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aesTrAcT: [ he Council for Exceptional Children conducted an online Web survey to obtain information

on the instructional practices and attitudes of educators as they relate to self-determination and student in-

volvement in the individualized education program (IEP) process. We obtained 523 usable responses from

teachers, administrators, and related services professionals. Although respondents highly valued both student

involvement in [EPs and self-determination skills, only 8% were satisfied with the approach they were using

to teach self-determination. Only 34% were satisfied with the level of student involvement in [EP meetings.

Implications include the need for longitudinal research and technical assistance, targeting administrators,

general educators, and special educators beginning in the elementary grades, to improve the capacity of

schools to deliver self-determination instruction.

he Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) Amend-
ments of 1997 (Public Law 105-
17) required that children and
vouth with disabilities ages 14 to
16 be invited to participate in meetings where
their individualized education programs (IEPs)

are discussed, and that decisions be based on the
students’ interests and preferences (34 C.ER.
300.344 (b) (1) and 300.29). Such involvement
in transition and IEPs has been strongly encour-
aged by individuals with disabilities, advocates,
researchers, and teachers (Agran, Snow, &
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Swaner, 1999; Johnson & Emanuel, 2000; Na-
tional Council on Disability, 2000; Ward, 1988).
Research results from the past two decades sug-
gest that youth who are involved in their IEP de-
velopment or related educational goal setting and
planning are more likely to (a) achieve their goals
(e.g., Kennedy & Haring, 1993; Perlmutter &
Monty, 1977; Powers et al., 2001; Realon, Favell,
& Lowerre, 1990; Van Reusen, Deshler, & Schu-
maker, 1989), (b) improve their academic skills
(Schunk, 1985), (c) develop important self-
advocacy and communication skills (Mason, Mc-
Gahee-Kovac, Johnson, & Sullerman, 2002), (d)
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graduate from high school (Benz, Lindstrom, &
Yovanoff, 2000), and (e) gain better employment
and quality of life as adults (Furney & Salembier,
2000; Halpern, Yovanoft, Doren, & Benz, 1995;
Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 2000). Related re-
search indicated that individuals with high scores
on measures of self-determination were more
likely to be employed and obrtain higher wages 1
year after graduation than those with low self-
determination scores (Wehmeyer & Schwartz,
1997). There is also evidence of a link between
high levels of self-determination and student
achievement (Houchins, 1998) and grade point
average (Sarver, 2000). Although the results from
these latter two studies were positioned as prelim-
inary, the general trend indicates that outcomes
for youth are strengthened by their involvement
in the [EP process and self-determination activi-
ties.

Despite the IDEA requirements, research
results, teacher perceptions, and strong encour-
agement from disabilities rights advocates, many
youth have been left out of IEP and self-
determination activities. For example, 31% of the
teachers in a 1998 survey reported that they wrote
no self-determination goals, and 41% indicated
that they did not have sufticient training or infor-
mation on teaching self-determination
(Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998). With regard to
student participation in IEP meetings, research
published since 1994 revealed that only 48% to
64% of adolescents studied arttended their IEP
meetings (deFur, Getzel, & Kregel, 1994; Grigal,
Test, Beattie, & Wood, 1997; Trach & Shelden,
2000). These results are consistent with a review
of national transition project outcomes by
Williams and O’Leary (2000). Williams and
O’Leary found that approximately one third of
the states were not in compliance with the re-
quirement to invite students to their [EP meet-
ings when transition issues were to be discussed.
Furthermore, 26% of the states were not in com-
pliance in ensuring that the interests and prefer-
ences of students would be considered in the
development of the IEP.

According to Johnson and Sharpe (2000),
more youth today are attending their IEP transi-
tion meetings than in previous years. In their sur-
vey, completed by 548 local special education
administrators representing all 50 states, 82% of
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the administrators indicated that students are par-
ticipating in their IEP transition meetings. Al-
though this is a positive trend, from a research to
practice perspective, student attendance at |[EP
meerings is not the desired outcome of the IDEA
transition mandate. Leaders in the field of special
education have advocared for involving students
in the IEP process in meaningful ways, including
ensuring that students actzvely participate in the
[EP process. Active participation may include
helping with goal setting, self-advocacy, and self-
regulation or self-monitoring. According to John-
son and Sharpe’s survey, administrators identified
strategies for including students in the [EP pro-
cess such as (a) interviewing or talking with them
about their goals (89%), (b) offering a verbal invi-
tation to the meeting (87%), (c) engaging stu-
dents in discussion during the [EP meeting
(85%), and (d) promoting self-determination
goals in instructional programs (64%).

Although student attendance at the IEP
meeting is rising, active participation by the stu-
dent in IEP meetings is often minimal. In the
Johnson and Sharpe (2000) survey, administrators
indicated that often reachers just used informa-
tion from student assessments (79%), or repre-
sented the student’s views at the IEP meeting
(68%). The administrators reported thar the least
practiced strategy was a student-led meeting
(8%).

A series of educational initiatives has pro-
vided funding to develop materials and strategies
for enhanced youth self-determination, including
involvement in the 1EP process. These initiatives
included programs that help students develop
self-determination related knowledge and skills
such as self-awareness, decision making, goal set-
ting and atrainment, assertive communication,
negotiation, conflict resolution, and reflection. In
addition, several curricula have been developed

Despite the IDEA requirements, research
results, teacher perceptions, and strong en-
couragement from disabilities rights advo-

cates, many youth have been left out of
[EP and self-determination activities.
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specifically to facilitate active student involvement
in the IEP process (e.g., Martin, Huber-Marshall,
Maxson, Jerman, & Miller, 1996; Van Reusen,
Bos, Schumaker, & Deshler, 1994; Wehmeyer &
Kelchner, 1997). The Web page for the Self-
Determination Synthesis Project at the University
of North Carolina at Charlotte (htep://www.unce.
edu/sdsp) contains a comprehensive listing of
these materials.

Given the concern with the importance of
student involvement in IEP activities and student
self-determination, we were interested in learning
more abour actual classroom practices and teacher
perceptions related to these two arcas. We used a
survey to obtain information from educators re-
garding their perceptions of student involvement
in IEPs and student self-determination

METHOD

We conducted an online survey over a 6-week pe-
riod on the Council for Exceptional Children’s
(CEC's) Web site (www.cec.sped.org). On CEC's
home page, we posted an announcement of the
survey and included related incentives (e.g.,
books, CEC products from CEC’s catalog, and an
automatic entry into a drawing for one pass to the
national CEC convention or a regional seminar).
The survey was also distributed via e-mail o a
segment of CEC’s membership.

INSTRUMENT

The survey contained four sections: (a) student
involvement in 1EPs (36 items), (b) self-
determination acrivities (12 items), (c) demo-
graphic dara, and (d) open-ended comments. Sur-
vey items addressed the respondent’s (a)
perceptions of the importance of student involve-
ment in IEPs and self-determination instruction,
(b) satisfaction with the IEP process and self-
determination, (c¢) involvement of students with
IEP meetings, and (d) current instruction regard-
ing self-determination. The survey was designed
to be completed in 5 to 10 min. Item format in-
cluded a mixture of open-ended responses, Likert
rankings, and opportunities to “check all that

apply.”
INSTRUMENT RELIABILITY

Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal consis-
tency reliability, was .75 for the IEP process por-
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tion of the survey (36 items). Note that Cron-
bach’s alpha must be corrected for test length to
be interpreted properly. Therefore, the Spearman-
Brown prophecy formula was used to project a
corrected internal consistency of .8 for 48 items.
The internal consistency reliability for the self-
determination portion of the survey (12 items)
was .63. The Spearman-Brown projection of in-
ternal consistency for a full survey-length instru-
ment on this subscale was .87.

RESPONDENTS

We obrtained 523 usable responses to the survey.
Geographic representation was obtained for all 50
states in approximately equal proportions. Ap-
proximately 2.3% of the responses were received
from Australia, Bahamas, Canada, and Kenya. A
one-way analysis of variance test conducted at the
nominal (e = 0.05) level indicated there were no
statistically significant differences in terms of re-
sponses to the IEP process or student self-
determination based on geographic location.

The respondents included special education
teachers (77%), general education teachers
(12%), administrators (8%), related service pro-
fessionals (39), teacher education students (1%),
and staff ar institutions of higher education
(1%). Most of the teachers taught at the elemen-
tary school (22%), middle school (22%), or high
school (25%) level. Other respondents taught
mixed grades and ages (16%), preschool (4%), or
post high school (1%). Respondents had an aver-
age of 12 (Mdn = 10) years of experience in edu-
cation. Teachers were responsible for an average of

24 (1.3) 1EPs per year (Mdn = 16).

RESULTS

Most respondents reported that although self-
determination acrivities, including student-
involvement in IEPs, were very important, they
were dissatisfied with both current instructional
activities and their preparation to provide instruc-
tion in these skills. Moreover, respondents de-
scribed student involvement in IEP meetings as
minimal. A more detailed description of these re-
sults, as well as dara for subgroups of respondents
(i.e., administrators vs. teachers; elementary vs.
secondary teachers) follows. ‘



TABLE 1

Ratings of Importance of Self-Determination and [EP Involvement

Important Very Important
Importance of self-determination skills 100% 86%
Importance of student involvement in IEP meetings  95% 70%
TABLE 2
Student Involvement in the IEP Process Previous Year
Not Involved Somewhar Very Involved
Student involvement previous year 32% 58% 10%

IMPORTANCE OF SELF-DETERMINATION
AND STUDENT INVOIVEMENT IN THE [EP

Self-determination skills and IEP involvement
were both deemed to be important by respon-
dents (see Table 1).

According to respondents, students who
were more involved in their IEP process knew
more about their accommodartions (71%) and
disability (60%) and were more assertive in asking
for accommodations (59%).

There was a subtle bur staristically signifi-
cant correlation between how involved students
were in the IEP process and the respondents’ rat-
ings regarding the importance of self-
determination actividies (r=.11, p < .01). Also,
respondents who reported that they raughe self-
determinarion skills tended to rate self-determina-
tion as being more important (r=.13, p < .01).
The statistical significance of these low correla-
tions may also be explained by the large sample
size,

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN TEPS

Most of the respondents described students as
“only somewhat involved with their [EP process”
during the previous year (see Table 2).

Moreover, when asked to select statements
describing the type of student involvement in the
[EP process this year, the most prevalent response
was that “students attended the IEP meering, but
were not thart involved.” (see Table 3).

STUDENT PREPARATION FOR [EP
INVOILVEMENT

According to respondents, in preparation for the
IEP meeting, students were most likely to deter-
mine their accommodations and goals (sce Table 4).

Ninety-two percent reported that the aver-
age amount of time spent preparing for the [EP
meeting with the student was | to 3 hr. The most
common response to the question about when

planning occurred was “in a special education
class” (29%),

INSTRUCTION IN SELF-DETERMINATION

Most respondents identified the approach to
teaching self-determination skills as informal
(70%) with only limited instruction (41%).
However, approximately two thirds of the respon-
dents reported that they taught the related skills
of self-management and goal setting/management
to their students. Only 39 respondents (7%) an-
swered the question regarding the distriet’s overall
plan to teach self-determination. The majority of
these respondents indicated that their districts did
not have a districtwide plan for teaching self-
determination and self-advocacy.

SATISFACTION

As predicted in the literature review, educators
were more dissatisfied with the level of student in-
volvement in their IEPs than satisfied (45% were
somewhat to very dissatisfied; 34% were some-
what to very satisfied). Similarly, respondents ex-
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TABLE 3
Type of Student Involvement in the IEP Process This Year

Percentage of respondents
Students attended [EP meeting, but not that involved 46
Students most involved in transition planning 30
Students invited teachers and parents to the meeting 7
or discussed the IEP with them prior to the meeting
Students provided input prior to the meeting 5
Students chaired or co-chaired the meeting 4
TABLE 4
Student Preparation for [EP Meeting
Percentage of
Respondents
Students helped to determine accommodations 36
Students helped to determine goals 33
Students received instruction about the [EPs prior to the meeting 28
Students rehearsed prior to the meeting 2
Students used person-centered planning 8
Students used scripts during the meeting 3

pressed dissatisfaction with their district’s ap-
proach to self-determination (42% were some-
what to very dissatisfied; 8% were somewhat to
very satisfied). They were more satisfied with their
districts’ general approach to IEPs than they were
with either student involvement in IEPs or with
their district’s approach to self-determination
(65% were somewhat to very satistied; 23% were
somewhat to very dissatistied).

This discrepancy can be explained by exam-
ining the difference in the two questions posed.
One question focused on the broader issue of the
districts’ overall approach to the IEP (which en-
compasses a range of components such as parent
involvement, scheduling, procedures), and the
other question focused solely on one component
of the [EP process (student involvement). The de-
gree of satisfaction with the IEP process was
slightly correlated with respondents’ perceptions
of how involved students were in the IEP process,
with respondents reporting higher levels of stu-
dent involvemenrt tending to be more satisfied (r

=.17, p < .01).

PREPARATION FOR TEACHING SELF-
DETERMINATION AND [EP INVOILVEMENT

Fifty percent of the respondents indicated that
they could use more training in reaching self-
determination/self-advocacy. Only 22% indicated
that they were very prepared to teach these skills.

Exceprional Children

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY TEACHERS

On items where there were statistically significant
differences between secondary and elementary
teachers, secondary teachers were consistently
more likely to respond positively to questions re-
lated to student involvement in the IEP and self-
determination. The data related to the differences
in responses by elementary and secondary teach-
ers are compiled in Table 5. Secondary teachers
reported higher levels of student involvement in
the IEP (M = .96 vs. .47; scale is 0 = not involved,
2 = very involved). They also rated the impor-
tance of student involvement in the IEP more
highly than were elementary-level teachers (M =
2.77 vs. 2.44; scale is 0 = not important, 3 = very
important). Secondary teachers were more likely
to state that they were prepared to teach self-de-
termination skills than were elementary teachers
(M = 1.75 vs. 1.45; scale is 0 = not important—no
preparation needed, 3 = very prepared). Sec-
ondary teachers were also more likely than ele-
mentary teachers to state that they provide (a)
self-determination instruction through the use of
a formal curriculum (M = .24 vs. .14), (b) sys-
tematic instruction in self-determination (M =
31 vs. .20), (c) informal self-determination in-
struction (M = .78 vs. .65), and (d) instruction to
help students learn to set and manage goals (M =



TABLE S

Differences Between Elementary and Secondary Teachers' Responses

[tem Elementary” Secondary” Difference Effect Size
M SD M SD T ES
Level of student involvement with A7 96 55 -7.56* -85
IEP
Importance of student participation 244 70 2.77 51 -4 75" - 56
Prepared to teach self-determination 1.45 a2 1.75 R0 -3.43* -39
skills
Teach students 1o set/manage goals 55 50 T6 43 -1.94* - 45
Provides informal self-determination 65 48 78 42 -2.51* - 2K
instruction
Use¢ formal self-determination 14 35 24 43 -2.20° - 25
curmculum
20 40 31 A6 -2.19* -25

Provide systematic self-
determination instruction

*»< 0.05

“Includes pre-K and elementary teachers. “Includes middle-school, high-school, and post-secondary teachers.

.76 vs. .55; with the scale for these four items

being 0 = no and 1 = yes).

IDIFFERENCES BEFTWEEN TEACHERS AND
ADMINISTRATORS

Several differences were found between the per-
ceptions of teachers and administrators related to
student involvement in IEP meetings and self-
determination. These difterences are compiled in
Table 6. Administrators responded more favorably
for all questions where statistically significanc dif-
ferences were found berween the two groups (See
Table 6).

Administrators reported higher mean re-
sponses than teachers for student involvement in
IEPs (M =1.03 vs. .77). In a section where re-
spondents were asked to check all that apply (e.g.,
0 = does not apply, 1 = applies), administrators
reported higher mean number of times the fol-
lowing applied: (a) engaging students in specific
activities related to their IEPs, including commu-
nicating with others about the IEP (M = .18 vs.
07); (b) chairing the IEP meeting (M = .12 vs.
.03); (c) helping to determine IEP goals (M = .50
vs. .33); (d) helping to determine necessary accommoda-
tons (M= 47 vs. .37); and (e) involving students pri-
marily with transition planning. (M = .56 vs. .27).

The positive perceptions of administrators
regarding student involvement in the IEP process
were echoed in the responses of administrators to
statements about self-determination instruction.
Administrators were more likely than teachers to
state that their districts provide informal instruc-
tion for self-determination (M = .50 vs. .24; with
0 = no and 1 = yes). They also were more likely to
indicate that their districts have an overall district
plan for teaching self-determination (M = 2.33
vs. .33; with 0 = no, 2 = yes) and systematic in-
struction each year for K through 12. (The re-
sponse to the question regarding an overall plan
for teaching self-determination must be inter-
preted with caution because very few teachers or
administrators responded to this item.) Adminis-
trators were also more likely than teachers to indi-
cate that the district was prepared to teach
self-determination skills (M = 2.06 vs. 1.67; 0 =
not important, 3 = very prepared).

Differences were also found between rteach-
ers and administrators in terms of their relative
satisfaction with the IEP process, with adminis-
trators tending to be somewhat more satisfied (M
= 2.82 vs. 2.41; 0 = very dissatisfied, 4 = very sar-
isfied). Although there was no statistically signifi-
cant difference in mean response between the two
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TABLE 6

Differences Between Teacherand Administrators’Responses
[tem
Teachers Admunzstrasor Difference  Efft Sez

M 5D M 5D 1 ES
Satisfaction with general EP process a0 W W 2r -8
Number of IEPs last year N9 %46 N4 52 31 -57
Level of student involvement weh [EP 1l 63 103 8 LI -4l
Level of student responsibiliry for communicating with others re: [EP 2% B’ ¥ A0 38
Students chaited [EP meeting [ ST SN VN SR ' S .
Students were most involved with transition plas 7% % LS A -6
Students helped determine [EP goals 33 A7 0 51 - -36
Students determined accommodations for IEP meetings y o4 7 5 AN -2l
District provides informal instruction for self-determination L I | S0 51 356 -3
Preparedness for teaching self-determination 167 80 2 % A -50
Existence of district plan for self-determination B b 233 L5 4N -1

*»<0.0

groups (administrators were more satisfied than
teachers), both groups were relatively dissatisfied
with student involvement in IEPs (M = 1.9 vs.
1.7, using same scale as the previous item).

DISCUSSION

The results of this study confirm that special edu-
cators place a very high value on both self-
determination and student involvement in the
IEP process. Moreover, significant differences
were evident between middle/high school staff
and preschool/elementary staff, with a tendency
toward more instruction and greater satisfaction
with self-determination and student participation
in IEP processes at the secondary level. Teachers
who were the most involved with student partici-
pation in the IEP tended to express the greatest satisfaction.

Our results showed that instruction regard-
ing self-determination tended to be unsystematic
and informal and that districtwide leadership was
rare. Teachers expressed thar they were somewhat
more prepared to teach self-determination skills
than to instruct students about their participation
in the IEP process. They also expressed consider-
able interest in recetving more training in both of these areas.

One of the findings that may have signifi-
cant implications for future work in the area of
self-determination and student participation in
[EP processes is that students were not very in-
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volved in their IEP processes (i.e., students were
much more likely to attend their meetings but
not otherwise participate). According to the sur-
vey respondents, when students are involved in
IEP meetings, they tend to simply attend and
play a passive role rather than actively participat-
ing in the process. Only 28% of the respondents
indicated that students received instruction about
IEPs prior to the IEP meeting, and most student
preparation occurred in as little as 1 to 3 hr. Stu-
dent involvement in IEP meetings is an impor-
tant self-determination/self-advocacy skill that
can enhance achievement of IEP goals and pre-
pare students for later meetings with vocational
rehabilitation counselors, postsecondary instruc-
tors, and employers. To enhance this involvement,
ways to help teachers meet with students, plan to-
gether for their participation in IEP meetjngs,
monitor student progress in planning for that
meeting, and ensure that students follow up after
the meetings are needed.

Although they rated instruction in self-
determination as highly important, most respon-
dents indicated that their use of it was informal
and unsystematic. The impact of such practice is
unclear. Because research on the effectiveness of
self-determination has been conducted with sev-
eral published materials using systematic proce-
dures that are a part of a curriculum that has been
field-tested, the impact of more informal curric-



ula approaches needs to be investigated. From our
current knowledge base, it appears that time may
be better spent using research-validated proce-
dures (i.c., formal, systematic curricula).

According to our results, administrators
and teachers generally disagreed about the extent
of student involvement in IEP and self-
determination activities, with administrators
tending to report greater levels of involvement
and a stronger focus in their programs on self-de-
termination. Reasons for the discrepancies are un-
clear, but certainly suggest that progress reports
on implementation of self-determination in
school systems should not rely solely on reports
from administrators.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

Teachers indicated that they would benefit from
additional training and information regarding
curricula in order to support greater student in-
volvement in IEP and self-determination activi-
ties. Moreover, it appears that elementary teachers
are in greater need of such training than sec-
ondary teachers. Both preservice and inservice
training could be useful to teachers and teacher
candidates. Researchers, university instructors,
and school district consultants need to explore
ways to enhance teacher knowledge and skills
both during initial preparation and through dis-
trict in-service professional development pracrices.

Using widespread, systematic technical as-
sistance (TA) that has been proven to be effective
to improve teacher implementation of self-
determination activities is recommended (Test, et
al. 2004). Given the many pressures teachers and
administrarors face today, particularly in reference
to high-stakes assessment and implementation of
No Child Left Behind, it is important that re-
scarchers address the impact of systematic imple-
mentation of self-determination activities in
schools across grade levels within districts. Given
our knowledge abourt levels of proficiency and the
relationship to skill use, it is important that teach-
ers know how to instruct students to ensure they
reach mastery of self-determinartion skills, includ-
ing how to determine appropriate criteria for
mastery. A TA, research-to-practice agenda may
be particularly important in helping educators

identify how to provide sufficiently intense in-
struction in  self-determination skills.
Because research continues to identify the impor-
tance of self-determination skills and the particu-
lar lack of implementation at the elementary
level, researchers and practitioners may want to
pair self-determination activities with other ele-
mentary school initiatives, such as initiatives to
increase literacy and implement effective prerefer-
ral interventions. It is critical that a substantial
number of districts be targeted for intensive, lon-
gitudinal interventions. Data obtained from these

According to our results, administrators
and teachers generally disagreed about the
extent of student involvement in IEP and
self-determination activities, with ad-
ministrators tending to report greater lev-
els of involvement and a stronger focus in
their programs on self-determination.

intensive districtwide interventions could be es-
sential to increasing the likelihood of effective im-
plementation of self-determination activities and
providing the appropriate guidance ro bring best
practices to scale across the nation.

As the implementation of self-
determination activities is undertaken on a more
intensive scale, practitioners will need to make de-
cisions regarding student involvement in 1EPs.
The IEP is an excellent vehicle for helping stu-
dents learn and express self-determination skills.
However, it is important that other ways are
found to help students focus on goal setting and
attainment, for these remain important, with or
without the context of the IEP meeting. Depend-
ing on the results of IDEA Reauthorization, the
[EP may or may not continue to be a viable target
for annual preparation and practice in self-deter-
mination. Student involvement in goal setting
should include both student understanding and
involvement with long- and short-term planning,.
Long-term planning could be accomplished
through activities that focus on students’ visions
for their own future as well as transition planning.
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Short-term planning could be addressed through
student goal setting for specific content area sub-
jects, and specific time periods that correspond to
important benchmarks within the school year. For
example, students could be taught to set and mea-
sure progress toward meeting quarterly goals.

[n implementing self-determination activi-
ties, logistical concerns regarding where and when
to provide instruction must be resolved. Because
students with disabilities receive instruction in the
general education curriculum primarily in the
general education classroom, adequate attention
must be given to ensure that general educators
and administrators understand and value self-
determination acrivities. This implies that TA
must target these groups and that it must begin
with an adequate needs assessment of the interests
and priorities of these stakeholders. Some previ-
ous self-determinacion efforts have rargeted gen-
eral education as well as special educartion
populations (e.g., Hoffman & Field, 1996).
Therefore, it seems feasible to consider the rela-
tive value of self-determination acrivities for all
students and then consider how to differentiate
self-determination instruction for students with
varying degrees and types of disabilities/needs. If
teachers and administrators found self-determina-
tion skills useful in raising the achievement of all
students, perhaps they would place a higher prior-
ity on using classroom instructional time for
teaching these skills.

Our recommendation, based on knowledge
to date, is to undertake large-scale TA projects
that target administrators and general and special
education teachers. These TA projects should be
districtwide and of sufficient duration to provide
concrete answers to logistical questions. Discus-
sions with districts that have implemented sub-
stantial self-determination programs could
provide a valuable resource for these projects. One
model for providing such TA includes the follow-
ing components: (a) collaboration with a nearby
university to increase preservice as well as inser-
vice skills, (b) instruction using curricula that
have proven to be effective in increasing self-
deerminarion skills, and (c) graduated increase in expectations.

Realistically, there will always be a need for
some programs to begin at the secondary level,
particularly because students with disabilities
need to have at least some of these self-
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determinarion skills before they leave school.
However, if longitudinal evidence is critical, even
as districts focus on high school youth, districts
need to study the longitudinal effects with stu-
dents who began implementation in the elemen-
tary grades. Districts can then gradually move
self-determination programs up the grade levels,
so that as the first cohort moves from primary to
intermediate grades, and then intermediate to sec-
ondary grades, the self-determination curriculum
proceeds with the cohort. With this model, use
of self-determinarion increase
in developmental increments.

Our final recommendation for improving
practice is to ensure widespread dissemination to
key stakeholders. Once we have systematic an-
swers about how to implement large scale reforms
supporting self-determination activities, this in-
formation should be shared widely through a vari-
ety of forums and dissemination routes (e.g.,
Web-based, articles, site visits, presentations). A
targeted TA agenda is necessary to ensure that ef-
fective, scientifically based self-determination
practices are better understood and implemented.
The results to date are so promising thart this
agenda should be implemented as quickly as pos-
sible on a scale large enough to allow for the im-
pact of adequately funded and supported
programs to be evaluared. If this is accomplished,
then perhaps we will no longer find teachers who
highly value self-determination skills but feel un-
qualified to provide instruction. Moreover, if the
proposed TA agenda were adopted, perhaps
teachers would report that they found sufficient
administrative support and that they no longer
had logistical concerns abour where and when to
implement self-determinartion instruction.

would
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