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CHAPTER |
Introduction

There has been increased interest in and concern about the level of self-
determination with which secondary students with disabilities leave school. The
increased focus on self-determination is particularly evident in the toam$itim-
school-to-adulthood movement (Mason, Field, & Sawilowsky, 2004; Thoma, 2006;
Zhang, Wehmeyer, & Chen, 2005). One could theorize students who leave school with a
high level of self-determination should experience positive adult outcomes andrderef
a higher quality of life. Research has shown students with disabilities déhieave
capacity to learn and possess the ability to exhibit self-determined be{fgmzzine,
Browder, Karvonen, Test, & Wood, 2001; Test et al., 2D0X¥¢hile educators
acknowledge the importance of teaching such skills (Mason et al., 2004; Wehmeyer,
Agran, & Hughes, 2000), a lack of self-determination instruction occurring in the
secondary school setting has been documented (Agran, Snow, & Swaner, 1999; Grigal,
Neubert, Moon, & Graham, 2003; Mason et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, &
Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000).

Statement of the Problem

Student involvement in the Individual Education Program (IEP) process is a
successful method to increase self-determination skills (National Secdndasjtion
Technical Assistance Center, 200Bhere have been numerous studies conducted on the
efficacy of various self-determination interventions aimed at inergatudent
involvement in their IEP development focusing on students with high incidence

disabilities(Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001; Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006;



Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002; Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, &
Stillerman, 2002; Powers et al., 2001; Snyder, 2002; Zhang).2001 the participating
school district at the time of this investigation, however, the degree to whichlspeci
education teachers of secondary students with high incidence disabilities wedengrovi
instruction on self-determination skills was lacking. This most likely isa@li the fact
that two of the barriers most frequently cited by special educators througkedunited
States are they feel unprepared to teach self-determination skills andethexgiare how
to prepare students to be active participants in the IEP process (Agraii@9@j.Grigal
et al., 2003; Mason et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer
et al., 2000).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine whether secondary special education
teachers could provide self-determination instruction to students with high incidence
disabilities given systematic training opportunities. Self-deternaindtas increasingly
become the focus of much literature in the field of special education and the importanc
of increasing self-determination among adolescents with disabilitieisrgwn recent
legislation and policy (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvenfarit 2004;
National Council of Disability, 2004; President's Commission on Excellence ingbpec
Education, 2002; Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1992; 1998). There is a large body
of research available on self-determination including research on thegfhica
numerous self-determination curricula (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001,
Arndt, Konrad, & Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002; Mason,

McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Powers et al., 2001; Snyder, 2002;



Zhang, 2001) and on the perceptions of various IEP team members on self-det@mminati
and student involvement in the IEP process (Argan & Hughes, 2008; Agran, Snow, &
Swaner,1999; Grigal, Neubert, Moon, &Graham, 2003; Mason, Field, & Sawilowsky,
2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker,& Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes; 2000).
The majority of research aimed at evaluating the efficacy of swfrdeation curricula
has involved quantitative measures, with many utilizing single subject desngnoiges.
There is also, however, an abundance of qualitative research available (fFktraier
2000; Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002).

The present study involved three secondary special education teachers of students
with high incidence disabilities in a school district serving children of UnitettSt
military members and civilians. The participants were systemigtieaight how to teach
students with high incidence disabilities self-determination skills utgizi specialized
curriculum focusing on participation in IEP meetings. The study also invol\RteHn
members, who included general education teachers, special educatiorsteacher
administrators, and other service providers such as speech, occupational, @l physic
therapists, as well as parents and the student. Participants were asked tee@mple
guestionnaire after an IEP meeting to rate each student’s involvement.

This research has the potential to significantly impact secondary studémts w
high incidence disabilities in the participating school district. At the tihtee study,
there was a lack of systematic self-determination instruction anediradtive student
involvement in the IEP process in this district. While all students werednaitattend
their IEP meetings, and for the most part were attending these meetiirgs, the

participation was passive at best. Therefore student participation was mporta



examine since student involvement in the IEP process has been proven to be a successful
method to increase self-determination skillen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001;
Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002; Mason, McGahee-
Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Powers et al., 2001; Snyder, 2002; Zhang, 2001
Furthermore, if two of the main barriers noted by special educators wgrelthe
unprepared to teach self-determination skills and they were unsure how to prepare
students to be active participants in the IEP process (Agran et al., 1999; Gaigal e
2003; Mason et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al.,
2000), then research aimed at determining whether secondary special eduaahierste
can in fact provide self-determination instruction to students with high incidence
disabilities was warranted.

Research Questions

The following two questions were posed to determine the effects of the
intervention on the ability of secondary special education teachers to é&fach s
determination to their students with high incidence disabilities.

1. What are the effects of a systematic training package on secondary special
education teachers to teach self-determination skills to students with hidgnioei
disabilities?

2. How do IEP committee members rate the involvement of students with high
incidence disabilities in their IEP meeting posttraining?

Significance of the Study
In 2002, the participating school district conducted a system-wide review of its

special education services, the Special Education Initiative (SEI). Tlesvragused on



four major components of quality services: resources, curricula, relatedeseauncl
facilities. However, the review only focused on the need for additional sererces f
students identified as having moderate to severe disabilities, not those with high
incidence disabilities. If the SEI Vision Statement was to “enhancetadnd
personal outcomes for students with disabilities” and the SEI Mission Stateare
provide “high quality professional development, research-based curricularatsatend
state-of-the-art technology to support exemplary programs that prelpstiedahts with
disabilities for successful participation in a global environment” (Rpatiog School
District, 2009), it is imperative to also include a focus on students with high meeide
disabilities. It was therefore, my intent to provide information on the need for an
increased focus on secondary transition instruction for secondary special@ducati
teachers so students with high incidence disabilities leave secondary sctigdbrea
“successful participation in a global environment” as suggested in the S&bMis
Statement. Students’ active involvement in their IEP process is a needed area of
secondary transition instruction and the area of focus for this investigation.
Definition of Key Terms

Case Study Committee (CSC): A multi-disciplinary team composed of school
personnel who oversee the special education program including special education
providers assigned to the school, an administrator, general educator(s), and othe
specialists within and outside the school (e.g. nurse, counselors, school psychologist,
physical therapist, speech therapist).

ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessri&ntAssessment used to obtain

social validity to determine the effects of each teacher’s self-diigion training on the



students in actual IEP meetings. The assessment contained 11 Lilestatwanents
which asked IEP members to indicate if the student displayed specific tezioed
behavior.

ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdtt A curriculum designed to teach
students with disabilities the self-determination skills consisting of fansition areas:
(a) education, (b) employment, (c) personal, and (d) daily living, housing, and
community participation.

High Incidence Disabilities: Disabilities that involve the largest nurobe
students (i.e., emotional-behavioral disabilities, learning disabilities, médactual
disabilities, speech and language disabilities) (Mock, 2008).

High School: The educational building or the period of time in which a student is
enrolled in grades 9 through 12.

Individual Education Program (IEP): An official document that is a writtem pla
describing the special education program and/or services required foicalaastudent

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA): The federal disapili
education law originally enacted in 1975 under the title of Education for All Hgmkda
Children Act (EAHCA). IDEA entitles children with disabilities, birth tgea21, to a free
appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environmeni) (bRE
compliance with an individualized education plan (IEP) and procedural safeguards.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004: The

reauthorization of IDEA.



No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB): The federal general education law
that requires states to develop and implement statewide academic stanata&]est
assessments, and statewide accountability system.

Postsecondary: The time period after leaving high school. The time period can
begin with graduating from high school or discontinuing attendance at a high school.

Postsecondary Outcomes: Activities engaged in once leaving high school which
could include, but are not limited to, enrolling in postsecondary education, being
employed, living independently, and participating in community living andrieis
activities.

Secondary School: The educational building or the time period of time in which a
youth is enrolled in grades 6 through 12.

Secondary Students: Students in grades 6 through 12.

Self-Determination: “A combination of skills, knowledge, and beliefs that enable
a person to engage in goal-directed, self-regulated, autonomous behavior. An
understanding of one’s strengths and limitations together with a belief ialbags
capable and effective are essential to self-determination. When acting loesth of
these skills and attitudes, individuals have greater ability to take control ofivkeiand
assume the role of successful adults in our society” (Field et al., 1998, p.2).

Special Education Initiative (SEI): Participating school distriabs\prehensive
plan designed to enhance exiting special education services by providing atiditiona

resources and materials, and professional development.



CHAPTER I
Review of the Literature

The purpose of my study was to determine whether secondary special education
teachers could provide self-determination instruction to students with high incidence
disabilities after receiving systematic training. In the followiagti®ns | review the
definition of self-determination and discuss the importance of increasing self
determination skills, specifically the need for increased student partcipatthe IEP
process.| thenprovide an overview of the laws and policies as they relate to self-
determination followed by an overview of the demographic of the teachers and student
involved in the study. Next, | provide a review of relevant research to include studies
examining the perceptions of teachers, parents, and students; observationabbtiéies
meetings; and efficacy studies of various interventions aimed at incretsiant
participation in the IEP process. Lastly | discuss some of the barrierplementing
self-determination instruction noted by special educators.

Definition of Self-Determination

During the past decade, self-determination has become widely recognized in the
literature as a best-practice (Council for Exceptional Children, 2003; &iEldiffman,
2002; Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, & Wehmeyer, 1998), especially as it retatdse
transition of students with disabilities from high school to postsecondary life. While
there have been numerous definitions presented, they are generally consistéme. For
purpose of this study, self-determination is defined as follows:

...a combination of skills, knowledge and beliefs that enable a person to engage in

goal-directed, self-regulated, autonomous behavior. An understanding of one’s



strengths and limitations together with a belief in oneself as capablefectivef

are essential to self-determination. When acting on the basis of theserskills a

attitudes, individuals have greater ability to take control of their lives and assume

the role of successful adults in our society. (Field et al., 1998, p.2)

Self-determination has increasingly become the focus of much litenatilme
field of special education and encompasses the following skills: self+a@gsradecision
making, assertiveness, goals setting, problem solving, self-regulaticayakltion, and
self-reinforcement (Field & Hoffman, 1994; Wehmeyer, 1992). Field et al. (1998)
further described the common components of behaviors associated with self-
determination. These ten components include: (a) awareness of personahpesfer
interests, strengths, and limitations; (b) ability to (i) differentiateséen wants and
needs, (ii) make choices based on preferences, interests, wants, and neealssider
multiple options and anticipate consequences for decisions, (iv) initiate andtiake a
when needed, (v) evaluate decisions based on the outcomes of the previous decisions and
revise future decisions accordingly, (vi) set and work toward goals, (vii)ategul
behavior, (viii) use communication skills such as negotiation, compromise, and
persuasion to reach goals, and (ix) assume responsibility for actions andrde¢wi
skills for problem-solving; (d) a striving for independence with others; (Eadeocacy
and self-evaluation skills; (f) independent performance and adjustment (@Rills
persistence; (h) self-confidence; (i) pride; and (j) creativity.

Unfortunately, however, it is common for many persons with disabilities to be
denied the opportunity to experience self-determination skills in their youtpetia

1996; Field & Hoffman, 2002) and once these youth leave the school environment they



seem to experience difficulty adjusting (Benz & Halpern, 1987; Schloss, Hughes, &
Smith, 1989). There has been increased interest in and concern about the level of self-
determination with which students with disabilities leave school. This incréasgs on
self-determination is particularly evident in the transition-from-sckm@ldulthood
movement (Mason, Field, & Sawilowsky, 2004; Thoma, 2006; Zhang, Wehmeyer, &
Chen, 2005). Students who leave school with a high level of self-determination should
experience positive adult outcomes (Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003; Wehmeyer & &chwar
1997) and therefore, a higher quality of life (Lachapelle et al., 2005; Wehmeyer &
Schwartz, 1997; Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998). There are, however, few researchers
who have investigated the correlation between self-determination and positive adult
outcomes or between self-determination and quality of life for persons wabildiss.
Nevertheless, in recent years there has been an increased body of tes¢andicates a
correlation between self-determination behaviors and improved student outcortgs (Fie
Sarver, & Shaw, 2003; Martin et al., 2003; Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003). In particular,
one promising step in increasing self-determination skills for studertslisabilities is

by increasing student involvement in the IEP process (Allen, Smith, Test,r5|dve

Wood, 2001; Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006; Martin, VanDycke, Christensen, Greene,
Gardner, Lovett, 2006; Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Powers,
Turner, Westwood, Matuszewski, Wilson, Phillips, 2001; Snyder, 2002; Test & Neale,
2004b). As described above, self-determination encompasses a broad range of skills and
domains. Student involvement in the IEP process is one intervention that has been
suggested as a means of simultaneously teaching self-determinat®iT&st et al.,

2004a). Through involvement in the IEP process, students can demonstrate the ability to

10



set goals, practice decision making, and to problem solve (Wehmeyer & Ward, I995).
addition, teachers have noted students who knew more about and were more involved in
the IEP process demonstrated more self-determined behavior (Mason, Field, &
Sawilowsky, 2004).
Laws and Policies Supporting Self-Determination Instruction

The importance of increasing self-determination among adolescents with
disabilities is evident in recent legislation and policy (Individuals with [iisigs
Education Improvement Act, 2004; National Council of Disability, 2004; President’s
Commission on Excellence in Special Education, 2002; Rehabilitation Act Amendments
of 1992 and 1998). In the mid to late 1980s, the U.S. Department of Education and
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) and the U.S. Department of Education’s Gfffic
Special Education Programs (OSEP) implemented major initiatives tofycmdi
develop effective self-determination practices and programs. Since thig tiomaber of
laws have been passed directly relating to self-determination (Individiials w
Disabilities Education Act, 1990 and 1997; Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act, 2004; Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1992 and 1998). In 1997,
The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) of 1990 (Public Law 105-17) waseaded
and it strengthened federal regulations in terms of transition planning. Among other
changes, the 1997 amendments stated students with disabilities must be invited to
participate in Individual Education Program (IEP) meetings startingeal 4.

The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA — the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEIA 2004) increased the age to 16 with the option of schools to

begin earlier. The law further states that all decisions made must loednasach

11



student’s interests and preferences. It mandates public schools make cabeffodte

to facilitate students’ access to such postschool options such as employment, independe

living, community participation, and postsecondary education and training. kaalcri

students with disabilities exit high school prepared to direct postschootiastigiign

the activities with their individual goals, be able to advocate for theirrprefes and

needs, make informed choices, decide for themselves how they will reach #ig|ragaol

assume responsibility for their own actions and subsequent consequencesl{@zter,

Pierson, & Stang, 2008). In essence, students with disabilities must leave school

equipped to lead a self-determined life.
While the participating school district is not required to follow IDEIA marsjate

it does have its own policy and a correspond@pegcial Education Procedural Guide

that closely mirror IDEIA. Student participation in the IEP process igioreed

repeatedly throughout the Procedural Guide. The Procedural Guide specstati;
If students are to become independent, productive adults and assume greater
responsibility for their behaviors and accomplishments, they need to acquire the
necessary skills for success in adulthood. Students 14 years of age or older should
be invited to attend and to participate in their CSC meetings. Student self-
advocacy is especially important during IEP development when decisions are
made regarding the student’s future and transition to postsecondary activities.
Involving students in developing their IEPs helps them in understanding their
disability, individual strengths and needs, and how specific accommodations can
help to enhance their lives. Self-advocacy helps students in understanding their

rights under IDEA and other federal laws and regulations that may difésct t
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lives. If a student does not attend a meeting, the student’s file should include

documentation indicating the student was invited and chose not to attend. (p. 45)
As stated above, students’ active involvement in the IEP process is cleargaaitd
encouraged in th8pecial Education Procedural Guide

Review of Self-Determination Research

Although students with disabilities are for the most part being invited to IEP
meetings, their participation is limited and, at best, passive (LehmannitB&sSands,
1999; Martin, Marshall & Sale, 2004; Martin, VanDycke, Greene et al., 2006; Powers,
Turner, Westwood, Matuszewski, Wilson, & Phillips, 2001). Recent research has shown
students with disabilities possess the ability to exhibit self-detetran behaviors.
Algozzine, Browder, Karvonen, Test, and Wood (2001) conducted an in depth meta-
analysis of a variety of self-determination interventions and found students veitlety
of disabilities have the capacity to learn and exhibit self-determined behauno
addition, Test et al. (2004a) reviewed 16 studies and found students with a wide range of
disabilities have the ability to learn and exhibit self-determined behavest et al.’s
literature review revealed several published curricula, approaches, aadisgathich
promote increased self-determination skills including having students leadwmelEP
meetings. As the IEP is the student’s educational program for the future, it stftadd r
the direct involvement of the student. Through a student-led IEP process, students should
assume leadership, be actively involved in the decision process, develop a stronger
understanding of their own strengths and needs, and become better advocates for
themselves both in school and in the community throughout their adolescent and adult

lives (Barrie & McDonald, 2002). Research related to specific strat@Egie=aching
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self-determined skills is reviewed in this section as will the resedatkaddo teachers’,
parents’, and students’ perceptions of self-determination and the benefitstadsotia
self-determined behavior. In addition, descriptive information relative to student
involvement in the IEP process will be discussed (e.g., who talks and how much during
IEP meetings). Lastly, barriers impeding self-determination instruwill be
addressed.
Search Methods

To gather information on self-determination and student participation in the IEP
process, an electronic search was performed via the University of kidigtdine library
Research Port using Education Resource Information Center (ERIC) and &uducati
Research Complete (EBSCO). Keywords used in the search included: “self-
determination”, “IEP”, “IEP meetings”, “self-directed”, “student involvertie“student
participation”, “transition”, “transition planning”, and “disabilities”. Thdssywords
were used in multiple combinations. Articles were then narrowed by datelegftiam
1999 to present were analyzed by reading the abstracts for relevancditer#tise
review. For example, articles pertaining to self-determination irm&ores designed to
increase student IEP participation for secondary students were includetl as articles
that discussed IEP team members’ perceptions regarding self-aeteomi  In
addition, a hand search was conducted by reviewing reference lists of thosetreleva
articles obtained from the initial electronic search. A total of 16 artiedee selected for
use based on the mentioned criteria.

A summary of the findings for the 16 studies is presented in Appendix A. The

following section discusses the findings of each study in greater dekalfirst section
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will discuss perceptions of parents, teachers, and students on self-determfoldwed
by observation studies on current IEP practices. The next section will diseuss t
efficacy of self-determination intervention strategies. Lastly ludissome of the barriers
to implementing self-determination instruction noted by special educators.
Perceptions of Parents, Teachers, and Students on Self-Determiimat

Successful transition planning requires a collaborative approach, which involves
all stakeholders to include special education teachers, general edteatioers, parents,
and the student. It is therefore imperative to review the perceptions of these key
stakeholders on self-determination and on increased student participation in the IEP
process as a means of increasing self-determined behavior in adolestents
disabilities. While the literature in this area is somewhat scarce, lthge been more
than a few survey studies in the last decade that examine this topic.

Agran, Snow, and Swaner (1999) examined the perceptions of special educators
on the benefits, characteristics of, and the strategies necessary to welfrote
determination skills in students with disabilities. A survey was designeairto g
information about the importance of self-determination and strategianalydte used to
increase such skills in their students. A sample of 100 special educators was yandoml|
selected from a list of 800 special educators who had recently attended armenfere
inclusion. A total of 69 respondents returned the questionnaire, of which 43 served
students with a range of disabilities who were middle school, high school, or
postsecondary aged. Results indicated strong support for self-determisadion a
curricular area providing many benefits to students while at school and in their

postschool life. Self-determination was rated by 42% as “very important” ardidime
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and highest priority” by 35% of the respondents. Numerous values of teaching self-
determination were revealed to include: (a) increased self-concept (83%nhanced
self-concept (78%), (c) increased student competence (77%), (d) promoted positive
outlook (65%), and (e) increased self-knowledge (58%). Although self-determined
behavior was reported to have extensive value and was also deemed an important
curricular area by the majority of respondents, 55% of the respondents stiated sel
determination goals were either not included or only appeared on some of their students
IEPs. Furthermore, more than half the respondents stated they did not discuss self-
determination with their students and 82% of the teachers also reported students wer
“somewhat” knowledgeable or had “not at all accurate” knowledge of their oenmgtts
and weaknesses.

A similar study was conducted by Grigal, Neubert, Moon, and Graham (2003).
They surveyed parents and teachers of high school students aged 16 or older with high-
and low-incidence disabilities to determine their views about teaching seffraleation,
the students’ participation in IEP meetings, and students’ opportunities to mageschoi
in school. Surveys included questions soliciting responses using a 6-point Lilkert sca
Surveys were mailed to 984 parents/care givers and 698 general and high schalol speci
educators randomly selected from two school systems in a mid-Atlantic Até&déal of
234 parents/caregivers and 248 educators responded to the survey. Results indicated
parents/caregivers agreed students with disabilities should particightelEP process
as “informed and skilled participants” and these skills should be taught at school.
Teachers only slightly agreed they had some knowledge of self-determination aral how t

teach it. More than one third of the teacher respondents indicated they wereiliet fam
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with the concept of self-determination. Teachers also only slightly agreekt]
parents/caregivers, their students had the opportunity to acquire, learn, ane peiftic
determined behavior at school.

Argan and Hughes (2008) piloted a tool to obtain preliminary data on student
perceptions regarding the nature and extent to which they were involved in theEBwn |
process, as well as the opportunity to learn and practice self-deteamisititegies.

They used a sample of 17 high school students and 56 junior high students with
intellectual and other disabilities across two states. The results indosdiefour of the

17 high school students reported they knew what an IEP was and nine had never attended
an IEP meeting. Eighty percent said they had not been taught to lead IERyseet

had even read their IEP, with 67% stating they did not know their goals. Thirteen out of
15 said they had not been taught to evaluate their IEP goals. The results forathe juni

high students were similar in that 96% reported they were not taught how to conduct their
IEP meetings and 61% had not been taught to lead IEP meetings.

Another study conducted by Mason, Field, and Sawilowsky (2004) was designed
to obtain information about current instructional practices and attitudes of teacher
related to the concept of self-determination and student involvement in IEgseein
online survey was conducted over a 6-week period which was posted on the Council for
Exceptional Children (CEC) website. In addition, surveys were mailed toresegf
CEC members. There were 523 respondents who spanned all 50 states and all grade
levels from preschool to post high school. A total of 48% of the respondents were from
middle to post high school grade levels. Approximately 77% of the respondents were

special educators, while the remaining respondents included general educators,
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administrators, teacher education students, related service professiadatsher staff
from higher education with the majority being special educators. The sun&ned
open ended questions, Likert ranking questions, and “check all that apply” questions
designed to determine participants’ perceptions of: (a) the importance of student
involvement in the IEP and instruction in self-determination and (b) satisfaction wi
student involvement in the IEP and current self-determination instructiono It als
addressed actual student involvement with the IEP and current instructidnal sel
determination practices. Respondents reported self-determination skilERand
involvement were considered important. They further reported those students who were
involved in the IEP process also knew more about their accommodations (71%), their
disability (50%), and were more assertive in asking for their accommosg$86%).
However, the majority of respondents (58%) stated students were only “somewhat”
involved in their IEP. The type of student involvement most reported was “students
attended the IEP meeting, but were not that involved”. Most educators reported they
were more dissatisfied than satisfied with student involvement in the IER&mek f
reported being dissatisfied with their district’'s approach to self-detation. Only
28% of respondents reported students received instruction about the IEP prior to the
meeting. The majority of educators (70%) reported their current approaachiny
self-determination skills was informal and 50% reported they felt theyedaadre
training in this area, echoing the findings of Grigal et al. (2003).

Wehmeyer, Agran, and Hughes (2000) also conducted a survey pertaining to the
value of self-determination and the issues relating to teaching skillsadablself-

determined behaviors. The survey, containing questions about teaching self-

18



determination, was mailed to 9,762 educators who were members of CEC or TASH

(formerly The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps). The suaseneturned

by 1,219 special educators teaching students with a wide range of disabilitiesrbétes

ages of 14 and 21. There were respondents from all 50 states and two US territories.

Sixty percent of the respondents reported they were familiar with theptarfcself-

determination. Teachers rated instruction in self-determination as “nielglera

important” or “very important” and felt that promoting self-determination wouldviey*

helpful” for postschool outcomes. However, one third of the respondents stated none of

their students had goals relating to self-determination on their IEPs. rEiselie are

consistent with the findings of Agran, Snow, and Swaner (1999). In addition, one third

of the respondents reported not involving their students in the IEP process at all.
Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, and Tamura (2002) completed a similar study in which

they investigated whether special educators were learning about theeteeiination

in their teacher preparation programs, what strategies they had learned, arifétiove e

they felt these strategies were. Forty-three of the 500 special edusealiected

participated in the study. The participants completed a 46-item multiple emalce

Likert-scaled survey developed to solicit their perceptions and skillsddase|f-

determination components. Of these who responded to the survey, 75% reported being

familiar with the term self-determination while 25% were unfamilighwhe term.

However, 67% reported their training was not adequate to implement self-chetizomi

strategies successfully. Thirty-two percent of the participantdstiaty had learned

about self-determination in a graduate course, while 25% and 23% reporteaigearni

about the concept through journal articles and workshops respectively. Teachers were
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then asked if they had heard of the most widely used and recognized self-detenminat
tools/curricula. Overall, the majority of participants had not heard of any\wothl a
range of 90.7% to 100% for each tool. They further noted they had not used any of these
tools in their undergraduate or graduate programs, but did believe it was important to
teach this information at both educational levels. Interestingly, 58.1% repmane of
their students had self-determination goals on their IEPs similar to fincipgsed
above (Agran, Snow, & Swaner, 1999; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 2000).
IEP Observational Studies

Historically, special education teachers have been primarily respofisibl
making education decisions for their students with disabilities (Agran, Snow, &efwa
1999). However, the passage of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 provided further support
for self-determination as it called for increased student involvemennsitiocan planning
(Grigal, Neubert, Moon, & Graham, 2003), resulting in more attention on student
involvement in the IEP process. Active student involvement in the IEP process is an
excellent means of increasing self-determination skills in students is&hilities
(Mason, Field, & Sawilowsky, 2004), yet there have been surprisingly few stadie
recent years that have researched this topic.

A longitudinal 3-year study was conducted by Martin, Marshall, and Sale (2004).
The intent of their study was to examine the perceptions of various IEP memdéos a
further determine if these perceptions changed based on who attended thesmeeting
Martin et al. surveyed 1,638 IEP participants from 393 junior high, middle, and high
school IEP meetings over the course of three school years. Particigaatasked to

complete a brief survey following attendance at an IEP meeting. Resuits
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completed surveys indicated students scored lower than any other team member on
several key components of the IEP process. They scored lower for knowing the purpose
of the meeting, knowing what to do at the meeting, amount of time spent talking at the
meeting, feeling comfortable saying what they thought, talking aboutsthengths and
needs, understanding what was said at the meeting, and feeling good in gemetr &he
meeting. Students scored second lowest on knowing what to do next and on helping to
make educational decisions. In addition, students scored lower than both parents and
special educators on talking about their interests. Consistent with the findings of
Wehmeyer, Agran, and Hughes (2000), only 70% of the students were included in the
IEP meetings. It is important to note when students did attend the IEP meeéra) se

value added benefits occurred which included: increased parental understanding of the
purpose of the meeting and about what was said, parents feeling more comfoyiagle sa
what they thought, and parents knowing what to do next. General educators also reported
similar value added benefits.

Martin, VanDycke, Greene et al. (2006) reported similar findings. They
conducted a study in which they observed 109 IEP meetings of middle and high school
students aged 12 to 19 to acquire descriptive information about student and adult
involvement in transition IEP meetings using a 10-s momentary time sartgaimgque.

The study involved students with a range of disabilities, the majority of whom (7&%6)
learning disabilities. Observational data were collected at IERngsdbd determine the
percentage of time individuals talked and if students exhibited any of the 1xlepder
skills (e.g., introduce self, introduce team members, state purpose, review jmangoa

progress, ask for feedback). Postmeeting surveys were then completed by IEP
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participants. The survey contained items addressing prior knowledge, sgaesing
transition, participants’ behavior during the meetings, and the participantsptiens of
the IEP meeting in general. The findings indicated special educators takenst,
51% of the intervals, followed by family members (15%), general educators (9%)
support staff (6%), and the students only talked for 3% of the intervals. Despite the
students’ limited talking, 40% of the surveyed special educators reported students
participated “a lot”. Furthermore it was observed students rarely demedd&ratiership
skills. In fact, 94% of the students did not engage in nine of the 12 IEP leadership skills.
In addition, more than any other participant, students reported significandy low
knowledge about the IEP process and had low opinions of the meetings. Lastly, less than
half of the students talked about their own interests and only one third expressed opinions
or discussed their goals. Even though 90% of the students did attend the meeting, it did
not equate to active participation.
Self-Determination Interventions

With increased attention to the importance of self-determination for adolescents
with disabilities, there have been several studies conducted over the last detfcade tha
examined the effectiveness and benefits associated with the use of curricutatagdes
eliciting self-determined behaviors in students, especially through Ehprikeess. In
this section, eight studies were reviewed describing the benefits antiveffess of
using such interventions &erson Centered Plannir(@lannery et al., 2000)Next
S.T.E.P(Zhang, 2001)TAKE CHARGE For the Futur@owers et al., 20013tudent-
led IEPs(Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002), and four studies on the

ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood,
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2001; Arndt, Konrad, & Test, 2006; Martin et al., 2002; Snyder, 2002; Martin,
VanDycke, Christensen, et al., 2006).

Person Centered PlanningFlannery et al. (2000) trained eight educators on
Person Centered Plannin@CP) over an 8-10 hour period on a direct strategy for
providing support based upon students’ strengths and their goals. As defined by
O’Briend and Lovett (1992), PCP “refers to a group of approaches to organizing and
guiding community change in alliance with people with disabilities and tmitiés and
friends”. Educators selected one or two high school students for whom they had
developed an IEP prior to PCP training, and another IEP was developed aftenthg.trai
A total of 10 transition-age students with a range of disabilities were irdalve their
parents also participated. Three different interview instruments werecugather
information on the process, participation, and plans developed in the transition planning
process. Th@rocess Questionnain@as filled out by parents, teachers, and students. It
was completed face-to-face and assessed whether the IEP proaessdifiehtures such
as the student being present and if the process focused on each student’s irnterests. T
Satisfaction Questionnaitead two forms — one for the teachers and one for the parents
and students. It gathered information about satisfaction with the IEP mewditigea
planning. The third interview instrument was Blan Questionnair@vhich was filled
out only by the educators. It gathered information from the IEP and otlear pletns
used in the transition planning process.

After data were analyzed, posttraining perceptions of the PCP process that
differed significantly from pretraining perceptions were reporteddesits, parents, and

educators reported more student participation in the IEP process, more coonsiddrat
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the students’ interests, and more productive outcomes at the IEP meetigpriirare,
after training higher levels of satisfaction with the IEP process repmted by
educators and more importantly by parents and students.

Next S.T.E.P Zhang (2001) investigated the effectiveness of another self-
determination intervention — tidext S.T.E.P: Student Transition and Educational
Planningcurriculum (Halpern et al., 1997). Thext S.T.E.Rurriculum was designed
to teach students aged 14 to 21 skills necessary for self-directed transitioinglal he
guasi-experimental study included 71 ninth grade students with learning disalfibtn
two schools in Louisiana. All students attended general education classdsewith t
exception of a short period of time which was spent in the resource room, where
instruction in theNext S.T.E.Rurriculum occurred. The dependent variable ARE
Self-Determination Scal@Vehmeyer & Kelchner, 1995yas completed by students and
provided a measure of self-determination skills as a pre and posttest. Thiheestéacd
their students) were assigned to the control group and the other three teachésand t
students) were assigned to the treatment group. Results indicakéektie. T.E.P
curriculum was an effective means for increasing self-determinatithé fskiadolescents
with disabilities. Specifically, the treatment group showed significaptovements in
the posttest while the performance of the control group remained virtually the same.

TAKE CHARGE For the Future Another intervention that has received
attention iISTAKE CHARGE For the Futur@owers, Turner, Westwood, Loesch, Brown,
& Rowland, 1998). Powers et al. (2001) investigated the effectiveness of this multi-
component model, designed to increase student involvement in transition planning. This

study included 43 high school students with a range of disabilities. Students were
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between the ages of 14 and 17 and attended schools in small, medium, and large
communities in New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oregon, and Wisconsin. None of the
students actively participated in their IEP meetings prior to the studydéedgn was

group experimental with participants being randomly placed in a treatmesritoolc

group (referred to as the waitlist group). Dependent variables included thre@resea
The first, theEducational Planning Assessments designed by the authors to evaluate
the level of involvement in transition planning and contained 14 Likert-type questions.
The second was thigansition Awareness Surv@ylartin & Marshall, 1993) which was
designed to assess the level of student and parent transition awareness. The third
dependent measur€he Family Empowerment Scdkoren, DeChillo, & Friesen,

1992), had respondents indicate their level of management on day-to-day situations,
services, and advocating for others. The intervention, instructibAKEE CHARGE For
the Future took place over a four-month period. It included bi-weekly coaching sessions
for the students; monthly workshops for students, parents, and adult mentors;
community-based activities (e.g., visiting a workplace, college, or vochtiona
rehabilitation service, participating in various recreational actiyiugh students and
mentors; telephone calls and home visits to parents for support; and in-seilivitesact

for the teachers involved it the transition process. Findings indicated the cunricul
enhanced all students’ involvement in transition planning activities, transitioe raesst;
empowerment, and engagement in IEP transition planning meetings. Students involved
in the waitlist group were only passively involved in their transition meetingsseThe
findings suggested systematic instruction designed to promote student involvement i

educational planning meetings is a necessary step toward increasitgteatiination
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skills and students’ active involvement in their IEP process.

Student-led IEPs: A Guide for Student Involvemernother study that
examined the efficacy of a strategy in increasing student participattbe IEP process
was conducted by Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, and Stillerman (2002). Forty-three
students with a range of disabilities in grades 9 through 12 from a culiirshge high
school in a mid-Atlantic state participated in interviews. Five of thesergtidere also
observed in their IEP meetings. In addition, six special educators and fotalgene
educators volunteered to complete the interview portion of this study. Training and
resources for th8tudent-led IEPs: A Guide for Student InvolvenfeltiiGahee, Mason,
Wallace, & Jones, 2001) were provided to the special educators and a curriculum
orientation was provided to all staff. Trained teachers then provided assistance t
students six weeks prior to their IEP meeting date. Next, selected stweeatsbserved
in their IEP meeting where observational data were collected on 10 compamenés s
leading the meeting, stating present levels and strengths, discussingractadians, and
plans for transition. Lastly, teachers and students orally completed quesésnna
containing open-ended and multiple-choice questions. Several findings emerged from
the interviews and observations of IEP meetings. Based on the teacher irgterview
special educators felt student-led IEPs were far more student-orientedsaddvizae on
the needs of the student. They felt student-led IEPs were beneficial in thepdexat
of many self-advocacy and social skills. They also felt the student-led Ik des
facilitated more effective communication among all involved IEP cotaenihembers.
General educators also noted positive outcomes. They stated students who led their own

IEP were more responsible, better supported, better informed of their rightsgi@nd w
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better communicators and self-advocates. They also felt students weranatioed to
meet the goals as they were directly involved in creating them. Students wheteompl
the interviews indicated they were better able to explain the IEP proakds an
importance. They were more aware of their disability, their streagithisveaknesses,
and accommodations. They also acknowledged the benefits of leading their owrd IEP a
had ideas as to how they could be even better prepared for their next IEP meeting.
Observational results provided further support for this intervention. Four of the five
students who were observed were able to actively lead all 10 components, while the
remaining student was able to perform nine of the ten components. The intervias data
well as observational data indicated the students were able to learn howlop dexke
lead their own IEP meeting and hence, display high levels of self-determination.
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculurfi¥. The ChoiceMaker’s Self-
Directed IEP Curriculum™ (Martin & Marshall, 1995; Martin et al. 1993a, 1993b;
Martin et al., 1997) has been empirically studied by several reseamcliatetmine if
the multimedia 11 lesson package curriculum is effective in teaching seconahants
to lead their own IEP meetings. The first three studies discussed usedpterbakeline
design across instructional units (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001; Arndt,
Konrad, Test, 2006; Snyder, 2002), while the fourth used a pre/posttest control and
intervention design (Martin, VanDycke, Christensen, et al., 2006).
Allen et al. (2001) chose four high school students aged 15 to 21 with moderate
mental retardation who received services in a self-contained classi¢cqppte. The
students received systematic instruction twice a week for 12 weeks. ofihesfour

students had never previously attended an IEP meeting. The authors taught giudents
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participate in their IEP meetings, but not to lead their meetings, whianasldication

to the curriculum. Students participated in five mock IEP meetings, one of which
occurred prior to instruction and the other four after instruction in each of the four units.
Two IEP meetings also were held, with the first occurring prior to th&ide, and the
second occurring after instruction. Student performance at the IEP meeisigs
measured using a checklist from tBkeoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth

The mock IEP results showed all students increased from baseline conditionfon all
skills including leading IEP meeting, reporting interests, reporting stallislimits, and
reporting options and goals. Students were further able to generalizekihede actual

IEP meetings.

Snyder (2002) chose five students aged 14 to 20 with combined behavior
disorders and mental retardation who attended a residential school in eastern
Pennsylvania. Prior to receiving instruction in @eiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™, students participated in a simulated IEP meeting. Another IEP meeting
was simulated following instruction. To assess generalization of the 1EPls&ined,
an actual IEP meeting occurred after the second simulated IEP medtm8eliF
Directed IEP Behavior Rating Scal8D-IEPBRS) (Snyder & Shapiro, 1997) was used
to assess the four skills as in Allen et al. (2001). In additioBtindent Intervention
Rating Profile(SIRP), a modified version of tighildren’s Intervention Rating Profile
(CIRP) (Witt & Elliot, 1985), was used to measure students’ perceptions of the
instruction. Substantial changes in ratings on the SD-IEPBRS occurred dftestios.
The overall findings indicated all students made introductions, reviewed past goals,

discussed future goals, and closed their meetings. Generalization dattenhdimilar
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levels of participation at actual IEP meetings as in the simulatediéetings. Lastly,
all participating students rated t@&oiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthas
acceptable based on the SIRP.

Arndt, Konrad, and Test (2006) chose five high school students aged 14 t018
diagnosed with a range of disabilities, all receiving instruction in a eetemed, cross-
categorical classroom in an inner city school in the southeast. All studentshead ei
never attended an IEP meeting previously or had attended a meeting withIroinmoa
participation. Baseline data were collected during a regularly schediradédgting in
addition to mock IEP meetings. Students then received instruction in six to ten 45-
minute sessions. Generalization data were collected at another actuadifgrheld
after instruction. Similar findings as noted by Allen et al. (2001) and Snyder (2002)
occurred in this study. All students increased from baseline across all uhgsmotk
IEP meetings. Similarly, the generalization condition showed all studentablerto
generalize these skills in their actual IEP meeting held afteuatstn. Also, based on
anecdotal data, students felt they had greater input in the IEP processvaftg
received the instruction in ti&hoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth

The fourth study examining the effectiveness ofGheiceMaker’s Self-Directed
IEP Curriculum™ was conducted by Martin, VanDycke, Christensen et al. (2006). They
observed 130 IEP/transition meetings of students with a range of disakilthes total
of 764 team members across middle and high schools in five school districts in a
southwestern state. In addition to trying to determine the effectiventss of
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth they determined the percent of time

students talked, started, and led IEP meetings using a 10-s time sampleemeasur
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The ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessnvegs completed prior to each meeting
and also at the end of the school year. In addition, a postmeeting survey was used to
examine the perceptions of participants pertaining to prior knowledge, trans#is
participants’ meeting behavior, and general perceptions of the IEhgie8ixty-five
students were randomly assigned to the control or treatment group. Students in the
treatment group received instruction in GleoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ a few weeks prior to the IEP meeting and a review just before their
meeting. Twenty-seven students in the treatment group started the meetirgs/dmdy
one student did in the control group. Students in the treatment group were also much
more likely to lead IEP meetings and exhibited more leadership skiligtgait
approximately one third to one half of the time) than those in the control group. Students
who received the intervention talked twice as much as those in the control group.
Furthermore, students in the treatment group had a more positive perceptionl&Rheir
meetings.
Barriers to Self-Determination Instruction

Several barriers have been noted by educators in terms of providing self-
determination instruction. When teaching self-determination skills to stuaghts
disabilities, two barriers most frequently cited by special educatetheay feel
unprepared to teach self-determination skills and they are unsure how to prepartsstud
to be active participants in the IEP process (Agran et al., 1999; Grigal et al., 2868) M
et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000).

Educators agree these skills are important in terms of postschool outcomes

(Mason et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al.,
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2000); however, a third barrier cited by educators involves the logisticaltasgpe
teaching self-determination skills. Due to recent legislation and politgtives, to
include IDEA and the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), students with
disabilities now have more access to the general education curriculum and eexironm
Students must receive instruction in the least restrictive environment, andnfpr ma
students with disabilities, this involves placement in the general educatiomofass
The questions of where, when, and how to provide self-determination instruction,
therefore remains a concern (Carter, Lane, Pierson, Glaeser, 2006, ICaréePierson,
& Stang, 2008; Mason et al., 2002; Mason et al., 2004). Several strategies have been
suggested which include infusing instruction throughout the school day rather than as
separate instructional program; beginning self-determination instruntelementary
grades so that once students are in high school they are already pradtficdetesmined
behaviors; and providing self-determination instructioalkstudents in the general
education setting (Martin, VanDycke, Greene, et al., 2006; Mason et al., 2004; Konrad &
Test, 2007; Wehmeyer, Field, Doren, Jones, & Mason, 2004). The general education
setting has been identified as a promising context for which self-detenis&tlls can
be addressed (Eisenman, 2007; Mason et al., 2004; Test et al., 2004a; Wehmeyer, Field,
Doren, Jones, & Mason, 2004).

A fourth barrier to teaching self-determination was teachers felt th@tack
authority to provide instruction in this area (Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002;
Wehmeyer et al., 2000). Administrators therefore need to be informed of the importance
of teachers providing such instruction to their students and to work to ensure teachers

have the latitude to provide this instruction.
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In addition, as noted in some of the studies reviewed (Agran et al., 1999; Thoma,
Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al. 2000), many students do not have
self-determination goals on their IEPs. If such goals are excludedEsthere is little
accountability for students to achieve these goals (Agran et al., 1999). Foréherm
many students across the studies reviewed had limited knowledge of their owgthstre
and weaknesses (Greene et al., 2006; Martin et al., 2004; Martin, VanDycke, Greene e
al., 2006), an alarming finding especially in light of the 1997 Amendments to IDEA
(Public Law 105-17). This lends further support to increasing instruction in self-
determination to students with disabilities. The IEP is an important tool by whic
educators can help students learn and practice self-determination skilés(&as.,

2004; Test et al., 2004a).

Another finding noted in several studies was that students are not attending thei
IEP meetings (Martin et al., 2004; Wehmeyer et al., 2000). Students need to not only be
invited to attend, but actually attend and be active participants in this processs Thi
especially true now that empirical evidence exists suggesting studéntsnange of
disabilities in a variety of settings can be taught the skills necessheyactive
participants in their IEP meetings (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 200t Ar
Konrad, & Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002; Mason, McGahee-
Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Snyder, 2002; Zhang, 2001).

Clearly, presence at IEP meetings does not equate to active padicipat
Educators and other team members need to expect this involvement and provide

opportunities for the student to participate throughout the IEP process (Martin,
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VanDycke, Greene et al., 2006). Students’ interests must drive the transitidPand |
process and thus their voices must be heard throughout.
Summary and Synthesis of the Research

All 16 studies contained a specifically stated purpose. The purpose of six studies
was to determine the perceptions of various team members regarding vau@ss is
related to self-determination to include strategies, benefits, barmersharacteristics
associated with self-determination (Argan, & Hughes, 2008; Argan, Snow, & Swaner,
1999; Grigal, Neubert, Moon, & Graham, 2003; Mason, Field, & Saeilowsky, 2004,
Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer, Argan, & Hughes, 2000). The
purpose of eight studies was to determine the effects of a specific curricalstudent
involvement and participation in the IEP process (Allen, Smith, Test, Flower@ W
2001; Arndt, Konrad, & Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin, VanDycke,
Christensen, Greene, Gardner, & Lovett, 2006; Mason, McGahee-Kovac, Johnson, &
Stillerman, 2002; Powers, Turner, Westwood, Matuszewski, Wilson, & Phillips, 2001,
Snyder, 2002; Zang, 2001). The final two studies provided descriptive information about
student and adult involvement in IEP meetings (Martin, Marshall, & Sale, 200d4nMar
VanDycke, Greene, et al., 2006).

All 16 studies included descriptions of participants and settings. Of the eight
studies evaluating interventions, all took place in the secondary setting (middigland hi
school). Students’ disabilities categories ranged from mild to severe, hawever
majority involved students with mild to moderate high incidence disabiléigs, (
learning disabilities, behavior/emotional disabilities). Of the sixlagifocusing on

perceptions, four specifically dealt with special educators’ perceptionspcunsetl
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solely on students’ perceptions, and one focused on team members’ perceptions. The
majority were also conducted in the secondary setting. The descriptiab#eR/ational
study was conducted in the secondary setting, both middle and high school transition
meetings, with the majority involving students with a high incidence disability.

A variety of designs were used in the studies reviewed. Eight qualitative studies
were reviewed — seven involving surveys or questionnaires (Argan, & Hughes, 2008;
Argan, Snow, & Swaner, 1999; Grigal, Neubert, Moon, & Graham, 2003; Martin,
Marshall, & Sale, 2004; Mason, Field, & Saeilowsky, 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker,
& Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer, Argan, & Hughes, 2000), and one descriptive study
(Martin, VanDycke, Greene et al., 2006). Seven studies utilized quantitative asesur
evaluate the effectiveness of a variety of self-determination intésnentncluding three
studies that utilized single subject designs, specifically multiple basadisigns (Allen,
Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001; Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006; Snyder, 2002). The
other four quantitative studies included pre/posttest (Martin et al., 2006), pre-
experimental design (Flannery et al., 2000), group experimental design (Pbalers e
2001), and quasi-experimental design (Zang, 2001). The final study reviewed used a
combination of both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Mason, McGahee-Kovac,
Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002).

Results for the 16 studies can be summarized in that students have clearly
demonstrated the ability to actively participate in their IEP meetisgso@umented
above. Several studies involving control groups have, however, demonstrated these skills
need to be systematically taught (Martin, VanDycke, Christensen et al., 2006sPowe

Turner, Matuszewski, Wilson, & Phillips 2001; Zhang, 2001) and when they are not,
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students with disabilities are simply passively involved in their educafiooetss
(Weidenthal & Kochhar-Bryant, 2007). Educators need to incorporate goals and
objectives on each student’s IEP and provide instruction on self-determinatibn to al
students as part of the curriculum. Unfortunately, several barriers have begtyot
educators in terms of providing self-determination instruction.

When teaching self-determination skills to students with disabilitiespbariers
most frequently cited in the studies were educators felt unprepared to téach sel
determination skills and they were unsure how to prepare students to be active
participants in the IEP process (Agran et al., 1999; Grigal et al., 2003; Mason et al., 2004;
Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000). Educators agree
these skills are important in terms of postschool outcomes (Mason et al., 2004; Thoma,
Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000). In addition, as noted in
three studies reviewed (Agran et al., 1999; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002;
Wehmeyer et al. 2000), many students do not have self-determination goals déRkeir |
If such goals are excluded from IEPs, there is little accountabilityddests to achieve
these goals (Agran et al., 1999). Furthermore, many students across the ewsiesir
had limited knowledge of their own strengths and weaknesses (Greene et al., 2006;
Martin et al., 2004; Martin, VanDycke et al., 2006).

All self-determination interventions reviewed yielded positive resultalfor
participants; however, théhoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthhas been the
most thoroughly investigated and now meets the requirements to be considered an
evidenced-based practice, as defined by the quality indicators desoribledner et al.

(2005).
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While the findings of these studies contribute to a growing body of literature on
the importance of actively involving students with disabilities in their echrcat
programs, there were overall limitations that need to be mentioned. Of the studies
evaluating particular curricula (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001; Arndt,
Konrad, & Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002; Mason, McGahee-
Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Snyder, 2002; Zhang, 2001), there was no
discussion of fidelity of treatment measures across studies makingatldité say with
confidence the changes in student behavior where due to a particular curriculum and
impossible to compare the effects of the various curricula across the studies.
Furthermore, the instructional methods (e.g., prompting, reinforcement) andyeliver
method (e.g., 1:1 instruction, small group) were used in conjunction with the various self-
determination curricula. The effects of the direct instruction procedures cannot be
separated from the effects of student involvement in these studies. Finadisglgetion
data were not presented for any of the eight studies, so it is difficult to detefrthese
curricula will have a long term effect on students’ everyday lives in atoddtof
settings to include their communities and homes.

While in recent years the topic of self-determination has receivediaitietitere
is a continuing need for future research. For example, the correlation between sel
determination and increased performance in other domains such as academic, Vocationa
social, and behavioral is an avenue that needs to be investigated. In addition, there is
scope for additional research into how certain variables such as age, disalntigr, ge
setting, etc. affect the acquisition of self-determination skills. Fumihvey, due to the

relatively small number of participants in many of the studies reviewedxthat to

36



which the results can be generalized with any confidence is limitedenStst
replications of current interventions found to be effective would contribute to thengrow
body of literature supporting the efficacy of these self-determinatiorvemntgons and
evidence based practices. Future research on the impact of self-determinat
instructional programs on transition planning and the postschool outcomes of students
with disabilities is warranted.
Conclusion

All the self-determination interventions reviewed yielded positive resulislif
participants; however, THeéhoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthhas been
thoroughly investigated and now meets the requirements to be considered an evidenced-
based practice (National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance,2&0@), as
defined by the quality indicators described by Horner et al. (2005). Combined results
from the four studies investigating the efficacy of @leiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ indicated a functional relationship between @wiceMaker’'s Self-
Directed IEP Curriculum™ and an increase in student participation in IEP meetings
(Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001; Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006; Martin,
VanDycke, Christensen, et al., 2006; Snyder, 2002). It further supports theyeffica
teaching self-determination skills as part of the IEP meeting procedse &ndings
support the belief that students with disabilities can learn the necesskrna&ded to
manage and lead their IEP meetings. Therefore, this curriculum should be cansidere
excellent means of teaching students self-determination skills througBRh@dcess.

Students have clearly demonstrated the ability to actively particip#teir IEP

process, as documented above. Several studies have demonstrated that these skills need
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to be systematically taught (Martin, VanDycke, Christensen et al., 2006; Powersr, T
Matuszewski, Wilson, & Phillips 2001; Zhang, 2001) and when they are not, students
with disabilities are simply passively involved in their educational procesgl@mhal &
Kochhar-Bryant, 2007).

Therefore, the purpose of my research was to address the fact that tesathers
unprepared to teach self-determination skills to students with high incidencditiksabi
and to address the need for students to receive self-determination instruction.
Specifically, the aim of my study was to instruct secondary speciedgdn teachers of
students with high incidence disabilities how to provide self-determination instrtict
their students utilizing the training package developed by the reseaitict includied
the ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthself-determination curriculum. In
addition, as a measure of social validity, | documented the effects of therteache
instructional package by using a questionnaire filled out by all members |&RHeam
for a selection of students who received @miceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ instruction to determine if the students displayed specific self-determined

behaviors in actual IEP meetings.
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CHAPTER I
Method
Student involvement in the IEP process has been a successful method in
increasing self-determination skill¥here have been numerous studies conducted on the
efficacy of various self-determination interventions aimed at inergastudent
involvement in their IEP developmef#tllen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001,
Arndt, Konrad, Test, 2006; Flannery et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2002 ;Mason, McGahee-
Kovac, Johnson, & Stillerman, 2002; Powers et al., 2001; Snyder, 2002; Zhang, 2001
Several studies have, however, demonstrated these skills need to be syshetaatta
(Martin, VanDycke, Christensen et al., 2006; Powers, Turner, Matuszewski, Wilson, &
Phillips, 2001; Zhang, 2001) and when they are not, students with disabilities ane simpl
passively involved in their educational process (Weidenthal & Kochhar-Bryant, 2007).
In the participating school district, there was a lack of self-detetimmgnstruction for
students with high incidence disabilities. The purpose of this research, therefoite, w
prepare secondary special education teachers of students with high incidehitikieks
to teach their students self-determination skills via the IEP process usystematic
training package.
Research Questions
The following two questions were posed to determine the effects of the
intervention on the ability of secondary special education teachers to tHach se

determination to their students with high incidence disabilities.
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1. What are the effects of a systematic training package on secondary special
education teachers to teach self-determination skills to students with higmoecide
disabilities?

2. How do IEP committee members rate the involvement of students with high
incidence disabilities in their IEP meeting posttraining?

Method
Participants

Three high school special education teachers of students with high incidence
disabilities were selected for primary participation in this invagbg. Selection was
based on multiple criteria including (a) teaching experience (i.e., haviegsatd years
of teaching experience in special education), (b) having a special edueaching
certificate, (c) completion of a master’s degree, and (d) willingnesstioipate in the
study. Demographic information regarding the three teachers is includedble 1. The
selected teachers were informed via oral and written means about the purpese of t
study, their role in the study, and their expected commitment as partidipamis study.

A copy of the teacher permission form is found in Appendix B.
Table 1

Demographic Information on Special Education Teacher Participants

Demographics Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3
Grade Level 6-12 9-12 9-12
Gender Female Male Female
Race White Hispanic White
Years of Teaching 11 15 9
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Years of Teaching 11 4 4
Special Education

Year Completed 2002; 2005 1999 2002
Master’s Degree(s)

Data Collection Learning Strategies Learning Strategies Learning Stegegi
Setting

Setting

Data were collected in three different self-contained special edneddéissrooms.
The study was conducted in a school system that serves a large number of chitdren wi
parents serving in the military. It was carried out in a high school servidgrds
comprised of ninth through twelfth grades and having a population of 652 students. Data
collection occurred during a regularly scheduled Learning Stratdg&s cThe Learning
Strategies class was chosen because the core content most clasatiytoelhe purpose
of this research. The course introduced students to concepts necessary for them to
function independently in and outside of school. The content included, but was not
limited to, the following concepts: time management, decision-making sésteg
following directions, time-on-task behaviors, use of visual aids, organization of itgrk s
organization of information, textbook usage strategies, note taking, test-takiegies,
dictionary reference skills, and researching and locating informatidfirde@ermination
skills logically aligned with the course content; therefore, the Liegr8irategies class
was the most beneficial as well as least obtrusive setting in which to conduetehech.

Specific classroom demographic information is included in Table 2.
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Table 2

Demographic Information on Learning Strategies Classrooms

Students Enrolled Classroom 1 Classroom 2 Classroom 3
N =10 N=7 N=6
Ninth Grade 4 5 0
Tenth Grade 3 2 3
Eleventh Grade 1 0 1
Twelfth Grade 2 0 2
Males 3 4 4
Females 7 3 2
Procedures

Experimental design A multiple probe single subject design across three
teachers (Alberto & Troutman, 2008) was used to evaluate the effectiveness of the
systematic training package including thleoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ (Martin & Marshall, 1995; Martin et al. 1993a, 1993b; Martin et al., 1997)
on secondary special education teachers to teach self-determinatiotositilidents with
high incidence disabilities. The multiple probe design is a variation of the raultipl
baseline design with the exception of a decrease in the collection of datanaghisle
baselines. Baseline data probes were collected across the threpgrastiat the start of
the study to ensure no significant changes occurred prior to conducting a true baseline (
minimum of three observations and recordings) and before introducing the mti@mve

The design avoids problems such as extinction, reactivity, fatigue on the part of the
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participant and/or observer or if there is a strong a priori assumption of gtiabilit
baseline (Richards, Taylor, Ramasamy, & Richards, 1999).

Dependent variable The dependent variable was the percent of self-
determination instructional procedures delineated oséhieDetermination Observation
Checklistgfound in Appendices C through J) each teacher displayed when presenting
instructional content, materials, and media fromG@heiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™. The author designed eight checklists consisting of 11 to 20 instructional
procedures depending on the content in each lesson. The percent of proceduresipresent
by each teacher per lesson was obtained by dividing the number of procedureggresent
by the total number of possible procedures times 100. Data were collected dcining ea
Learning Strategies class for approximately 35-65 minutes in lengtivddotthree days
per week. Data collection began approximately 10 minutes after classgreduri
students and the classroom teacher were prepared to begin the lesson. As tharschool
on a block schedule, one week the Learning Strategies class met iwae&,avhile the
following week the class met three times. The researcher was the ppenaon
collecting data in each session. The researcher sat at the back of eacloitias
collect data as unobtrusively as possible. Both baseline and intervention data were
collected after all logistical classroom items were dispensed nabirding homework
collection, attendance, and announcements. The teacher began each lessog by statin
“We are now going to begin today’s lesson.” This statement served as a theedata
collector to begin observing and collecting data using#leDetermination Observation

Checklists
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Independent variable The researcher adapted thleoiceMaker’s Self-
Directed IEP Curriculum™ (Martin & Marshall, 1995; Martin et al. 1993a, 1993b;
Martin et al. 1997) for it meets the requirements to be considered an evidenced-based
practice, as defined by the quality indicators described by Horner et @) (dhe
curriculum was adapted by combining certain lessons and taking out certeonsstait
were redundant once lessons were combined, howeve&htiieeMaker’'s Self-Directed
IEP Curriculum™ fundamentally was unchanged from the original package materials.
TheChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthwas designed to teach students with
disabilities the self-determination skills consisting of four transitioasar@) education,
(b) employment, (c) personal, and (d) daily living, housing, and community patbaipat
For this investigation, the researcher extracted the component@hdneeMaker’'s Self-
Directed IEP Curriculum™ on teaching students how to actively participate and manage
their IEP meetings. This part of tdnoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthwas
comprised of 11 sequential lessons recommended to be taught in six to ten sessions. For
the purpose of this study, the 11 lessons (presented in Appendices C through J) were
taught over seven sessions, including the maintenance lesson. Each sessionainged fr
35 to 65 minutes.

Before the study began, a 45-minute training DVD was written and produced by
the author that systematically explained the implementation proceduresaafrticulum.
Refer to Appendix K for a script of the narration of the training DVD. Contents of the
DVD consisted of (a) an overview of the curriculum, (b) an introduction to the
curriculum materials, and (c) an explanation of the content covered in the 11 lessons

which included embedded video segments and PDF documents interspersed throughout
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the DVD. The embedded video segments showed the researcher and another special
educator using the curriculum in mock classroom situations presenting partoagvari
lessons. The placement of the video segments were numbered and labeled VIDEO 1
through 7 in the script. For example, VIDEO 1 showed a teacher beginning a lesson and
VIDEO 2 showed the teacher handing out workbooks, IEPs, and reviewing a previous
lesson. In addition, there were four PDF documents incorporated into the DVD
presentation. The PDF documents were pages taken from the Student Workbook and
Teacher's Manual and used to clarify hard copy instructional informatione Tvere

also numbered and labeled PDF 1 through 4 in the script.

Prior to the start of the study, the training DVD was independently viewed for
comprehension, content coverage, technical production value, and overall style by three
teachers who were not involved in the study. The intention was not to validate
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthas was already considered evidenced
based. Two of the educators who viewed the training DVD had special education
background and the third was a general education teacher. Verbal feedbagkenao
the researcher, comments discussed, and changes incorporated into revisiongipt the s
and retakes on the DVD.

Immediately after baseline data were completed and prior to ¢oject
intervention data in the Learning Strategies class, systenatioiy on the use of the
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthoccurred individually with each special
education teacher in one session lasting approximately 60 minutes. It was cdhgucte
the researcher and done after school. Specifically, each training sessinrbigeg

showing the DVD which introduced tl@hoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth
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to include a brief five minute synthesis of research supporting the effecsveinbe
commercially available program. Next on the DVD, the participant was intrddadbe
training materials which included the Teacher’'s Manual, the Student Workbook, and
copies of students’ IEPs. Each teacher was shown copies of IEPs because atedent
provided copies of their IEP to refer to when teachers are instructidg tleesons. The

third area covered on the DVD was the order in which the 11 lessons were combined, the
content of each lesson, and how to teach each lesson. Each teacher was told the first
instructional session (presented in Appendix C) combined Lessons 1 and 2. Lesson 1
covered how to teach the student to begin the IEP meeting by stating the mirhese
meeting and Lesson 2 covered how to introduce all participants at the IERgné&éte

second instructional session (presented in Appendix D) combined Lessons 3 and 4.
Lesson 3 discussed reviewing the student’s past IEP goals and performamaseon t

goals while Lesson 4 covered how to ask for others’ feedback on progress towards IEP
goals and objectives. The third instructional session (presented in Appendix Ep@dmbi
Lessons 5 and 6. Lesson 5 dealt with how to state academic and transitiomgoals a
Lesson 6 covered how to ask questions when there is a lack of understanding as to what
an IEP committee member is discussing. The fourth instructional sessisenfectin
Appendix F) included Lesson 7 which covered dealing with differences of opinion at the
IEP meeting. The fifth instructional session (presented in Appendix G) includedr_e

8 which covered how to state the supports and accommodations needed to meet IEP
goals. The sixth instructional session (presented in Appendix H) combined Lessons 9
and 10. Lesson 9 covered how to summarize future goals and Lesson 10 discussed how

to close the IEP meeting. Lesson 11 (presented in Appendices | and J) dvs use
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collect maintenance probes and reviewed how to work on IEP goals all yeandpya us
goal chart. It also involved having the students use a script of what was leatmed in t
previous 10 lessons and to role-play leading a mock IEP meeting.

The similar steps involved in teaching each of the seven lessons were
systematically presented to each teacher during training, although thetiostl
content differed. The following format was presented for each lesson. Eawhbegsn
once the teacher said, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”. The teacher next
handed out the student workbooks and handed each student his or her own IEP. This was
followed by a review of the previous lesson and vocabulary. Next the teacher previewed
the current lesson and wrote which step the lesson was covering on the board (or
overhead). The new vocabulary (when applicable) was introduced and students were
asked to write the new vocabulary words in their workbooks. This was generally
followed by students viewing@hoiceMakef video on the content of the specific
lesson followed by a teacher and student discussion of the video topic. A follow-up
workbook activity was then presented. Each lesson ended with an evaluation, generally
requiring students to respond orally to a discussion question presented by the teache
The lesson wrapped up by discussing how the specific content discussed in the lesson
might generalize to other situations. For example, during Lesson 3, dealing with
reviewing past goals and performances, the wrap up activity involved askaeyts to
state goals they have in other areas of their lives and the actions they taet thase
goals. In Lesson 5, dealing with stating school and transition goals, the wrap up activi
involved the teacher describing a time when he or she started a project without

considering one’s own interests, skills, and limits and then discussing the subsequent
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problems that occurred. After showing the DVD to each teacher during trairiBe@&
minute question and answer period was conducted. The organization of training (viewing
the DVD, lesson format presentation, question and answer period) was adhered to so as t
ensure all teachers received the same systematic training packameglalindividually.
During the first week of baseline recordings, Teacher 1 was observed and data
collected for four sessions (one baseline probe and three true baselioes3egsile
Teacher 2 and Teacher 3 were observed for one baseline probe. The one hour training
session for Teacher 1 occurred once baseline data were stable. Followinghbearone
training session, the researcher observed and collected data ussedftbhetermination
Observation Checkligtefer to Appendix C) during Teacher 1's next Learning Strategies
class, to determine the effectiveness of training on the presentatiorrottiostal
procedures for Lessons 1 and 2. Once a 50 percentage point increase for Teacher 1
occurred from baseline to intervention on 8edf-Determination Observation Checklist
a baseline probe and a true baseline (i.e., a minimum of three additional baseline
sessions) were conducted for Teacher 2, while Teacher 3 was observed for one basel
probe. When Teacher 2 had a stable baseline, the one hour training was implemented.
Intervention data collection then occurred and continued with Teacher 2. When a 50
percentage point increase in self-determination instructional procedurestablkshed
for Teacher 2, a baseline probe and true baseline data were collecteccfori®ahile
intervention data collection continued for Teachers 1 and 2. When Teacher 3's baseline
data were stable, the one hour training was implemented for Teacher S8enhter data

collection occurred with Teacher 3.
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Once all three teachers taught the 10 lessons (over six instructionahsgssi
maintenance probes were conducted using Lesson 11 (refer to Appendix I) anddinvolve
having the students engage in Lesson 11 for the first probe and then repeating parts of
Lesson 11 (i.e., content selected by the researcher ahead of time) for sabseque
maintenance probes (refer to Appendix J). Namely, teachers repeated stxeeniod
steps included in Lesson 11 to include reviewing the vocabulary, reviewing the goal char
and staffing script, and engaging in a role playing activity.

Interobserver reliability measures On sessions in which interobserver
reliability was collected, a second data collector was present in the ocomotect
interobserver reliability data independently from data collector 1gdearcher. The
second observer was also seated in the rear of the classroom, but at the sjjeosit
the classroom as the data collector 1. Interobserver reliability wagatad using a
point-by-point method by dividing the number of agreements (occurrences and
nonoccurrences) by the number of agreements and disagreements and theyingultipl
by 100. The second data collector was a school psychologist doctoral canditiage fr
large university who was a secondary school counselor in the school system. Prior to
the start of the study, mock instructional sessions in which a teacher tateyiat séthe
targeted lessons were videotaped. Both data collectors were traindxttageil
agreement using tHgelf-Determination Observation Checklistnsistently reached 85%
or more for three consecutive trials. Refer to Appendices C through J feelfhe
Determination Observation Checklistata collection forms.

Procedural reliability . To ensure systematic training was consistent across all

three participants, procedural reliability measures were takendrataly after each of
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the three training sessions. Each participant was asked to fill out a chemktaning
17 content items presumed to be presented during each training session. The Procedural
Reliability Training Checklist is found in Appendix L. The formula used to caketihee
procedural reliability was the number of items checked as completed by eacipanatrt
divided by 17 and then multiplied by 100.

Social validation procedures The ChoiceMaker Self-Determination
Assessmeff was used to obtain social validity to determine the effects of each teacher’
self-determination training on the students in actual IEP meetings. Tdesiaent
contained 11 Likert-scale statements which asked IEP members to infiibatstudent
displayed specific self-determined behavior (e.g., introducing the pantisjpa
summarizing decisions). Responses were scored on a scale from ‘notGttal’100%
of the time’ (4). The social validation assessment (refer to Appendix M) wasetenh
by all members of an IEP committee for four 9th graders (two males, tvadefgnwith
learning disabilities who received t#oiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth
instruction by one of the trained special education teachers. When unable tedoe ate
an IEP meeting, the researcher provided the Case Study Chairper§rcfaBperson
with copies of the social validation assessment prior to the IEP meetingeamithé CSC
chairperson asked each committee member to complete the assessmeliatiehnadter
the close of the meeting. The formula used to calculate social validity wiadahe
number of points obtained on the assessment divided by the total possible points (44).
Scores above 33 indicated agreement thaCtimceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP

Curriculum™ was socially valid.
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IRB and confidentiality. The investigation was approved before the research
began by the University of Maryland Internal Review Board and the paringmthool
system’s Research and Evaluation Committee. For the three special@dtezathers
receiving training, consent was obtained using the form in Appendix B. Prior to the four
IEP meetings, an assent form (found in Appendix N) was given to each student,
procedures explained, and a signature obtained. Prior to each IEP meetingipermis
was also obtained from a parent of each student participating in the IEP s estmy
the form found in Appendix O. For other participants in the IEP meeting, a consent form
(refer to Appendix P) was given requesting their permission to participdiis jpartion

of the study.
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Chapter IV
Results
Interobserver Reliability

Interobserver reliability checks were recorded across the baselergemtion,
and maintenance conditions for each participant. Interobserver relial@btgalculated
using a point-by-point method by dividing the number of agreements (occurrences and
nonoccurrences) by the number of agreements and disagreements and theyingultipl
by 100. Interobserver reliability was 100% for Teacher 1 across baselinegintien,
and maintenance conditions. Reliability data were collected for 50% of tHmbase
probes, 33% of the intervention probes, and 33% of the maintenance probes for Teacher
1. Interobserver reliability data were collected on 38.5% of all sessiomsdoher 1
across the three conditions.

Interobserver reliability was also 100% for Teacher 2 across all three
experimental conditions. Reliability data were collected for 40% of théit@peobes,
33% of the intervention probes, and 50% of the maintenance probes for Teacher 2.
Interobserver reliability data were collected on 41% of all sessionssabethree
conditions for Teacher 2.

Interobserver reliability was 97.5% ranging from 95% to 100% during the
baseline condition for Teacher 3 and 100% during intervention and maintenance
conditions. The mean interobserver reliability for Teacher 3 was 99.2%. Riglidaia
were collected for 33% of the sessions during the baseline condition, 33% ofsibeses

during the intervention condition, and 50% of the sessions during the maintenance
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probes. Interobserver reliability data were collected on 35.7% of all sessi@ss the
three conditions for Teacher 3.

The overall mean interobserver reliability across the three teacitkterae
conditions was 99.83%, ranging from 95% to 100%. Table 3 displays the interobserver
reliability for the baseline conditions, Table 4 displays the interobsemadviliey for the
intervention conditions, and Table 5 displays the interobserver reliability for the
maintenance conditions.

Table 3

Interobserver Reliability for Baseline Conditions

Teacher Mean Range % of Baseline
Sessions Observed

1 100% None 50%
(2/4)
2 100% None 40%
(2/5)
3 97.5% 95% - 100% 33%
(2/6)
Mean Across All  Range Across All % of Sessions
Teachers Teachers Observed Across All
Teachers
All Teachers 99.17% 95% - 100% 40%
(6/15)
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Table 4

Interobserver Reliability for Intervention Conditions

Teacher Mean Range % of Intervention
Sessions Observed
1 100% None 100%
(3/3)
2 100% None 33%
(2/6)
3 100% None 33%
(2/6)
Mean Across All  Range Across All % of Sessions
Teachers Teachers Observed Across All
Teachers
All Teachers 100% None 43%
(7/15)
Table 5

Interobserver Reliability for Maintenance Conditions

Teacher Mean Range % of Maintenance
Sessions Observed
1 100% None 33%
(1/3)
2 100% None 50%
(a/2)
3 100% None 100%
(/1)
Mean Across All  Range Across All % of Sessions
Teachers Teachers Observed Across All
Teachers
All Teachers 100% None 50%

(3/6)




Procedural Reliability

To ensure systematic training was consistent across all three tggqubeedural
reliability measures were taken. Immediately after each traggagion, the participants
filled out the Procedural Reliability Training Checklist (refer to Appendi Procedural
reliability was 100% for each teacher. All three teachers receiverhthng the week
prior to implementing the intervention in their classrooms.
Research Question 1

The effects of a systematic training package on secondary speciai@aucat
teachers to teach self-determination skills to students with high incideabditesis
shown in Figure 1. For Teacher 1, baseline data were collected during$sioms (one
baseline probe followed by three true baseline sessions). Baseline dedadber 1 were
stable with a mean of 3.75% of self-determination instructional proceduresyaidpl
ranging from 0 to 5%. The mean percent of procedures observed during the sixssessi
of intervention for Teacher 1 was 97.5% ranging from 90 to 100%. The mean increase of
percentage points displayed over baseline conditions was 93.75%. Maintenance probes
were taken at two weeks, four weeks, and six weeks postintervention. The maintenance
probes involved having the students engage in Lesson 11 for the initial probe and then
repeating parts of Lesson 11 for subsequent maintenance probes. Maintenance data
resulted in 100% of self-determination instructional procedures displayeedaphdr 1
on all three probes.

Baseline data were collected for five sessions for Teacher 2 (twbrigagrobes
followed by three true baseline sessions). The mean percent of self-detiermina

instructional procedures displayed by Teacher 2 during baseline conditions was 1%
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ranging from 0 to 5%. The mean percent of procedures displayed during the six
intervention sessions for Teacher 2 was 97.5%, ranging from 90 to 100%. The mean
increase of percentage points displayed compared to baseline conditions was 96.5%.
Maintenance probes were taken at two weeks and four weeks and Teacher 2 displayed
100% of the self-determination instructional procedures for both probes.

Baseline data were collected for Teacher 3 for 6 sessions (three basslies p
followed by three true baseline sessions). The mean percent of selfidatenm
instructional procedures across baseline conditions for Teacher 3 was 2.5% fiaomging
0 to 5%. The mean percent of procedures displayed during the six intervention sessions
for Teacher 3 was 95.6% ranging from 87.5 to 100%. The mean increase of percentage
points displayed compared to baseline was 93.1%. Maintenance probes were taken at two
weeks and four weeks and Teacher 3 displayed 100% of the self-determination
instructional procedures for both probes.

The overall baseline mean across all three teachers was 2.42%; the overall
intervention mean across all three teachers was 96.87% (97.5%, 97.5%, and 95.6%
respectively). The overall mean increase in percentage points displayed during
intervention compared to baseline conditions was 94.45%. Maintenance data were 100%

for all probes across all three teachers.
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Figure 1. Effects of a Systematic Training Package on Secondary Special Education Teachers to
Teach Self-Determination Skills to Students with High Incidence Disabilities
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Research Question 2

To obtain social validity, th€hoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessriiémtas
used. The assessment contained 11 Likert-scale statements and |IB€&sneere asked
to determine if the student displayed specific self-determined behaviorrfgaducing
the participants, summarizing decisions) in actual IEP meetings. Resp@nsexared
on a scale from ‘not at all’ (0) to ‘100% of the time’ (4). The formula used to asdcul
social validity was the total number of points obtained on the assessment divided by the
total possible points (44). Scores above 33 indicated agreement tGaticeMaker’s
Self-Directed IEP Curricului¥ was socially valid. The social validation assessment
(refer to Appendix M) was completed by all members of each IEP meeting for four
students who received ti&hoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthinstruction by
the participating special education teachers. Student 1 was taughtdeT#aStudent
2 was taught by Teacher 3, Students 3 and 4 were taught by Teacher 2.

The mean score of self-determined behaviors across six IEP membstgdent
1 was 40.5 ranging from 38 to 44. The mean score across four IEP members for Student
2 was 41.5 with a range of 37 to 44. The mean score across six IEP members of self-
determined behaviors for Student 3 was 40 with scores ranging from 38 to 44. The mean
score across three IEP members for Student 4 was 38.67 with scores ranging fsom 34 t
44. The overall mean across the four students and 19 IEP members was 40.26, ranging
from 34 to 44. The mode, the total score repeated most often for the assessmsent item
was a perfect 44. Table 6 presents the item by item mean scores (lowixde sosse

was 0; highest possible score was 4) across all IEP members for the footsstudiee
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social validation assessment. Table 7 presents the score and overall meanBPea

member for each student. Member 1 was always the student.

Table 6

Mean Score of Each Item on ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Asse8$herdss IEP

Members for the Four Studer(Bossible Range: 0 — 4)

Student 1 Student 2 Student 3 Student 4
Number of IEP Members 6 4 6 3
Responding
Begin meeting by stating 3.83 4 4 4
the purpose
Introduce participants 3.67 4 4 4
Review past goals 3.67 3.75 3.67 4
Ask for feedback 3.33 4 3.33 4
Ask questions if you don’t 3.67 4 3 3.33
understand
Deal with differences of 3.83 3.75 4 3.33
opinions
State the needed support 3.83 3.75 3.5 3.33
Close the meeting by 3 3.75 3.83 3.33
summarizing decisions
Express interests 3.83 3.5 3.33 3.33
Express skills and limits 4 3.5 4 3
Express options and goals 4 3.5 3.33 3
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Table 7

Scores and Overall Mean of IEP Members on the ChoiceMaker Self-

Determination AssessméntAcross the Four StudenfBossible Range: 0-44)

Member Member Member Member Member Member Overall
1(student) 2 3 4 5 6 Mean
Student 44 37 41 43 40 38 40.5
1
Student n/a 44 41 37 44 n/a 41.5
2
Student 39 38 39 44 41 39 40
3
Student 44 38 34 n/a n/a n/a 38.67
4
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Chapter V
Discussion

Research has shown students with disabilities have the capacity to léarn an

possess the ability to exhibit self-determined behg¥itgozzine, Browder, Karvonen,

Test, & Wood, 2001; Test et al., 2004aVhile educators acknowledge the importance

of teaching such skills (Mason et al., 2004; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 2000), a lack
of self-determination instruction in the secondary school setting has been documente
(Agran, Snow, & Swaner, 1999; Grigal, Neubert, Moon, & Graham, 2003; Mason et al.,
2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000). This most
likely is related to the fact that when teaching self-determination skifigidents with
disabilities, two barriers most frequently cited by special educdtargghout the United
States are they feel unprepared to teach self-determination skills andethexgiare how

to prepare students to be active participants in the IEP process (Agraii@9@j.Grigal

et al., 2003; Mason et al., 2004; Thoma, Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer
et al., 2000).

The purpose of my study was to determine whether secondary special education
teachers could provide self-determination instruction to students with high incidence
disabilities given systematic training opportunities. The results of thdy gtdicated a
functional relationship between the systematic training package and tessiut
delivery of self-determination instructional procedures by secondary kpduaation
teachers to students with high incidence disabilities. Furthermore, intressef
involvement of students with high incidence disabilities in their IEP meetingaiosiy

was observed.
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Reliability

Interobserver reliability exceeded the minimum level of acceptahilkty 80%)
for each participant, indicating observational data were collected in awrisnanner
throughout all three experimental conditions of the study. Each teacher taught the
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthwith great fidelity. In addition, the high
procedural reliability (i.e., 100% for all three participants) indicated tehtrs were
trained in the same, consistent manner. The results can therefore be coneigeted s
and reliable and not tainted by observational or implementation inconsistencies.
Research Question 1

The purpose of Research Question 1 was to examine the effects of a systematic
training package on the delivery of self-determination instructional procedures b
secondary special education teachers to students with high incidence desabllite
successful results contribute to the current self-determination knowledge/tiake
contained limited research specifically addressing teachers’ ptEaand confidence in
teaching these skills. Furthermore, the baseline results, ranging from 0%aty &%
the three teachers, also supported the fact that special educators feel unpoepardd t
self-determination skills and are unsure how to prepare students to be adicipgrds
in the IEP process (Agran et al., 1999; Grigal et al., 2003; Mason et al., 2004; Thoma,
Nathanson, Baker, & Tamura, 2002; Wehmeyer et al., 2000). All three teachers
demonstrated stable and extremely low baseline results prior to theonitathe
systematic training package. All three teachers demonstrated aniatered
substantial increase in self-determination teaching procedures durimgetfvention

condition. The substantial increase was most likely due to the fact the threé specia
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education teachers applied the systematic training they received ancdh esedesced
based curriculum. The training program, which only took one hour to implement,
provided the teachers with the necessary instructional procedures, specédit,cont
scripted sequences, and materials to prepare their students to be actiy@ptstic the
IEP process. The researcher chose to ada@hbeeMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ (Martin & Marshall, 1995; Martin et al. 1993a, 1993b; Martin et al. 1997)
for it met the requirements to be considered an evidenced-based practiceyexs laefi
the quality indicators described by Horner et al. (2005). Despite the famirtieilum
was considered evidenced based and it was readily available to teaalsssitevas not
being implemented in this school. The researcher speculates this was dulkeisteac
having a lack of time to review and learn to apply new curricula. The training package
developed by the researcher addressed these concerns in a very unobtrusivaertd effic
time frame. Informal teacher feedback indicated the systemathmtgdocusing on the
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth (Martin & Marshall, 1995; Martin et al.
1993a, 1993b; Martin et al., 1997) made it easy to apply the curriculum and painless to
incorporate into the learning strategies curriculum. Additionally, the sgsietraining
assisted the teachers in addressing their students’ self-detéomigyad self-advocacy
goals — goals prior to the intervention the teachers were struggladgtess. Teachers
were appreciative of the one hour training incorporating the DVD and théceasy
curriculum, as they were able to walk away from the training and implement the
procedures without additional time needed to prepare for the lessons.

When analyzing the data during the intervention conditions, there were only seven

data sessions out of 18 in which targeted instructional procedures were didessviban
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100% of each observation (two each for Teachers 1 and 2 and three sessions for Teacher
3). Analyzing the data further, five of these seven data sessions weoenfuined

lessons and in each case, the teacher did not complete the final procedure orklisé chec
due to lack of class time. During the sixth of these seven sessions, therare/asaanh

and the teacher was unable to complete the final procedure on the checklist. The sevent
session below 100% resulted when the teacher skipped a step in the procedure.
Therefore, six of these seven sessions were a direct result of a lack, dfuiriigproved

to have a minor effect on the overall results. More importantly however, the gains
observed carried over to the maintenance conditions. Results during maintenance
conditions across all three teachers showed the instructional proceduresorere
consistently applied (100% of all sessions) than even during the intervention condition.
This speaks to generalization success and the ease of continuing to discuss and reinforc
the self-determination content to the students. Again, informal teacher feedback
indicated all teachers intended to use the curriculum the following school yeavof

their students. One teacher commented she would like to incorporate the curiitalum

her language arts class so as to reach more students.

Due to the positive feedback from the three special education teachers involved
and given the positive results of this study, the researcher highly recomthends
systematic training package be presented to other secondary teachetsaiirtloe
participating district and even the entire school system. This researdtelpddntial to
significantly impact secondary students with high incidence disabiliiesrdly and in
the future. In addition, it addresses the primary concerns of teacheang iagbrepared

to teach self-determination skills and how to go about teaching these skikss lthan
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one hour’s time, these concerns were addressed. It is highly recommendesdrimat

on how to teach self-determination skills be incorporated into a in-service oppestunit
provided by the participating school district or possibly broken down into two 30-minute
after school sessions. Furthermore, it is imperative educators begin to iredfude s
determination goals and objectives targeting IEP participation on stiid®nas a means

of facilitating better transitions and lifelong self-determination apfibbns.

Research Question 2

The purpose of Research Question 2 was to examine how IEP committee
members rated the involvement of students with high incidence disabilitiesrifERei
meetings after intervention. That is, each IEP member’s perception of wtiether
student exhibited self-determined behaviors during the IEP meeting wasega If the
intervention was successful and internally valid, as determined through é&esear
Question 1, it was imperative to determine if the training was also sociatly de
more socially valid the intervention, the more likely the special educatiohaesawill
continue to use the curriculum with future students and the more likely students will
display self-determination skills in the future.

To obtain social validity, th€hoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessriiémtas
used. Scores above 33 indicated agreement th&tthieeMaker’'s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ was socially valid. Each IEP committee member scored the four students
above the minimum 33 points to indicate the instruction was socially valid. In fact the
lowest score by any IEP committee member for a student was a 34, witin@Thee
next lowest score. The score of 34 only appeared once while the mode, the score most

often appearing, was a perfect 44, appearing five times (or 26.32% of the sdoees). T
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overall mean score across 19 IEP members and the four students was 40.26n@mnging
34 to 44. For Student 4, only three of the five questionnaires were returned. The student
and the administrator neglected to return the questionnaire. However, his scores from
other committee members were still above 33. As for the remaining three student
Students 1 and 2 scored themselves as a perfect 44 and Student 3 scored herself 39,
indicating students felt self-determined during their IEP meetingshoédh only four
students and their IEP members participated due to the timing of annual reaetwgs,

the social validity data were consistently high. Moreover, not only did studengs scor
themselves high, but so did parents, general education teachers, administnatcese
manager/special education teachers. It appeared as if students felt exdpavceself-
determined while leading their IEP meetings. They had a better undengtandhneir

IEP development and the purpose of the meeting. Likewise, other committee members
observed and confirmed this self-determined behavior.

At the end of the IEP meetings, while participants completed the sociatyalidi
guestionnaires, members discussed the IEP meeting and what they observetiidénte
laughed and stated, “It felt good to control that meeting.” While another student stat
“Usually | just sit there [in the IEP meeting] and just day dream. Now | knioat is
going on.” Parents also noted the change. One parent stated, “I can’t believede just
that meeting and did it so well.” Another stated, “She is always opinionated at home, but
has never spoke up in any of her IEP meetings. | am so proud of her.” Finallya gene
education teacher noted, “I have seen a change in my classroom too. She now asks for

accommodations and participates much more in class.” With the case managerinoting
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have observed this in many of her other classes as well. She was resfsttnbat is
much more confident now. She is relying less on me, which is great.”
Limitations of the Study

While given the successful outcome of this investigation, an obvious limitation to
this study was the number of participants. Additionally, due to the school in which
participants were selected being located within a community that stoggnts with
military parents, generalizability to the general population needs to bechpyitie
caution. Furthermore, the participants were three special education $eabbaaught
students with high incidence disabilities only, making generalizabilityaohters serving
students with low incidence disabilities limited.
Summary

Despite the limitations of the study, all three teachers demonstrateuirediate
and substantial increase in self-determination teaching procedures aft#pgarg in
the systematic training session. Furthermore, these results were neairdaer time for
all participants. The instruction was also considered socially valid byradipating
IEP committee members. Overall, the training was successful, effeatid a socially
valid means of presenting content on self-determination for secondary specigloeduca
teachers of students with high incidence disabilities.

Recommendations for Practice and Future Research

Based on the implementation of this study, five recommendations are wdrrant
For the purpose of this study, t6hoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth
consisting of 11 lessons was taught over seven sessions due to time constraints in

completing the study and gathering the data prior to the end of the school yeaveHow
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all three teachers ran out of time at least once during the interventimnsessd each

time this was during a combined lesson session. Rather than combining lessons in the
future, it is recommended teachers focus on one lesson during each instructsioal ses
to better cover the instructional content and ensure enough time for practice and
assimilation of information.

Second, although results indicated students were using self-determinat®mskil
IEP meetings postintervention, baseline data were not collected to determinehgw
of these skills the students had used prior to the study’s implementation. Though
anecdotal evidence (e.g., comments made by students, teachers, pareest@dulggre
was an increase in self-determination behaviors in IEP meetings, treenabasence of
preintervention data. In addition, future research should include gatheringaigeor
behaviors and anecdotal comments from the teacher participants and the H&iRemm
members before and after intervention conditions.

Third, future research should examine the IEP goals of all students dtross a
levels of disability as well as the type and amount of self-determinationatish, to
determine if there is an impact of self-determination skills observed, ¢jzadrand
maintained when such goals are included on the IEP.

Fourth, future research should determine if self-determination skills are
generalized by secondary students to other settings such as generabedlgsdsrooms,
job sites, community events, and social activities and if these skills areamadbver

long periods of time, to include one school year to the next.
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Finally, future research should include a comparative study with a group of
teachers receiving the current training package and a group of teaclearsigeno
training to determine the effectiveness of this particular training packag

The results of this study add to the body of research validating the effess/ef
the Self-Directed IEFby ChoiceMaker (Allen, Smith, Test, Flowers, & Wood, 2001;
Arndt, Konrad, & Test, 2006; Martin et al., 2002; Snyder, 2002). The results also
validated the research that indicated without appropriate and systematientiter,
individuals with disabilities are passive participants at best (Martingh\#l, & Sale,
2004; Martin, VanDycke, Greene et al., 2006). The results of this study combined with
results from previous studies, indicate students with disabilities, havingedabrect
instruction in self-determination become active participants in their IEings.
Educators can have confidence in having students lead their own IEP meetings as a
means of increasing their self-determined behavior. Finally, the resulis oésearch
directly addressed the concerns of secondary special educators who fepategbto
teach self-determination skills and are unsure how to prepare students to be active
participants in the IEP process. Teachers received systematic, unobtaising that
yielded immediate and meaningful results that affected students and thigit@b

display self-determined behaviors in actual IEP meetings.
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Appendix A

Summary of Research Findings on Self-Determination and Student InvolventieatlEP Process

Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Argan, Snow, Determine the 69 special Survey/questionnair N/A N/A Each survey was 42% rated s-d as a very

& Swaner
(1999)

Flannery et al.
(2000)

perceptions of special educators: 2
educators on the preschool, 28
benefits, characteristics elementary, 20
of, and the strategies to middle school, 20

achieve self- high school, 3
determination (s-d) postsecondary;
skills. serving 84% severe

disabilities, 33%
mild, 33% profound

Does training on
Person Centered
Planning (PCP) tools  parents, and 8
affect: Perception of teachers; ages 19-
students, parents, and 21; 3 identified with
educators on presence LD, 3 with MR, 1
of key features during  with SLI, 1 with
transition? OHI/SLD, 1 with
The time of day or OI/SLD, 1 with HI)
week that goals are

planned to be

implemented, and who

provides support for

the goals?

Satisfaction of

students, parents, and

educators?

7 female), their

10 students (3 male,

e mailed to 100
special educators

Pre-experimental
design — responses
to questionnaire
answered prior to
PCP training were
compared to
responses provided
post training.

Perception of Inservice
students, parents, PCP
and educators on training; 8-
the presence of 10 hours
key features

during transition.

The time of day

or week that

goals are

planned to be
implemented,

and who

provides support

for the goals.

Satisfaction of

students, parents,

and educators.

coded with a 1-3 digit important curricular area.
random number and 55% stated that s-d goals
mailed to respondents were not included or only
so that follow-up on some IEPs.
reminders could be 55% believed useful for
sent to those who had postsecondary life.
not responded. Numerous values of s-d
Data were reported  were revealed: increased
descriptively as self-concept (83%),
frequencies and/or enhanced self-concept
percentages of total  (78%), increased student
respondents. competence (77%),
promoted positive outlook,
and increased self-
knowledge (58%).

Paired comparisons
and t-tests were
generated using

Significantly different
posttraining perceptions of
process—students, parents,
SYSTAT v8.0to and teachers all reported
compute differences more student participation,
between pre and post- more consideration of
PCP training and students’ interests, &
whether the average more productive outcomes
differed from 0. post training.

Increase in number of
goals to be implemented
outside school.

Increase in total number of
support providers.

Higher levels of
satisfaction with transition
process.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Wehmeyer, To provide further 1,219 teachers of ~ Survey, mailedto  N/A N/A Trends and responses 60% indicated they were
Argan, & information about the  student with 9,762 educators were represented in  familiar with the term self-
Hughes use of student-directed disabilities aged 14- who were members graphic and tabular  determination (s-d).
(2000) learning strategies by 21; 21% MS, 5% of TASH or formats. 31% reported that none of
students. JHS, 42% HS, 30% divisions of CEC their student has s-d IEP
residential or Mean scores were goals, 47% reported some,
Pertinent questions multiple; from all calculated for and 22% reported all.
included: 50 states and 2 US questions with Likert 1/3 reported not involving
Familiar with the term  territories responses. their students at all in the
self-determination? IEP process.
A separate anises of Teachers rated s-d
Importance of self- variance on questions instruction as “moderately
determination? with Likert scale important” or “very
scores by primary important” and felt that
Help to promote self- environment or level promoting s-d would be
determination? of intellectual “very helpful” for
disability. postschool outcomes.
Barriers to teaching Barriers included teachers
self-determination? Chi-square analyses feeling unprepared to
on four yes/no teach s-d skills to students,
questions. feeling students would not
benefit from instruction,
and feeling a lack of
authority to provide such
instruction.
To teach students the 4 HS students ages Single subject, Student The Self- Graphically displayed All students improved in
Allen, Smith,  skills needed to 15-21 with multiple baseline performance in  Directed and analyzed. leading meetings,
Test, Flowers, participate in their own moderate MR; 2 across 4 mock IEP IEP by reporting interests,
& Wood IEP meeting. males, 2 females instructional units:  meetings. Choice Wilcoxon matched-  reporting skills, and
(2001) students leading Maker; 30-  pairs signed-ranks reporting options.
What are the effects of Instruction occurred meetings; Generalization to 40 minute tests examined group
theSelf-Directed IEP  in a self-contained reporting interests; actual IEP sessions, differences from the  All students generalized
lesson package on special education  reporting skills; meeting. twice a pre and post real IEP skills to real IEP meetings
students’ participation classroom. reporting options. week for 12 meetings on Leading
in their IEP meeting? weeksina  Meeting, Reporting
small group Interests, Reporting
setting. Skills, and Reporting

Options.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results

Question Procedure
Powers, Four hypotheses were 43 students ages 14-Group 1. Level of Take Two-factor analysis  All four hypotheses were
Turner, investigated: 17; 30 males, 13 experimental; involvementin ~ ChargeFor  of variance (group by confirmed: Take Charge
Matuszewski, Youth who participate females; 18 with participants were transition the Future  time) was used to For the Future enhanced
Wilson, & in Take Chargd-or the LD, 4 with OlI, 2 randomly assigned planning as instruction  evaluate the first three students’ involvement in
Phillips Future would with ED, 1 with to either the measured using overa4 hypotheses. transition planning,
(2001) demonstrate OHI, and 18 with treatment group or the Educational month transition awareness,
enhancement if their  combined waitlist group Planning period with ANOVA on the empowerment, and
1. involvement in disabilities Assessment individual change scores for engagement in planning
transition planning 2. Level of and small each dependent meetings.
2.transition awareness 4 public high student and groups and measure, using each
3. empowerment schools in 4 states parent transition included: demographic measure Students in the waitlist
4. participation in (NH, NC, OR, and awareness as individual as a covariate was group were only passively
transition planning WI) representing measured by the bi-weekly used to confirm involved in their transition
meetings compared to small, medium, and Transition coaching demographic variable planning activities.
youth in a wait-list large communities Awareness sessions; do not impact effect.
comparison group Survey monthly
(control group) 3. Family community
Empowerment  based
Scale workshops;
4. Student community
participation in  activities;
transition parent
planning support
meetings calls and
home visits;
and 3 in-
services for
teachers
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Zhang (2001) What is the effect of 71 9" grade Quasi-experimental The total self- Next Descriptive and Significant improvement
Next S.T.E.Pon the students with LD with an untreated  determination S.T.E.P. inferential analyses  in self-determination
self-determination ages 14-19; 52 control group score as curriculum  took place. Mean and scores occurred for the
skills of high school males, 19 females design with measured by the in 19 50- standard deviations  treatment group.
students with LD? pre/posttest Arc’s Self- minutes were calculated on
6 teachers in 2 Determination session in the ARC S-D Scale.
school systems in Scale small group
Louisiana setting. ANOVA to test the
Curriculum  hypothesis
consisted of (dependent variable
the use of was posttest score,
workbooks, covariate was pretest
videos, score, and
demonstrati independent variable
ons, filed- was type of
activities &  instruction-treatment
preparing or control)
for
transition
meetings.
Mason, To understand the 35 students Combination of Level of student Student-led Interviews: identified Students were better able
McGahee- influence of teaching  completed student descriptive and involvement in IEPs: A and coded key terms to explain IEP process and
Kovac, students to lead their interviews; grades qualitative IEP meetings Guide for were reported by importance; were more
Johnson, & IEP meetings on 9-11; 23 males, 12 approaches and studentand Student interviewees and aware of their disability,
Stillerman involvement in IEP females; variety of teacher Involvement clustered into their strengths and needs,
(2002) meetings and disabilities. interviews to categories. and accommodations.
knowledge of disability Observations: 5 determine the six 20- to All were observed
and legal rights, students with LD effectiveness of 45-minute  Analysis also participating throughout
assertiveness, grades 9-10; 4 the intervention sessions conducted to IEP meetings.
communication skills, males, 1 female. over a 3-6 differentiate results Students acknowledged
motivation, and 10 teacher week based on prior benefits of leading IEP &
accountability. interviews; 4 period. experience with had ideas as to how they

To obtain feedback
from general and
special educators

concerning the efficacy

of this approach.

general educators, 6

special educators

All from 1 urban
HS; mid-Atlantic

student-led IEPs or
the number of
planning sessions.

could be even better
prepared for next meeting.
Teachers noted an increase
in confidence & advocacy.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Snyder (2002) What are the effects of5 students ages 14- Single subject, 1. Students’ The Self- Graphically displayed 1. Students were better
the Self-Directed IEP 20 with cognitive multiple baseline behavior at Directed and analyzed. able to make introduction,
program on deficits and BD; 1 across IEP meeting simulated IEP IEP review past goals, discuss

Thoma,
Nathanson,
Baker, &
Tamura
(2002)

participation in and
management of IEP
meetings for students
with combined BD and
MR?

What do teachers know
about self-
determination?

What are the primary
sources of their
information about s-d?
What strategies relating
to s-d have they heard
of and/or used to
facilitate s-d? How
important are the core
competencies of s-d in
the teachers’ own
lives?

male, 4 females

Instruction occurred
in separate
classroom at a
residential school
for students with
BD

From 5
southwestern states

43 participated in
the study

62.8 % licensed
special educators;
37.2% working
toward emergency
certificates/limited
licenses

42% had graduate
degrees

Teaching
experience ranged
from 0-33 years
(mean 9.79)

skills

46-item survey
developed to solici

meetings using  program
the Self-Directed
IEP Behavior
Rating Scale

2. Students’
perceptions of
instruction using
the Student
Intervention
Rating Profile
(SIRP)

N/A N/A
t

teachers’ perception

and skills in
supporting/teachin
the various

g

component skills of

s-d (Likert and
multiple choice)

Five hundred
surveys (randomly

selected) mailed to

special educators-
46% return rate.

Data were entered
into SPSS for
Windows and
analyzed for

descriptive statistics.

Correlation analyses

were examined,
descriptive analyses
provided.

future goals, and close IEP
meetings.

2. TheSelf-Directed IEP
was rated as acceptable by
all students (out of a
possible 36, scores ranged
from 25 to 36)

3. Generalization showed
similar levels of
participation at actual IEP
meetings as simulated IEP
meetings.

75% reported they were
familiar with the term s-d;
67% stated training was
not adequate to implement
s-d strategies successfully.
The majority had not
heard of the most widely
used s-d curricula.

More than 50% said that
none of their students had
goals related to s-d on
their IEPs.

34% did not know how
feasible it would be to
facilitate s-d in IEP
meetings because they had
not tired.

Most believed teaching s-d
to be important, but
questions the effectiveness
of the methods they were
using.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Grigal, To determine parents’ 234 Survey, mailedto  N/A N/A A series of factor Parents agreed that
Neubert, and teachers’ beliefs  parents/caregivers 984 parents/primary analyses to establish students with disabilities
Moon, & about teaching self- caregivers and 698 the factor structure of should participate in IEP
Graham determination, the 248 educators; 71% general and special the two s-d process as “informed and
(2003) students’ participation female, 36% special educators (high instruments skilled participants” and
in their IEP meetings, educators, 53% school) developed for this that these skills should be
and perceptions on general survey was used. taught at school.
opportunity to make Teachers only slightly
choices in school. 2 large urban school agreed that they had some
systems in 1 mid- knowledge of self-
Atlantic state determination and how to
teach it.

More than 1/3 of the
teacher respondents
indicated that they were
not familiar with the
concept of s-d.

Teachers & parents only
slightly agreed that their
students had the
opportunity to acquire,
learn, and practice s-d
behavior at school.

Martin, To examine the 1,638 IEP team Questionnaire; N/A N/A A one-way Students scored lower than

Marshall, & perceptions of various members and provided to special MANOVA was used any other participant

Sale (2004) IEP members andto  observation of 393 education chairs at to determine the knowing the purpose of

further determine if
these perceptions
changed based on who
attended the meetings.

IEP meetings; 25%
JHS, 21% MS, 54%
HS

5 school districts
from 4 cities/towns
in 1 southwestern
state

each school and
asked to distribute
them at the end of
the IEP meeting for
students with mild
to moderate
disabilities (to
include those with
LD, MR, and ED)

effect of who
completed the survey
across the 10
questions.

Then used an
ANOVA and the
conservative
Scheffe’s F procedure
to determine the
meaningful post hoc
mean comparisons.

the purpose of the
meeting, knowing what to
do at the meeting, amount
of time talked at meeting,
feeling comfortable saying
what they thought, talking
about their strengths and
needs, understanding what
was said at the meeting,
and feeling good in
general about the meeting.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Mason, Field, To obtain information 523 respondents Survey; conducted N/A N/A Displayed in tabular ~ Respondents reported that
& about the instructional from all 50 states; over a 6-week form. that self-determination
Sawilowsky  practices and attitudes 77% special period on the CEC skills and IEP involvement
(2004) of educators related to educators; web site and also Mean and standard  were considered important
self-determination and 22% MS, 25% HS mailed to a segment deviations determined 50% of respondents said
student involvement in of CEC members. for differences they could use more
the IEP process. between elementary training in s-d
and secondary Only 28% stated that
teachers’ responses; students received
and between teachers’instruction about IEPs
and administrators’  prior to the meeting
responses.. Current approaches to
teaching s-d skills reported
Percentages to be informal and
calculated for unsystematic (70%)
importance of s-d and The majority of
IEP involvement; respondents (58%) stated
students’ previous that students were only
involvement in IEP “somewhat” involved in
process; type of their IEP
involvement; and
student preparedness.
Arndt, What are the effects of 5 HS students ages Single subject, Level of student Self- Graphically displayed All of the students
Konrad, & theSelf-Directed IEP  14-18; 1 MR, 1 multiple baseline participation in  Directed and analyzed. increased from baseline
Test (2006) on students’ autism, 1 ED/BD, 1 across behaviors mock IEP IEP; 6-10 across all of the units in
participation in the IEP LD, & 1 OHI (instructional units) meeting scored  45-minute the mock IEP meetings.

Instruction was in
resource class &
meetings in
conference room
1 inner-city school
in the southeast

meeting?

as percentage of sessions

skills observed.

Generalization condition
showed that all students
were able to generalize
these skills in their actual
IEP meeting held after
instruction.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Martin, What is the 764 IEP team Pre/posttest control ChoiceMaker Self- Seven role categories 27 students in the
VanDycke, effectiveness of the members across and intervention Self- Directed were identified from  treatment group started the
Christensen, Self-Directed IERAN 130 MS and HS design with random Determination IEP the 26 types of IEP  meeting, whereas only one
et al. (2006) teaching IEP meeting transition IEP assignment of 65  Assessment curriculum;  participants, four student in the control

skills? meetings; 17
teachers; 71% LD,
8.5% MR, 7.7%
OHl, 3.1% ED/BD,
3.1% Asperger
What are the

percentage of time 5 rural and

students talked, started, suburban school

and led IEP meetings? districts in one
southwestern state

students to each the

control and Post-meeting

intervention group. survey
Observations

10-s time sampling during IEP
meeting

types of meetings
were identified.

group started a meeting.

Students in the treatment
group were also much
more likely to lead IEP
meetings and exhibited
more leadership skills
(initiated approximately
one third to one half of the
time) than those in the
control group.

Chi-square test was
used to examine
differences in who
started the meetings.

Chi-square test used
to examine
differences between
special education
teachers and students Students who received the
in the control and intervention talked twice
intervention groups in as much as those in the
who led the meetings. control group.

ANOVA for the 6
ChoiceMaker’s
scores.

Students in the treatment
group had a higher
perception of their IEP
meetings.

Also used

independent t tests

and2X2X4

multivariate analysis

of variance.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Martin, To obtain descriptive 627 IEP team Descriptive data N/A N/A Six role categories of Who talked (percentage of
VanDycke, information about members across collected based on participants and four intervals):
Greene et al. student and adult 109 MS and HS observations of IEP types of IEP meetings e special educators talked
(2006) involvement in teacher- transition meetings; meetings using were identified. the most -51%

directed IEP transition
meetings.

74 males, 35
females; ages 12-
19; 78% LD, 10.1%
OHl, 4.6% MR,
3.7%E/BD, 2.8%
Aspergers, .9
multiple disabilities

Rural and suburban
districts in one state

momentary 10-s
time sampling
technique

And post meeting
surveys

MANOVA to

examine the
differences by IEP
team member roles
and presence at the
meeting as well as
post hoc comparisons
using the
conservative Scheffe
test.

MANOVA to

examine the
differences by IEP
team member roles
and survey subscales
as well as post hoc
comparisons using
the conservative
Scheffe test.

Multiple regression
analysis conducted to
determine predictors
of meeting length.

o family members 15%
e general educators 9%
e support staff 6%
o students only talking for
3% of the intervals.
Despite the students only
talking for 3% of the
intervals, 40% of the
surveyed special educators
reported that students
participated “a lot”.
Students rarely engaged in
leadership skills.
Students scored lower on
the meeting knowledge
questions and had low
opinions of the meetings.
Less than 50% of the
students talked about their
own interests and only 1/3
expressed opinions or
discussed their goals.
90% of the students
attended the meetings, but
had low levels of
engagement.
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Reference Purpose/Research  Participants Design/ DV v Analysis Results
Question Procedure
Argan, & To pilot a tool to obtain Convenience Survey- 19 forced- N/A N/A Data were collected HS-
Hughes preliminary data on sample of high choice questions and displayed in 4 of 17 reported knowing
(2008) student perceptions school students and with requests to tabular form. what an IEP is and 9 said

regarding the nature
and extent to which
they were involved in
the IEP process, as well
as the opportunity to
learn and practice self-
determination
strategies.

junior high students
across 2 states with
intellectual and
other disabilities.

HS- 17 students
from a large,
comprehensive,
high-poverty urban
HS

JHS- 56 students

give examples for
HS and 15 for MS.

Conducted as either
individual

interviews or

written surveys with
students

they had never attended an

Data was converted to IEP meeting.

percentages.

80% said they had not
been taught to lead IEP
meetings or read |IEP

67% did not know their
goals

13 out of 15 said they had
not been taught to evaluate
their IEP goals

JHS-

96% were not taught how
to conduct their IEP
meetings.

61% had not been taught
to lead IEP meetings.
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APPENDIX B

Special Education Teacher Consent Form

Page I of 4 Initials Date

CONSENT FORM (Teacher Participants)

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Marcy B.

research being
done?

Bond under the supervision of Dr. Frances L. Kohl at the
University of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting
you to participate in this research project because you are
a special education teacher of students with high
incidence disabilities in the Department of Dependents
Schools — Europe. The purpose of this research project is
to determine whether secondary special education
teachers can provide systematic self-determination
instruction to students with high incidence disabilities,
teaching students to lead their own IEP meetings, after
receiving specific training opportunities. This is an area
of interest because student involvement in the IEP
process is a successful method in increasing self-
determination skills. However, when teaching self-
determination skills to students with disabilities, one
barrier frequently cited by special educators is they feel
unprepared to teach self-determination skills and are
unsure how to prepare students to be active participants
in the IEP process.
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Page 2 of 4 Initials Date

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers
of Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

What will I be The procedures involve you participating in a one hour

asked to do?

training session on a self-determination curriculum
aimed at increasing students’ participation in their own
IEP meetings. This training will occur in your
classroom at your convenience (before school, after
school, on your prep period or lunch period). After the
training, you will be asked to complete a short
questionnaire regarding the training. This
questionnaire asks you to answer 17 ‘yes’/’no’
statements and should take less than five minutes to
complete.

You will then be required to present the materials to
your students enrolled in your Learning Strategies
Class. These sessions last 35-65 minutes. You will
teach the curriculum in six sessions to your class and
then provide a review session every two weeks
thereafter. These sessions will be audiotaped to check
for fidelity of implementation of the curriculum. You
will be asked to begin recording at the start of the
session and to stop recording at the end of the session.
Teaching of the curriculum lasts 3 weeks. You will
then do a review lesson every 2 weeks for the next 6
weeks.

In addition, based on annual review dates, I will also
be observing the annual IEP meetings of some of the
students with whom you will be presenting the
curriculum. If you are in attendance at this meeting,
you will be asked to complete a short questionnaire
immediately following the IEP meeting to determine if
the student was able to display self-determination
skills during his/her meeting. This is a brief
questionnaire, containing 11 statements to rate, and
should take less than 5 minutes to complete.
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Page 3 of 4 Initials Date

Project Title

The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers
of Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information
confidential. To help protect your confidentiality, all
data collected will be stored in a secure location in the
student investigator’s home office for at least 10 years
in a locked filing cabinet. Data analysis will also take
place in this location.

If we write a report or article about this research
project, your identity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible.

What are the risks
of this research?

There are no known risks associated with participating
in this research project.

Do I have to be in
this research?

Your participation in this research is completely
voluntary. You may choose not to take part at all. If

May I stop you decide to participate in this research, you may

Parﬁ_cipaﬁ“g o stop participating at any time. If you decide not to

Ay e participate in this study or if you stop participating at
any time, you will not be penalized or lose any
benefits to which you otherwise qualify.

What if I have This research is being conducted by Marcy B. Bond at

questions? the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have

any questions about the research study itself, please
contact Mrs. Marcy B. Bond at 0631 536 7541 or
marcy.bond@eu.dodea.edu or you can contact Dr.
Frances L. Kohl at: Department of Special Education,
1308 Benjamin Building, College Park, MD 2074, 301
405-6490, or flkohl@umd.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research
subject or wish to report a research-related injury,
please contact: Institutional Review Board Office,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail) irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-
405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the
University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures

for research involving human subjects.
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Page 4 of 4 Initials Date

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Audiotape I agree to be audiotaped during my participation

Agreement in this study.

I do not agree to be audiotaped during my

participation in this study.

Statement of Age Your signature indicates that:

of Subject and you are at least 18 years of age;,

Consent

the research has been explained to you;

your questions have been fully answered; and

you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this
research project.

Signature and
Date

NAME OF SUBJECT

SIGNATURE OF
SUBJECT

DATE

IRB APPROVED {
EXPIRES ON l
|

NOV 2 4 2010
:

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLA Nu‘i
COLLEGE PARE |
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APPENDIX C

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lessons 1 & 2

Recorder: Date/Session: /1
Teacher: Lesson(s)__1&2
Teacher Procedures: YES NO
1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Provides introduction and overview
4. Shows video
5. Discusses video by asking at least 3 questions
6. Provides a preview of the lesson by writing Step 1

on the board (overhead, ELMO, etc.)
Teaches vocabulary by placing on the board and asking
students to write the definitions in their workbooks
8. Shows first part of video and reminds students to listen
for the three purposes of the staffing
9. Asks students for three purposes and writes on board and
tells students to write in workbook

~

10.Goes over the importance of Tone and Voice
and Eye Contact

11.Evaluation: has students practice beginning a meeting
by stating purpose

12.Wrap up: Reviews why learning the 11 steps and how
it generalizes to outside of staffing meetings

13.Provides a preview of second part of the lesson by writing
Step 2 on the board

14.Teaches vocabulary

15. Shows first part of video

16. Asks students to identify who attended the meeting

17.Discusses the four people who attended the staffing and

why

18. Discusses who may attend a staffing — both required and
who else they might like to attend

19. Evaluation: Practices role playing

20.Wrap up: Review vocabulary and discuss how it might
generalize

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
20 Procedures
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APPENDIX D
Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lessons 3 & 4

Recorder: Date/Session: /| 2

Teacher: Lesson(s).___3&4

TeacherProcedures: YES

Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”
Hands out IEPs and workbooks
Reviews previous lesson
Provides preview of lesson by writing Step 3
on the board
Shows part of video
Discusses video and Zeke’s goals (workbook)
Discusses IEPs — goals, objectives and refers to
students’ IEPs
8. Workbook Activities: actions for goals
9. Evaluation: Practice saying goals & actions
10. Teacher provides Vocabulary Quiz 1
11.Wrap up: discusses how goal setting might generalize
12.Provides preview of second part of the lesson by
writing Step 4 on the board.
13.Teaches vocabulary
14.Shows first part of video
15. Workbook activity- receiving feedback
16. Evaluation: Practices stating goals, actions, and feedback
17. Wrap up: discusses how it might generalize

PowbdPE

No o

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
17 Procedures
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APPENDIX E

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lessons 5 & 6

Recorder: Date/Session: 13
Teacher: Lesson(s):__5&6
Teacher Procedures: YES
1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”.
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Reviews previous lesson/vocab.
4. Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 5

on the board
Teaches vocabulary (writing on the board and asking
students to write the definitions in their workbooks)
Shows part of video
Discusses video by discussing the 4 transition areas
(education; employment; personal; and housing,
daily living, and community participation).

o

No

8. Completes Step 5 page in Workbook with students
9. Completes Workbook Activity related to interests,
skills, & limits
10. Asks students to write their interests in Workbooks on the
“Step 5 continued” page.

11.Evaluation: has students give an example of an activity in
each transition are and identify the 3 things to consider
when goals (interests, skills, limits)

12.Wrap up: discuss a time when started a project
without considering your interests, skills, and limits.

13.Provides a preview of second part of the lesson by writing
Step 6 on the board.
14.Shows part of video
15.Discusses the videos (peer relations)
16. Practices ways to ask questions
17.Writes ways to ask questions on “Step 6” page in
Workbook
18.Teaches vocabulary
19. Evaluation: has students demonstrate asking about
something they do not understand using a respectful
tone & good eye contact
20.Wrap up: Reviews the importance of asking questions
and how this might generalize to other situations.

TOTAL:
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# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
20 Procedures
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APPENDIX F

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lesson 7

Recorder: Date/Session: | 4
Teacher: Lesson (s):__ 7
Teacher Procedures: YES

1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”.
(or a variation of this).
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Reviews previous lesson/vocabulary.
4. Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 7
on the board
5. Teaches vocabulary (writing on the board and asking
students to write the definitions in their workbooks)
6. Shows part of video
7. Discusses video by discussing how Zeke handled a
difference of opinion
8. Teaches the LUCK strategy (Workbook)
9. Uses the LUCK strategy in a sample situation (Workbook)
10.Role play dealing with differences (Workbook)
11. Evaluation: Given a scenario, has students
demonstrate the LUCK strategy.
12.Wrap up: Reviews the steps of LUCK strategy and how
this strategy might be used in other situations.

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
12 Procedures
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APPENDIX G

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lesson 8

Recorder: Date/Session: /' 5
Teacher: Lesson (s):__8
Teacher Procedures: YES
1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”.
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Reviews previous lesson/vocabulary.
4. Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 8

on the board
Teaches vocabulary (writing on the board and asking
students to write the definitions in their workbooks)
Shows part of video
Discusses support needed for goals (Workbook)
Writes support needed for students’ goals (Workbook)
Practices saying goals, actions, feedback, and support
0 Evaluation: Asks students to state a goal, action taken,
feedback and support needed.
11.Wrap up: Reviews what “support” means and how they
use it in other areas of their lives.

o

'—‘©.°°.\‘.°”

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
11 Procedures
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APPENDIX H

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lessons 9 & 10

Recorder: Date/Session: /| 6
Teacher: Lesson (s):___9&10
Teacher Procedures: YES
1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Reviews previous lesson/vocab.
4. Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 9

on the board
Teaches vocabulary (writing on the board and asking
students to write the definitions in their workbooks)
Shows part of video
Discusses how to summarize goals (Workbook)
Practices summarizing goals (Workbook)
Evaluation: has students summarize their current goals,
action, feedback, and support
10.Wrap up: asks students to think of times summarizing steps
could be used.
11.Provides a preview of second part of the lesson by writing
Step 10 on the board.
12.Shows part of video
13. Writes closing for own staffing (Workbook)
14.Has students practice closing the meeting by thanking
everyone
15. Evaluation: has students say own closing statements.
16. Wrap up: asks students for other situations which they may
thank an individual.

o

© 0N

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % Teacher Procedures
16 Procedures
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APPENDIX |

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lesson 11

Maintenance
Recorder: Date/Session: /
Teacher: Lesson (s): 11- Maintenanc® Ptobe)

Teacher Procedures:

Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”.
Hands out IEPs and workbooks
Reviews previous lesson/vocabulary.
Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 11
on the board
Shows part of video
Introduces/reviews the Goal Chart (Workbook)
Introduces/reviews Student Staffing Script (Workbook)
Evaluation: Vocabulary Quiz # 2 given to students.
Role Play activities: Teacher assigns each student a
different role

PwpdPE

©ooNOO

TOTAL:

YES

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
9 Procedures
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APPENDIX J

Self-Determination Observation Checklist: Lesson 11
Maintenance

Recorder: Date/Session: /
Teacher: Lesson (s): 11- Maintenanf&&subsequent
probes)
Teacher Procedures: YES NO
1. Says, “We are now going to begin today’s lesson”.
2. Hands out IEPs and workbooks
3. Reviews previous lesson/vocabulary.
4. Provides a preview of lesson by writing Step 11

on the board
Introduces/reviews the Goal Chart (Workbook)
Introduces/reviews Student Staffing Script (Workbook)
Role Play activities: Teacher assigns each student a
different role (students assigned different roles each
maintenance lesson).

No g

TOTAL:

# of Yeses X 100 = % of Teacher Procedures
7 Procedures

92



APPENDIX K
DVD Training Script for Use o€hoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth
Introduction: IDEA and the IEP; FAPE & LRE

Narrator: The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) mandates that
students with disabilities have an Individualized Education Program, or IEP.DERe |
requires public schools to develop an IEP for every student with a disability who is found
to meet the federal and state requirements for special eduddielEP is designed to
ensure that students with disabilities receive a Free Appropriate PubliatbduéAPE)
in the least restrictive environment (LRE). Key considerations inherenyitE®
include assessing students in all areas related to the suspected dissbjlagcess to the
general curriculum, the extent to which the disability affects studertsiihg, the
development of appropriate goals and objectives, and choosing an appropriate placement
for the student.

There has been increased interest in, and concern about, the level of self-
determination with which secondary students with disabilities leave school. veigwe
research has shown students with disabilities do have the capacity to leaskilleeaad
possess the ability to exhibit self-determined behavior. While educators acétgewe
importance of teaching such skills, a lack of self-determination instructtbe at
secondary school level has been documented. Student involvement in the IEP process
has shown to be a successful method in increasing self-determination skillsoNsimer
studies have concentrated on the efficacy of various self-determination iinge
aimed at increasing student involvement in their IEP development. The focus of these ha

been on students with high incidence disabilities.
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Justification

Narrator: When teaching self-determination skills to students with disabilities,
teachers often encounter barriers, often at an early stage. One ofrites Inanst
frequently cited by special educators is they feel unprepared to teadetsethination
skills, and are therefore unsure how to prepare students to be active partioipaats i
IEP process. This training is designed to primarily address teachdirs)$eaf
unpreparedness to teach self-determination skills to students with high incidence
disabilities. The training also addresses the need for students to restaraaic self-
determination instruction. As special education teachers of students with hagnicei
disabilities, you will be provided with training and materials necessgryovide
systematic self-determination instruction to your students. This will be dorgethe
ChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdth

TheChoiceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP Curriculdthis designed to teach students
with disabilities the self-determination skills needed to be successful inliéelurhe
curriculum focuses on four transition areas: (a) education, (b) employmgoergonal,
and (d) daily living, housing, and community participatiGhoiceMaker’s Self-Directed
IEP Curriculum™ is a multimedia package comprising 11 sequential lessons or steps.
The curriculum itself has been studied by several researchers to detésmine i
effectiveness in teaching secondary students to lead their own IEPs.sftltkss
investigating the efficacy of theéhoiceMaker’'s Self-Directed IEP package do in fact
indicate a functional relationship between @t®miceMaker’s Self-Directed IEP
Curriculum™ and an increase in student participation in IEP meetings. The findings of

these studies support the belief that students with disabilities can learneksangc
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skills needed to manage and lead their IEP meetings. This package should elverefor
considered an excellent means of teaching students self-determindtsthseugh the
IEP process.
The Self-Directed IEP Training Materials
Narrator: In front of you, you should find:

e Self-Directed IEP Training Manual

e Self-Directed IEP Student Workbook

e Copies of your students’ IEPs

If you take a few moments now to briefly skim through the Training Manual you,

will notice that the most relevant sections have been highlighted, and additional
annotations made in the margins. The Self-Direct IEP consists of 11 LessSieps,
which are as follows:
Step 1: Begin Meeting by Stating the Purpose
Step 2: Introduce Everyone
Step 3: Review Past Goals and Performance
Step 4: Ask for Others’ Feedback
Step 5: State Your School and Transition Needs
Step 6: Ask Questions if You Don’t Understand
Step 7: Deal With Differences in Opinion
Step 8: State the Support You’'ll Need
Step 9: Summarize Your Goals
Step 10: Close Meeting by Thanking Everyone

Step 11: Work on IEP Goals All Year
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For the purpose of this study, the 11 lessons or steps will be taught over seven
sessions each ranging from 35 to 65-minutes in length. The page directliaffabte
of Contents outlines how the lessons will be broken down and combined. Please turn to
that page now. You will notice that the Lessons are combined as follows: Steps one and
two will be taught during session one, steps three and four will be taught durirmgsessi
two, and steps five and six will be taught during session three. Steps seven and leight wil
be taught during sessions four and five respectively. Steps nine and ten will both be
taught during session six, and finally, step eleven will be taught during sesgem s
Step 11 will be repeated again every 2 weeks (2, 4, and 6 weeks postintervention) to
ensure students are maintaining their understanding and application of thalraater
skills taught.

The Curriculum

Narrator: As we begin to discuss how to approach the lessons, and reference the
teacher handbook, you will soon notice that this is a highly structured, logical, and most
importantly user-friendly curriculum.

Format

Narrator: You will see common elements that appear in most of the lessons:
Each lesson begins with the teacher clearly stating, “We are now gdaeginh today’s
lesson”.
VIDEO 1 (showing teacher beginning the lesson)

Narrator: For each lesson, the teacher then hands out the student workbooks
along with a copy of the students’ own IEP. A review of the previous lesson and

vocabulary will usually follow.
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VIDEO 2

Narrator: Next, the teacher previews the current lesson and writes which step the
lesson is covering on the board (or overhead). The new vocabulary is then introduced,
and students are asked to write their new vocabulary words in their workbooks. This is
generally followed by viewing a segment of a video and a discussion of the video. A
follow-up workbook activity is then presented.

Each lesson ends with an evaluation, generally requiring students to respond
orally. The lesson is wrapped up by discussing how the specific step discussed in the
lesson might generalize to other situations. For example, during Lesson 3, which deal
with reviewing past goals and performances, the wrap up activity involves asking
students to state goals they have in other areas of their lives, and the actidakehey
meet those goals. Let’s start by walking through the first sessioahwiili combine
steps 1 and 2.

SESSION ONE
Step 1: Begin Meeting by Stating the Purpose

Narrator: Please turn to step one in the self-directed IEP teacher’'s manual. This
begins on page 29, and the first step is called ‘Begin Meeting by Stating Pufsogeu
can see, each step is prefaced by a list of required materials, a lesstewoaad a
summary of the lesson. In addition to this, in the left hand column of this page, the strand,
goal and objective are clearly stated, and the preferred location and letiggHasson
are also given. This format is consistent for each of the eleven steps.

As you can see, the setting for the lesson is the classroom, and the suggested

length is forty minutes, which will take a little under half of a regularsgbesiod.
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The following page, page 30, begins with an outline of the lesson proper. In the
left hand column of each of the following 4 pages, the distinct components of the lesson
are listed sequentially using an upper case letter. In step one, the compankstiscar
from ‘A’, Introduction and Overview, to ‘J’, Adaptation. Please note that additional
instructions are included at the head of the page.

VIDEO 3

Narrator: You will notice now that section A of step one involves giving an
introduction and overview of the entire 11 step program before focusing on the first step.
Directions are given for the teacher, and the words preceded by the minus ogmalash s
are phrases and questions which can be used verbatim during the lesson.

This segues into part B, in which a video is viewed showing a student completing
the 11 steps. Four questions are then provided for the teacher to use in leading a brief
discussion.

VIDEO 4

Narrator: Section C “Preview Lesson’ then requires the teacher to write ‘Step
One: Begin Meeting by Stating the Purpose’ on the chalkboard or overhead.

VIDEO 5

Narrator: Vocabulary words are then provided in section D. The words and
definitions are provided for students to write in their workbooks.
VIDEO 6

Narrator: Section E then involves the viewing of the first part of the video, and
students are to be prompted to listen out for the three purposes of the staffingom secti

F, which follows, the students are then asked to share their answers yédfallg the
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teacher writes the purposes on the chalkboard for students to enter in their Workbooks in
the appropriate 'Step 1’ page.
VIDEO 7

Narrator: In section G, “Practice the Beginning of the Meeting’, the script is
provided giving students a brief explanation of the nature of the practiceiestinithe
workbook. Before the students practice responding to scripts from the workbook, the
teacher discusses the importance of tone of voice and eye contact when addressing
people. Again, clear instructions and examples are given to share with the class

For evaluation purposes, section H indicates that each student should be able to
begin the meeting by stating the purpose. In closing the lesson Section-upytap
teacher is reminded to review with students why they are learning the stept=bt
staffing, and discuss other situations in which the steps of a process need todak learn

Finally, Section J: Adaptation suggests possible adaptations for the lesson, which
are especially important when teaching a class with students witheaxahlegrning
disabilities.

Because Step 1 and Step 2 are combined for Session 1 you will immediately begin
Step 2.

Step 2: Introduce Everyone.

Narrator: Please turn to step 2 in the self-directed IEP teacher’'s manual. This
begins on page 27. This second step is called ‘Introduce Everyone’.

Already, the format should look familiar; the lesson is prefaced by a list of
required materials, a lesson overview and a summary of the lesson. And in the left hand

column of the page, the strand, goal and objective are again stated. Once again, the
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location of the lesson is the classroom; however the estimated time for step 2 is
approximately half that step one. For this reason, steps one and two, lastingfa total
approximately 60 minutes, may comfortably be taught in an 85-minute class period.

One thing you will notice immediately is that section A “Review’ is not
necessary. Instead, in its place you will find a reminder to omit the re\seste@one
instruction ended only minutes before during the same class period.

PDF 1

Narrator: Section B ‘Preview Lesson, Section C; ‘Teach Vocabulary’ and
Section D ‘View First Part of Video’ follow the same sequence and taamm Step
one.

Section E ‘Discuss Who Attended Zeke’s Meeting’ involves a teacher led
discussion based on the vignette presented in the video. Again, as a teacher, fyzdi will
clear instructions in the manual, along with the correct answers.

PDF 2

Narrator: Section F involves a discussion about who is required to be at their IEP
staffing, and who they would like to invite in addition. Once again, correct anareers
given. Students then return to their workbooks, completing an activity before discussing
their answers with the class.

PDF 3

Narrator: Section G ‘Introducing Everyone’ involves practicing the step, as was

the case for step one. Once again, the workbook is used as a tool, and contains several

scripted examples for students to employ when practicing.
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As with the previous and subsequent steps, step 2 concludes with an evaluation,
wrap-up activity and suggestions for adapting the lesson.
PDF 4

Narrator: In this case, the evaluation involves students demonstrating the ability
to introduce the people at the staffing appropriately, and the wrap-up actyitiyes
students to review the vocabulary, and discuss other situations in which introducing
people are important.

During your 29 session, you will teach Steps 3 and 4.
3" Session 5 &6
4" session Step 7
5th session Step 8
6" Session Steps 9 & 10
Finally, in Session seven you will teach Step 11.
Step 11: Work on IEP Goals all year.
Again, this Step follows the format of the preceding 10 Steps.
You will begin by reviewing previous lessons and previewing this lesson. Thisis the
followed by viewing the video and completing workbook activities.
Students will then be asked to take a vocabulary quiz. This is the second Vocabulary
Quiz. (The first appears after Step 3).

Finally students engage in a role-playing activity using their studeaptswhich
they developed in their workbooks. You will assign students to role play different roles

and repeat this process a few times so that students can role play diffeent role
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The session ends with a discussion of the different roles and which were the
easiest/hardest to play. The students and you have now been through all 11 Steps.
However, to ensure the students are maintaining these skills and will be gipéyto a
these skills in real-life IEP settings, part of Step 11 will be repeatexlevsry two
weeks for the next 6 weeks. As mentioned previously, three additional sessioakewill t
place at two week intervals, 2, 4, and 6 weeks after session 7, during these three
additional sessions, Step 11 will be repeated. However, you will not show the video
segment nor give the Vocabulary Quiz #2. You will simply omit these two pantstifre
lesson. As a measure of social validity | plan to document the perceived effdtts
teacher preparation. In order to do this, a short questionnaire has been developed, to be
completed by the members of several IEP teams. The IEP teams welebeed based
upon whether the student has received the self-determination instruction, and if they
indeed have an annual review meeting scheduled sometime between April and June 2010.

The questions will be designed to help determine if the students display specific
self-determined behavior in actual IEP meetings. In closing, the researchld like to
thank you for your participation, and for including this valuable curriculum in your
classroom instruction. The researcher would now like to take the time to angwer an
guestions or address any concerns you might have.

Any subsequent questions, comments or concerns can be sent to:
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APPENDIX L

Procedural Reliability Training Checklist

Recorder: Date:

Setting: Trainer:

Procedures YES

1. Trainer welcomes teacher.
2. Trainer introduces self.
3. Trainer asks teacher if there are any initial questions.
4. Trainer provides advanced organizers.
Written Agenda
Outline of DVD Presentation
5. Trainer provides overview/review of the Self-Directed IEP
6. Trainer reviews Self-Directed IEP program materials
7. Trainer shows presentation and covered:
8. Starting each lesson, “We are now going to begin
today’s lesson”.
9. Teacher handing out workbooks and IEPs
10. Previewing previous lesson/vocab. when applicable.
11. Introducing new vocabulary
12. Viewing video segment
13. Follow-up workbook activity
14. Evaluation activity
15. Wrap-up activity
16. Trainer allows for 20 minutes of questions and answers
and addresses any concerns
17. Trainer provides teacher with contact information should
further questions arise.

Total:

# of Yeses X 100= % of Procedural Reliability

17 Procedures
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APPENDIX M

Social Validity QuestionnaireChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessrfiént

Student Leading Meeting

Student Skills
Ooes this student do this?)

(not at all) (100%)
1. Begin meeting by stating the purpose 0 1 2 4
2. Introduce participants 0 1 2 4
3. Review past goals and performance 0 1 2 4
4. Ask for feedback 0 1 2 4
5. Ask questions if you don’t understand 0 1 2 4
6. Deal with differences of opinion 0 1 2 4
7. State the needed support 0 1 2 4
8. Close the meeting by summarizing decisions 0 1 2 4

Subtotal

Student Reporting

1. Express interests 0 1 2 4
2. Express skills and limits 0 1 2 4
3. Express options and goals 0 1 2 4

Subtotal

Total
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APPENDIX N

Student Assent Form

Assent Form (Students)

Directions: Information is read to students and then asked if they have any questions and
if they would like to participate. Students will check yes or no and sign below.

I am a student at the University of Maryland and I am studying teaches to see if
they are able to teach students how to lead their own IEP meetings. After your annual
IEP meeting I would like you to fill out a short questionnaire that asks you to rate
yourself on 11 items. It should take less than 5 minutes for you to fill out. You can agree
to participate or not, and if you decide not to participate that is OK. You can ask me
questions at any time.

Do you have any questions at this time?

Would you like to participate by filling out the questionnaire after your IEP
meeting?

YES NO

Student’s Name:

Date:

IRB APPROVED ]
EXPIRES ON ;

|

NOV 2 4 2010 ,

|

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND'
COLLEGE PARK |
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APPENDIX O

Parent Permission Form

Page 1 of 3 Initials _______ Date
Parent Permission Form

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers
of Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Marcy

research being
done?

B. Bond under the supervision of Dr. Frances L. Kohl
at the University of Maryland, College Park. We are
inviting your child to participate in this research
because s/he is a student in a Learning Strategies class.
The purpose of this research project is to determine
whether secondary special education teachers can
provide systematic self-determination instruction to
students with high incidence disabilities after
receiving training. The classes will be audio taped so
that data can be collected on the teacher. Through this
instruction your child will learn the skills necessary to
lead his/her own IEP meeting. This is an area of
interest because student involvement in the [EP
process is a successful method in increasing self-
determination skills.

What will I be
asked to do?

Your child will be asked to fill out a brief
questionnaire following his annual IEP meeting. Your
child will be asked to rate him/herself on 11
statements. The questionnaire will be completed at the
end of the IEP meeting and should take less than 5
minutes to complete.

What about We will do our best to keep your child’s personal

confidentiality? information confidential. To help protect his/her
confidentiality, all data collected will be stored in a
secure location in the student investigator’s home
office for at least 10 years in a locked filing cabinet.
Data analysis will also take place in this location.
If we write a report or article about this research
project, your child’s identity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible.

What are the There are no known risks associated with your child

risks of this participating in this research project.

research?
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Page 2 of 3 Initials Date 5

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

What are the The major benefit of this study is to train teachers how

benefits of this to utilize a self-determination curriculum which in turn

research? will help your child learn self-determination skills

through learning how to lead his/her own IEP meeting.

Do I have to be
in this research?

Your child’s participation in this research is completely
voluntary. . You may choose not to have your child

May I stop take part at all. If you decide to have your child
participating at participate in this research, you may stop your child’s
any time? participation at any time.

What if Lhave | This research is being conducted by Marcy B. Bond at
questions? the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have

any questions about the research study itself, please
contact Mrs. Marcy B. Bond at 0631 536 7541 or
marcy.bond@eu.dodea.edu

or you can contact Dr. Frances L. Kohl at: Department
of Special Education, 1308 Benjamin Building, College
Park, MD 2074, 301-405-6490, or flkohl@umd.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research
subject or wish to report a research-related injury,
please contact: Institutional Review Board Office,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail) irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-
405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the
University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures
for research involving human subjects.
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Page 3 of 3 Initials Date

Project Title

The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Audiotape
Agreement

I agree to have my son/daughter be audiotaped
during his/her participation in this study.

I do not agree to have my son/daughter be
audiotaped during his/her participation in this study.

Signature and
Date

STUDENT’S NAME

YOUR NAME

YOUR SIGNATURE

DATE

IRB APPROVED
EXPIRES ON

NOV 2 4 2010

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
COLLEGE PARK
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APPENDIX P

IEP Meeting Participants Consent Form

Page 1 of 3 Initials Date

Consent Form (ADULT TEP Team Members)

Project Title

The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers
of Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Why is this
research being
done?

This is a research project being conducted by Marcy
B. Bond under the supervision of Dr. Frances L. Kohl
at the University of Maryland, College Park. We are
inviting you to participate in this research project
because you are an IEP team member of a student
whose IEP meeting you will be attending. The
purpose of this research project is to determine
whether secondary special education teachers can
provide systematic self-determination instruction to
students with high incidence disabilities after
receiving training. Students will learn the skills
necessary to lead their own IEP meeting. This is an
area of interest because student involvement in the IEP
process is a successful method in increasing self-
determination skills.

What will I be
asked to do?

You will be asked to fill out a brief questionnaire
following the annual IEP meeting. Your will be asked
to rate the student on 11 statements. The
questionnaire will be completed at the end of the IEP
meeting and should take less than 5 minutes to
complete.

What about We will do our best to keep your personal information

confidentiality? confidential. To help protect your confidentiality, all
data collected will be stored in a secure location in the
student investigator’s home office for at least 10 years
in a locked filing cabinet. Data analysis will also take
place in this location.
If we write a report or article about this research
project, your identity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible.

What are the There are no known risks associated with you

risks of this participating in this research project.

research?
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Page 2 of 3 Initials Date

Project Title

The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This study is not designed to help you personally. The
major benefit of this study is to train special education
teachers how to utilize a self-determination curriculum
which in turn will help students learn self-
determination skills through learning how to lead their
own IEP meetings.

Do I have to be
in this research?

Your participation in this research is completely
voluntary. You may choose not to take part at all. If

May I stop you decide to participate in this research, you may stop
participating at participating at any time.

any time?

What if I have This research is being conducted by Marcy B. Bond at
questions? the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have

any questions about the research study itself, please
contact Mrs. Marcy B. Bond at 0631 536 7541 or
marcy.bond@eu.dodea.edu

or you can contact Dr. Frances L. Kohl at: Department
of Special Education, 1308 Benjamin Building, College
Park, MD 2074, 301-405-6490, or flkohl@umd.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research
subject or wish to report a research-related injury,
please contact: Institutional Review Board Office,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail) irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-
405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the
University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures

for research involving human subjects.
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Page 3 of 3 Initials Date

Project Title The Effects of Systematic Self-Determination Training
on DoDDS-E Secondary Special Education Teachers of
Students with High Incidence Disabilities.

Statement of Your signature indicates that:

Age of Subject you are at least 18 years of age;,

and Consent

the research has been explained to you;
your questions have been fully answered; and
freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this

research project.

YOUR NAME

YOUR SIGNATURE

DATE
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IRB APPROVED 2
EXPIRES ON |

NOVS 4 2010 |

|

UNIVERSITY OF MARY L;.:JL)'
COLLEGE PARK |
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