-asslsted IEPs when compared with the teacher-
wrltten IEPs. These findings are consistent with the moti-
vation theories put forth by Herzberg (1959), Hamner (1979),
and Pasmore (1979). Herzberg (1959) proposed that the task with
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which employees are invoived is a motivator whilch contrib-
utes to Job performance. The various factors (i.e., tlme,
paperwork, etc.) involved in the work of developing IEPs
have an effect upon the performance of this task by those
to whom 1%t 1s asslgned. Hamner (1979) suggested that among
the components of Job performance whlich management can
influence is task design. Administrators can alter the
deslgn of the IEP development procesas by changing the
various factors 1lnvolved in the work (1.e., decreasing
time and paperwork 1nvolvéd; etc. ). Pasmore (1979) asserted
that a direct change 1ﬁ the behavior requlred of employees
in the performance of their tasks (i.e., a soclotechnical
system interventlon which adjusts the technology of the
organization and the way the work i1s done) can increase
motivation and jJob performance. The use of computers and/or
manuals of goals and obJjectlives in the development of IEPs
represented a change in the process of IEP preparation,
The requlrements of the task of developlng IEPs were
changed by the use of computer-managed instruction (CMI)
and manuals of goals and objectlves. The resuliing higher
quality of the IEP documents produced when computers and
manuals of goals and objectlives were used was consistent
with the motivational theories of Herzberg (1959), Hamner
(1979), and Pasmore (1979).

If the data contalned in tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 are
examined, the results obtalned by the t tests for each
hypothesls are furpher'clarified and the various specific




strengths and weaknesses of the microcomputer-assisted
IEPs, manual-assisted IEPs, and teacher-written IEPs ére
revealeé. Table 4,4 shows that for all of the items con-
talned 1in the legal requlrements category, higher percent-
ages of "yes" responses were given by the raters for the
microcomputer-assisted IEPs than for the manual-assisted
IEPs and the teacher-written IEPs., Table 4.4 also shows
that for most (6/9) of the items contained in the legal
requirements category, higher percentages of "yes" re-
sponges were glven by the raters for ithe manual-assisted
IEPs than for the teacher-written IEPs, 60 of the manual-
assisted IEPs and 60% of the teacher-written IEPs were
given "yes" responses by the raters for the levels of
performance ltem. For the 1ltems related to evaluatlon

schedules, dates for program lnitlation and duration, and

for regular class participation, sllghtly higher percentages

of "yes" responses were glven by the raters for the teacher-

written IEPs than for the manual-assisted IEPs.

Table 4.5 reveels that for all of the items contained
in the relevance category, higher percentages of "yes" re-
sponses were gliven by the raters for the'microcomputer—
asslsted IEPs than for the manual-assisted IEPs and the
teacher-written IEPs. Table 4.5 also shows that for all of
the iltems contained in the relevance category higher per-
centages of "yes" responses were glven by the raters for
the manual-assisted IEPs than for the teacher-written IEPs,

Teble 4,6 shows that for most (7/10) of the items
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contailned in the clarity category, higher percentages of
"yes" responses were given by the raters for the micro-
computef-assisted IEPs than for the manual-assisted IEPs.
For the ltems related to clear terminology of the IEP and
the presence of a conditlion in the short-term instructional
objectives, the same percentages of "yes" responses were
glven by the raters for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs
and manual-asslisted IEPs. A slightly higher percentage of
"yes" responses was given by the raters for the item related
to the presence of a speclfic behavior in the short-term
Instructional objectives for the manual-asslsted IEPs than
for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs, Table 4.6 also shows
that for most (9/10) of the items contained in the clarity
category, higher percentages of "yes" responses were given
by the raters for the manual-assisted IEPs than for the
teacher-written IEPs, For the ltem related to the presence
of specific sklll statements in the levels of performance,
a-slightly higher percentage of "yes" responses was given
by the raters for the teacher-wrltten IEPs than for the
manunal-assisted IEPs.

Discussion with RESA 7 teachers involved in the con-
struction of the mlcrocomputer-assisted IEPs used in this
study revealed that no direct contact between teachers and
computers actually exlsted at the time of this study.
Teachers simply consulted the Strands manual of goals and
objectlves provided to them, and listed on paper the code

numbers for various goals and objectives, for objective
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crlteria, for assessment procedures, and for initlation
dates. Central office staff then interacted with the com-
puter to produce the IEP documents from the information
provided by teachersa, Teachers particlpating in the process
of developlng mlcrocomputer-assisted IEPs indicated a posi-
tive attlitude toward the changes introduced. The novelty

and ease of simply writing code numbers, as opposed to
writing out IEPs in long-hand, may have contributed to the
posltlive teacher attlitudes toward computerized IEPs. The
posltive teacher attltudes 1in turn may have contributed

to improved performance of the task of developing IEPs,

The exlstence among teachers of a positive attitude toward
computerized IEPs supports the findings of Enell and Barrick
(1983) and Ryan (1984). During the 1986-87 academic year,
RESA 7 teachers will begin to interact with the Apple IIe
mlcrocomputers in the development of IEPs, Tralning with

the computers has required only about 45 minutes of teachers!
time; the new method 1s reported to be enjoying a positive
acceptance by the RESA 7 teachers involved.

The results of thlis study may be limited by the fact
that only 27.5% of the teacher-written IEPs were printed/
typed, whereas 72.5% of the manual-assisted IEPs were
typed/printed, and.l00% of the microcomputer-assisted IEPs
were printed/typed. Due to tlime constraints involved in the
completlon of this research, those IEPs which were not
printed/typed were left in hand-written form., This may

have contributed to a bias on the part of the raters who
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were able to ldentify, 1n many cases, which IEPs were
teacher-written or manual-assisted, as opposed to micfo~
computef-assisted. Thus, an improvement over the deslgn
of this study would be to re-print or re-type all of the
IEPs so that they all would be consistent in appearance,
Since the IEPs used in this study were left in thelr
natural, handwritten or typed/printed form, an attempt was
made to clarify the lasue regarding posslible rater bilas in
favor of typed/printed IEPs. The handwritten teacher-written
IEPs were compared with the typed/printed teacher-written
IEPs, and the handwriltten manual-assisted IEPs were com-
pared with the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs. The
results of a t test revealed that there was no significant
difference between the mean total score of the handwritten
teacher-written IEPs and the typed/printed teacher-written
IEPs (Appendlix 2, Table 1). The results of a second t test
revealed that there was no significant difference between
the mean total scores of the handwritten manual-asslsted
IEPs and the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs (Appendix 2;
Table 2). Further, the handwritten teacher-written IEPs
were compared with the handwrltten manual-assisted IEPs,
and the typed/printed teacher-written IEPs were compared
with the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs, The results of
a t test revealed that there was a significant difference
in the mean total scores of the handwriltten teacher-written
IEPs and the handwritten manual-assisted IEPs (Appendix 2,

Table 3)., The results of another t test revealed that there




was a significant difference between the mean total scores
of the typed/printed teacher-written IEPs and the tyﬁed/
printed.manual-assisted IEPs (Appendix 2, Table 4),., Thus,
1t seems that the appearance of the IEPs involved in this
study did not have a hlasing effect upon the raters' re-

sponses to ltems on the Checkllist For Documenting Appro-

priateness of the IEPD,

Discussion wilth the raters who participated in thils
study indlicated that they experlenced some frustration

with the design of the Checklist For Documenting Approori-

ateness of the IEP, particularly within the relevance cate-

gory where they were required to consider several different
aspects of the IEP (goals, obJectlves, evaluation procedures,
placement, and services) when making a single "yes", "some-
times", or "no" decision. Perhaps reconstructing the Check-

1list For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP to address

different agpects of the IEP separately wlth regard to
questlons relating to relevance would have improved the
raters! ability to indicate where the IEPg were deficient,

An attempt was made durling this study to establish
concurrent vallidity for the Checkllst For Documentilng

Appropriateness of the IKP. Teachers working in the fleld

were glven several IEPs of varylng quallty to examine,

Thelr evaluations of the IEPs revealed that a highly depend-
able relationship existed between the oplnions of the
teachers regarding the quality of IEPs and the evaluations

made by the raters in this study using the Checkllist For

97




98

Documenting Appropristeness of the IEP. Thus, the Checklist

For Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP appears to be

useful as a measure for determining quallty of IEPs which
would be consistent with the thinking of practicing teechers.

Previous research (Alper, 1978; Schenck and Levy, 1979;
Schenck, 1979; Comptroller General of the United States,
1981) investigating teacher-written IEPS revealed that the
ma Jority of the IEPs examined lacked parent aslgnatures on
the IEP. Examinatlon of the IEPs involved in this study re-
vealed that 97.5% of the teacher-written IEPs and 87,.5%
of the manual-assisted IEPs contalned a‘ﬁarent signature,
Although more recent research with computer-assisted IEPs
has not given any informatlon with regard t6 the number of
parent signatures on computerized IEPs, thls study revealed
that 1009 of the microcomputer-assisted IEPs contained
parent slgnatures, These results 1mply that there has been
an lmprovement in the contact and communication between
parents and speclal educators as intended by Public Law
94-142,

More goals and objectlves were included on the mlcro-
computer-assisted IEPs than on the manual-asslisted IEPs and
the teacher-written IEPs, possibly because teachers were
not required to wrlite them out in long-hand on each IEP.
More goals and objectives were lncluded on manual-asslsted
IEPs than on teacher-writien IEPs, possibly hecause teachers
needed only to select and write pre-written goals and ob-

Jectives from a manual instead of needing to compose their
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own goals and objectlves, These findings are in agreement
with the results of previous research by the Allegheny Inter-
mediate Unit (1981) which indicated that there was a statis-
tically slgnificant increase in the average number of ob-
Jectlves written per student when a computerized system
was used 1ln the development of IEPs. Also, as a result of
their interviews with educators, Enell and Barrick (1983)
Indlcated that more goals and objectives were included on
computerized IEPs than on teacher-written IEPs.

Higher scores were indicated in each of the three

categorles on the Checklist For Documentlng Appropriateness

of the IEP for the microcomputer-assisted IEPs than for the
manual-assisted IEPs and the teacher-written IEPs. This

was posslbly because teachers had more time avallable to
devote to concentrating on all aspects of the IEP process.
Higher scores were lndicated in each of the three categorles

on the Checklist For Documenting Aporopriateness of the IEP

for the manual-assisted IEPs than for the teacher-written
IEPs. Again, thls was posslbly because more time may have
been available for considering all aspects of the develop-
ment of IEPa, The results of this study revealed that the
microcomputer-assisted IEPs achieved a mean of 70% of the
total score possible in the relevance cetegory and that

the teacher-written IEPs achleved a mean of 50% of the

total score possible in the relevance category. These findings
support the results of Enell and Barrick (1983) whose in-

terviews revealed that special educators felt that sometimes
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the objectlives on computerized IEPs did not fit a particular
atudent and often were not written at the proper level as
well as the results of Schenck's (1979) study which failed
to indicate the presence of a diagnostic/instructional link
in IEPs,

Although Lillle (1983) did not investigate manual-
asslsted IEPs, he found that teachers rated Unlstar I micro-
computer-generated IEPs significantly higher than teacher-
written IEPs across each of the categorles represented on the

Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness’gg the IZ?. His

results are supported by the findings of this study regarding
microcomputer-assisted IEPs: Higher scores were indicated

in each of the three categorles on the Checkllist For Docu-

menting Approprlateness of the IEP for the microcomputer-

assisted IEZPs when compared with the manual-assisted IEPs
and the teacher-wriltten IEPs, Closer examination of Lillle's
(1983) results revealed that higher mean scores for each of

the three categories on the Checklist For Documenting Ap-

propriateness of the IEP were achleved by the Unlstar I

microcomputer-generated IEPs in Lillle's study than for

the mlcrocomputer-assisted IEPs examined in this study.
This could be due to the differences in the features and
capabllities of the Strands program and the Unistar I pro-
gram, Higher mean scores for each of the three cgtegories
were also achieved by the teacher-written IEPs in Lillie's
(1983) study than for the teacher-wrltten IEPs investigated

in this study. This could be due to a number of factors such
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as the school systems' IEP development guldelines, release
time provided for the development of IEPs, etc. Thesé

findingé could also be due to different standards employed
by the raters involved in the studies when evaluating IEPs

using the Checklist For Documenting Avppropriateness of the
IER. |

The IEP is supposed to contain levels of performance/
strengths and weaknesses of students determined as a re-
sult of the psychoeducational assessment procedure. It
could be expected that IEPs for learning-dlsabled students
would reflect the findings of the psychoeducational assess~
ment by indlcating an area of learning diéability in the
levels of performance/strengths and weaknesses sectlon of
the IEP. Further, it would be expected that goals and objec-
tives addressing the area of learning dilsability indicated
in the levels of performance/strengths and weaknesses
gection would follow, The findings of this study revealed that
only 12% of all of the IEPs involved had indicated an area
of learning disability in the levels of performance/strengths
and weaknesses sectlon of the IEP and then had followed thils
wlth the expected goals and objectives addressing the area
of learning disablllty indicated. This finding supports the
results of Schenck's (1979) study to determine the extent
to which the goals and objectives on the IEP? could be traced
back to the psychoeducational assessment which should form
the basis of the IEP. Schenck concluded that no significant

relationshlp existed between the psychoeducatlonal assessment
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and the goals and objectives 1lncluded on the IEP document.
Both Schenck's (1979) results and the findings of this
study aﬁpear to be inconsistent with current thinking among
professionals in speclal educatlon and the mandates of Pub-
lic Law 94-142 that there should be a dilagnostic/instruc-
tional 1link in order to insure the existence of speclally
designed instruction for special needs children,

Recommendations For Future Research.

As a result of the analysls of the results of this
study, recommendations are suggested for future research
which will provide addlitional information regarding the
efficacy of computer technology in the development of IEPs:

1. Continued research and development of microcomputer
goftware which can increase the effliclency of the IEP
process and further improve the quallty of the IEP is

warranted,

2. Studles investigating the various IZP development
goftware programs available would provide infopmation needed
by special educators concerning the capabilitles of such
programs to contribute to improving the quallty of IEPs.

3. A study of microcomputer-asslsted IEPs with regard
to their completeness at the date of termination of the IEP
would provide information concerning the capabllity of
such IEPs to assist teachers' instructlonal decislon-making
in view of informatlion avallable regarding the skills a
student has mastered.

4. A study of mierocomputer-assisted IEPs investigating
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whether the lncreased numbers of goals and objectives found
to appear on such IEPs are actually beling taught/mastéred
would pfovide information regarding the benefit of having
greater numbers of goals and objectives included on IEPs,

5. A study regarding the efficacy of computer technology
in the establishment of the diagnostic/instructional link
in IEP8s would provide information concerning ways to im-
prove the qualltiy of IEPs.

6. A study to determine if teachers could be taught to
relate dlagnostic data to an appropriate educational pro-
gram would provide information regarding the solution of
problems related to the lack of a diagnostic/instructional

link in the IEP.




APPENDIX 1




CHECXLIST FOR DOCUMENTING APPROPRIATENESS OF THE IEP

Legal Requirements

1.

Does plan include all information required

by law?

a. level of performance

b. annual geoals s

¢, short-term instructional objectives

d. schedules of avaluaticn

e, procedures for evaluation

f. related services

g. specific special education

h., extent of participaticon in the regular
classroom

i. projected dates for initiation and
duration of services

Relevance .

1.

Clari

Are goals, objectives, evaluation pro-

cedures, placement, and services:

a. appropriate to the handicap of the
studant?

b, dectermined in consideration of identi-
fied straengths and weaknesses?

c. appropriate to the student's level of
periormance?

ATe the specified evaluation procedures

corvelated with the goals and objectives?

Do the minimum acceptable criteria stated

in objectives seem realistic for the

studenz?

7

Is the tezminology used in the plan under-

standable to all other committee members?

Is the student's level of perfermance

specified in terms of specific skill

statements?

Do short-term instructional objectives

clearly state

a. the specific behavior to be raquired
of the student?

b, the condition under which the behavior
is to occur?

¢. the minimum acceptable criteria for
attaining the objectives?
De annual goals indicate what the student

will be able to do when the IEP? is termin-

ated?
Dec evaluation procedures specify the type

nf evaluation to be used and, where apporp-

Tiate, specific tests?

Does the schedule of evaluation clgarly
indicate how often evaluation will oeccux?
Is the special education to be provided
stated in specific terms?

Are related services clearly specified in

terms of extent or amount of services to be

provided?

YES NO

SOMETIMES

YES NO

SOMETIMES

105




106

e e ..

IEP EVALUATIOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Please evaluate the attached IEPs, numbered 1 to 10, with
regard to quallty. Look over each IEP and answer the three questlions
below by placing & mark In the appropriate blank for each questinn
8o that your answer to each question 1s a YES, a PARTIALLY, or a NO,

A 8 o o = S S - = VA AR TRk rw T S m e TS W AR em RN N M A b - o T A

1. Are all of the legal requirements mandated by Public Law 94-142 present?

IEP #1: __YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP #2: YES o DPARTIALLY (¢
IEP #3: YES —____PARTIALLY ___Xo
IEP #4: YES PATTIALLY __Ho
1EP #5: YES o PATIALLY Jife}
IEP #6: YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP 47 YES __ PARTIALLY ____Ho
IEP #8: YES __ PARTIALLY ____No
1EP #9: YES _____PARTIALLY NO
IEP #10: YES ____ PARTIALLY NO

2. Are the goals, oblectivea, evaluation procedures, placement, and
services appropriate and reallstlie for the student?

IEP #1: YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP 42 YzS —____PARTIALLY NO
IEP #3: YES ____PARTIALLY NO
IEP #4: Y5 _____ PARTIALLY NO
IZP  §5: YES PARTIALLY ko
IEP j#6: Y=S PARTIALLY NO
IEP 47: YgS PARTIALLY ____No
IZP 48: YES PARTIALLY _____no
IEP #9: YES ___ PARTIALLY _____NO
IEP #10: Y8 _____ PARTIALLY NO

3., Is the terminology of the IEP clear enough and specific enough for a
claseroon teacher to implement?

IEP 4#1: YES ___ PARTIALLY NO
IEP #2: YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP #3: YES ____ PARTIALLY NO
IEP b YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP  #5: YEs PARTIALLY _____NO
IEP j6: YES PARTIALLY WO
IEP #T: YES PARTIALLY NO
IEP 4#8: YES —__ PARTIALLY _____No
IEP #9: YES PARTIALLY NO

IEP #10: IES PARTIALLY NO
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Slnce the IEPs used In this study were left In thelr
natural, handwritten or typed/printed form, an attempf wasg
made to-clarify the issue regarding possible rater blas
in favor of typed/printed IEPs. The researcher divided the
manual-asslsted IEPs and the teacher-written IEPs into four
groups: one contalning handwritien teacher-written IEPs;
one containing handwritten manual-assisted IEPs; one con-
tailning typed/printed teacher-written IEPs; and one con-
taining typed/printed manusl-assisted IEPs. The handwritten
teacher-written IEPs were compared with the typed/printed
teacher-written IEPs, and the handwritten manual-assisted
IEPs were compared wlth the typed/printed manual-assisted
IEPs., Also, the handwritten teacher-written IEPa were com-
pared with the handwriltien manual-asslsted IEPs, and the
typed/printed teacher-written IEPs were compared with the
typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs.

The means and standard deviations of the scores on the

Checkllist For Documenting Approprlateness of the IEP were

computed for the handwrittenuteacherawr;tten IEPs and for’
typed/printed teacher-written IEPs, The results indicated

a mean score of 29.5 with a standard deviatlion of 5.35 for
the handwritten teacher-wrlitten IEPs, and 2 mean score of
32.3 with a standard deviation of 7.73 for the typed/printed
teacher~-written IEPs. A t test was performed on the means of
the handwritten teacher-written IEPs and the typed/printed
teacher-written 1EPs to determine whether a significant
difference (p<.05) in the quality of the IEPs existed as a

result of thelr having been handwritten or typed/vrinted.




A resulting t value of 1.41 represents no significant dif-
ference in quality (p<.05) between the handwritten teécher-
written.IEPs and the typed/printed teacher-written IEPs.
(Table 1).

The means and standard deviations of the scores on the

Checklist For Documenting Appropriatenegs of the IEP were

computed for the handwritten manual-assisted IEPs and for
the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs. The results indicated
& mean score of 34.8 with a standard deviation of 6.49 for
the handwritten manual-assisted IEPs and a mean of 37.3
with a standard deviation of 5.33 for the typed/printed
manual-asegisted IEPs. A t test was performed on the means of
the handwritten manual-assisted IEPs and the typed/printed
manual-assisted IEPs to determine whether a slgniflcant
difference (p<.05) 1in the guality of the IEPs existed as a
result of their having been handwritten or typed/printed.

A resulting t value of 1.18 represents no significant dif-
ference in quality (p<.05) between the handwritten manual-
assisted IEPs and the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs
(Table 2).

Further, a t test was performed on the means of the
handwritten teacher-wrltten IEPs and the handwriltten manual-
asslisted IEPs to determine whether a slignificant difference
(p€.,05) in the quality of the IEPs existed as a result of
thelr having been teacher-written or manual-assisted, A
resulting t value of 2.41 represents a significant difference
(p<.05) between the handwritten teacher-written IEPs and the
handwritten manual-assisted IEPs (Table 3). Also, a t test
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was performed cn the means of the typed/printed teacher-~
written IEPs and the typed/printed manual-assisted IEPS to
determine whether a significant difference (p<.05) in the
quality of the IEPs exlsted as a result of their having

been teacher-written or manual-asslsted. A resulting t value
of 2.43 represents a significant difference in gquality (p<.05)
between the typed/printed teacher-written IEPs and the
typed/printed manual-assisted IEPs (Table 4). Thus, it seems
that the appearance of the IEPs involved in this study did
not have a blaslng effect upon the raters' responses to items

on the Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP,
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RESULTS OF t TEST ON MEAN TOTAL SCORES OF

TABLE 1

HANDWRITTEN TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS AND
TYPED/PRINTED TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS

TYPE STANDARD DEGREES OF t
OF IEP n MEAN DEVIATION FREEDOM VALUE
HANDWRITTEN
WRITTEN
38 1,41 w»
TYPED/PRINTED
WRITTEN

##Not Silgnificant at p<.05
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TABLE 2

RESULTS OF t TEST ON MEAN TOTAL SCORES OF
HANDWRITTEN MANUAL~ASSISTED IEFPS AND
TYPED/PRINTED MANUAL-ASSISTED IEPS

DEGREES OF t

TYPE STANDARD t
OF IEP n MEAN DEVIATION FREEDOM VALUE
HANDWRITTEN

MANUAL- 11 34.8 6.49 ;

ASSISTED :

8 1.18##%
TYPED/PRINTED ’ )
MANUAL- 29 37.3 5.33
ASSISTED

##Not Significant at p<.05
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF t TEST ON MEAN TOTAL SCORES OF
HANDWRITTEN TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS AND
HANDWRITTEN MANUAL-ASSISTED IEPS

TYFE STANDARD DEGREES OF 19
OF IEP n MEAN DEVIATION = . FREEZDOM VALUE
HANDWRITTEN _
TEACHER- 29 29.5 5.35
WRITTEN
38 2,41
HANDWRITTEN
MANUAL- 11 34.8 6.49
ASSISTED

##gignificant at p<,05
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TABLE 4

RESULTS OF t TEST ON MEAN TOTAL SCCRES OF
TYPED/PRINTED TEACHER~-WRITTEN IEPS AND
TYPED/PRINTED MANUAL-ASSISTED IEPS .

TYPE STANDARD DEGREES OF t
OF IEP n MEAN - DEVIATION FREEDOM . VALUE
TYPED/PRINTED
TEACHER~- 11 32.3 7.73
WRITTEN
38 2.43%%
TYPED/PRINTED
MANUAL~- 29 373 5.33
ASSISTED

##8ignificant at p<.05
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Abstract

QUALITY PROGRAMMING FOR LEARNING-DISABLED STUDENTS: A
COMPARISON OF MICROCOMPUTER-ASSISTED IEPS, MANUAL~-
ASSISTED IEPS, AND TEACHER-WRITTEN IEPS

Gretchen C, Halnes, Ed.D.
The College of Willlam and Mary in Virginia,.December 1986
Chairman: Louis P, Messier, Ed.D,

The purpose of thlie study was to determine which IEPs
are of greater quality for learning-disabled students:
teacher-written IEPs (those developed without the ald of
microcomputers or manuals of goals and objectlves); manual-
asslisted IEPs (those developed with the aid of manuals of
goals and objectives); or microcomputer-assistéd IEPs
(those developed with the ald of both manuals of goals and

obJectlves and microcomputers). This study investigated the

question: What effect does the use of microcomputers and
manuals of goals end obJectlves have upon the quality of
IEPs developed for learning-dlsabled students?

The sample conslsted of 120 IEPs of students cate-
gorlzed as learning-disabled by the North Central Regilonal
Education Service Agency (RESA 7) of West Virginia. Forty
of the IEPs were teacher-written, forty of the IEPs were
manual-assisted, and forty of the IEPs were mlcrocomputer-
asslsted. Three trained raters examined and evaluated,
individually, all of the IEPs involved 1n the study with
regard to legal requirements, relevance, and clarity
using the Checklist For Documentlng Apnropriateness of the

IEP,

Vp—

A statistlcal ‘analysls.of the‘data* collected regarding
each hypothesls revealed the following findings:
l. At test indicated that the microcomputer-assisted

IEPs in this study recelved a slgnificantly higher mean
total score (p<.0l) on the Checklist For Documenting Appro-
priateness of the IEP than dId the teacher-written IEPS

in this study. As a result, the null hypothesis (that there
was no difference in quality between microcomputer-assisted
IEPs and teacher-wrltten IEPs as evaluated using the Check-
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11st For Documenting Apvropriateness of the IEP) was rejected,

2. A L test indicated that the manual-asslsted IEPs in
thils study recelved a slgnificantly higher mean total score

(p%.01) on the Checklist For Documenting Appropriateness of the

IEP than d4id the teacher-written IEPs in this study. As &
result, the null hypothesis (that there was no difference
in quality between manual-agsslsted IEPs and teacher-written
IEPs as evaluated uslng the Checklist For Documenting Ap-
propriateness of the IEP) was rejected,

3. A L test indicated that the microcomputer- assisted
IEP8 1n thls study recelved a significantly hlgher mean
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total score (p<.01) on the Checklist For Documenting Ap-
propriateness of the IEP than did the manual-assisted IEPs.
AS a result, the null hypothesis (that there was no signifi-
cant difference in quallty between manual-assisted IEPs and
microcomputer-asalsted IEPs as evaluated using the Checklist

For Documenting Appropriateness of the IEP) was ‘rejected,
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