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The Effect of Training on Student-Directed Planning Practices

Dalee Chambers?*

This study evauated the effect of training on student-directed planning practices in association with
Individudized Education Program (IEP) meetings. The training program implemented, Next ST.E.P.
(Hapern, Herr, Walf, Doren, Johnson, & Lawson, 1997), focused on teaching students the skills needed
for trangtion planning, including self-evauation, god-setting, and sdlf-directing a planning meeting.

Participants

The subjects (n = 34) for this sudy were drawn froma secondary school populationof studentswithmild
menta retardation in Alabama. The subjects were identified as having mild menta retardation by the
Multidisciplinary Eligibility Team according to the Alabama Adminigrative Code 290-080-090 (Alabama
State Department of Education, 1998). Thisidentification process ensured that the students participating
in the research met the federa definition for menta retardation. The grade levels of the participants, 9th
through 12th, were selected because the secondary grades are the point at whichstudentswithdisabilities
are typically required to have atranstion plan and/or a trangition services needs statement.

There were 16 students from one school and 18 fromthe other school participating in the research. All of
the students were identified as having mild mentd retardation and two of the students also had a second
disabilitydiagnosis. One of the studentsinthe control group had emotiona conflict in additionto mild mental
retardationand one student inthe experimental group had multi-physca disability asasecondary diagnoss.

M ethods and Procedures

Studentswere autometically or randomly assigned to the control or experimental groups, dependingontheir
avalability for paticipaing in the intervention. Students who were unavailable to participate in the
intervention due to a scheduling conflict were autometicaly assigned to the control group. Studentsin the
control group did not receive any training or ingruction in how to participate in IEP/Trangtion Planning
mestings before their meetings were held. These students were invited to attend the meeting but were not
told anything about how to participate in the meeting.

Efforts were made to ensure students assigned to each group were comparable with regard to important
variables at the start of the research. The important variablesfor comparing the groups were student full-
scae Intdligence Quatient (1Q) scores, leve of sdlf-determination, locus of control, and broad reading and
mathematics scores. Multivariate analyses of variance run on the five variables indicated there were no
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sgnificant differences in the areas of 1Q, self-determination, locus of control and achievement scores
between the sudents in the control and experimenta groups before the trestment began.

Students in the experimenta group participated in the Next ST.E.P. training program over a four-week
period. Graduate students served as the experimenta teachers. These students have experience working
withstudentswith disabilitiesand were trained inhow to implement the Next S.T.E.P. curriculum inorder
to increase the external vdidity of the research. Ingructiona sessions for the trestment took place five times
aweek for 4 consecutive weeks. The dally lessons lasted from 40 to 60 minutes. The lessons were
implemented according to the teacher manual. The manua recommends a class Sze of 15 to 20 students
and offers severd suggestions regarding the duration for implementing the curriculum. The two dassesin
the study had 11 and 23 students. The teacher of the classwith 23 students agreed the programwould have
been easer to implement with fewer students. Also, the |EP meetings for the students needed to be held
aoproximately 6 weeks after the school year started. This made it necessary to implement the lessons
everyday for the four weeks before the |EP meetings were to occur. Although both teachers maintained
aflexible schedule by occasiondly taking more thanone day for some lessons or covering two lessonsin
one day, both teachers agreed they would have preferred if the lessons could have been spread out over
alonger period of time.

The IEP meetings were held for the studentsinthe control group before the interventionbegan so the data
for the control group could be collected before students were exposed to the intervention. These sudents
had their IEP meetings and then were alowed to participateinand benefit fromthe Next ST.E.P. traning
program. The medtings were hdd at different times throughout the intervention for the control group
studentswho were unavailable to participate in the intervention due to scheduling difficulties. All meetings
for sudents in the experimenta group were held during the week after lesson 15 was completed. Lesson
15 is the last lesson in the program that dedls directly with goad setting and student-directed trangtion
planning meetings. Lessons 16-19 prepare studentsfor what will occur after the trangtion planning meeting
has taken place. Students are taught how to make the plan work, review gods and activities, and share
concerns during these lessons. These last four lessons served as closure for the intervention and were not
intended to impact the information gathered at the IEP mesetings.

Each sudent was asked to completeatranstionknowledge formimmediaidy before his or her IEP medting
and a sudent satisfaction questionnaire one day after the meeting. These pogt-intervention assessments
were administered by the researcher and trained graduate students.

Independent Variable

The independent variable for this research was trestment. Students in the trestment group participated in
the Next ST.E.P. traning program before their IEP meetings. Next ST.E.P. was sdected due to the
comprehensiveness of the skillsincluded in the program. Additiondly, the program includes dl resources
teachersneed to easly implement the lessons. Students in the control group did not participateinany type
of training related to goa setting or participation in trangtion planning meetings prior to completing the
knowledge or satisfaction scale or participating inthe IEP meeting. The studentsin the control group who
did not have a scheduling conflict participated inthe Next ST.E.P. training after hisor her IEP medtingwas
held.
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Dependent Variables

Three measures were chosen to evauate the effect of training on student-directed planning practices. The
measures sel ected were sudent participationinthe | EP meeting, student trangition planning knowledge and
Sudent satisfaction in the |EP meseting.

Student Participation Measure. The Student Participation in IEP Meetings Direct Observation
Form (SP-IEP) was adapted fromthe ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessment (Martin & Huber
Marshdl, 1994). The ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessment is a rating scale designed to be
compl eted by teacherswhile implementing the Choi ceMaker Self-Determination Transition Curriculum
(Martin, & Huber Marshd, 1994). Student behaviors listed on the ChoiceMaker Self-Determination
Assessment were adapted to create the SP-1EP, adirect observationtool for recording sudent behaviors
at |EPTrangtion Planning medtings. The directing behaviors induded in the ChoiceMaker Self-
Determination Assessment were modified to coordinate withthe skills for leading a planning meeting that
sudents are taught in the Next ST.E.P. curricuilum. The SP-IEP was completed for dl students
participating inthe research. The observersattended each student’ s|EP meeting to complete the form, but
did not interact with meeting participants or comment during the mesting.

The SP-1EP asks observersto identify whether students exhibit the following behaviors during the mesting:
(&) thanks everyone for coming (no, O or yes, 1), (b) introduces participants (no, 0 or yes, 1), (C) begins
meseting by stating purpose(no, O or yes, 1), (d) names agoal he or she has set (no, 0 or yes, 1), and (€)
closes meeting by thanking participants (no, O or yes, 1). When observers evad uated whether the student
named a goa he or she had set, they were also asked to identify if the student discussed starting and
finishing dates (no, O or yes, 1), present skills (no, O or yes, 1), kills that need to be improved (no, O or
yes, 1), ativities to reach the goa (no, O or yes, 1), whether hdp is needed (no, O or yes, 1), and
evauation information for meeting the goa (no, 0 or yes, 1). Students were given one point for each
behavior exhibited a the meeting. Thelist of specific behaviors exhibited and atotal score were reported
for each student.

The SP-1EP dso provides space for observers to lig the order of the topics discussed at the meeting
including: (a) summary of sudent’s current test results, (b) scheduling/classes for this year, () graduation
options/requirements, (d) discussionof gods and objectives, (€) discuss onof employment and independent
livingobjectives, and (f) other. Additiondly, thereis a place for observersto list meeting participants, time
of the meeting, and a summary of participant comments.

Trangtion Planning Student Knowledge Questionnaire. The Transtion Planning Student
Knowl edge Questionnaire was devel oped by the researcher. It asks students a series of questionsrelated
to trangtion planning. Specificaly, students wereasked to discuss topics addressed in the Next ST.E.P.
curriculum suchastrangtion planning, god-setting, and self-evaluation. The researcher or the trained data
collectors completed this questionnaire with each student immediately before he or she attended the IEP
mesting. Answersfor nine of the questions were consdered ether right or wrong with one point given for
acorrect response. Two of the questions required liding the stepsto reach gods and theareasfor planning.
These questions were “in order to help you reach gods, what are some important things you might do?
and “if youwere doing planning for your future, what are some areas you might think about?’ Points were
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givenonthesetwo questions for the total number of correct responses supplied by the student. The student
responsesfor each questionwere examined and scored by the researcher. Student answers wererated by
the researcher with points given for acceptable responses. While there were specific responses expected
based on information presented in the intervention, students in both groups were given credit for any
appropriate response regardless of whether or not it was the expected response. For example, inresponse
to the question “if you were doing planning for your future, what are some areas you might think about?’
students were expected to give the fallowing four areas. persona life, living on your own, jobs, and
educationand training. Students who provided other appropriate answers such as college, transportation,
work, having afamily, and sports were also given 1 point for each arealisted.

Student Satisfaction Measure. The IEP/Transition Planning Meeting Student Satisfaction
Questionnaire was adapted from the Sudent Satisfaction and Involvement in the Transition
Planning/IEP Process Questionnaire constructed by Field, Sawilowsky and Hoffman (1997). The
questions, presented in an interview format, were dightly adapted in order to meet the needs of this
particular research project. For instance, the questions rel ated to progresstoward goas were deleted and
the question “did you want to attend the meeting?’ was added. Studentswere asked whether or not they
attended the meeting, wanted to attend the meeting, prepared for the meeting, and helped set gods at the
meeting. The specific student responses were recorded by the researcher or a data collector. Individud
responses were reported for each student with positive responses (yes or no answers, depending on the
nature of the question) being ca culated to compute the total score.

The satidfaction questionnaire was completed one school day after the |EP meeting, except in two cases.
It was completed by one student 5 school days after her meeting because she was absent fromschool up
until that point. The satisfaction questions had to be followed up with one student 7 school days after her
meseting because she told the data collector she did not attend the meeting when first interviewed one day
after the meeting. The student remembered attending the meeting and answered the questions uponfollow-

up.
Control for Possible Intervening Variables

Efforts were made to control for possible teacher effects during the |EP meetings. Each teacher held IEP
meetings with students in the control and treatment groups to control for potentia teacher bias during the
meetings. The teachers were given alist of suggested topics for discussion at the |EP meeting and three
specific probe questions he or she wasto ask. The topicsand probe questions did not control or congtrain
the discussons at the meetings. They were intended only to serve as a guide for the teachers to help
maintain some leved of condstency for the discussons during dl of the meetings. The suggested topics
included summary of student’s current test results, scheduling/classes for this year, graduation
options/requirements, discussion of goals and objectives, and discussion of employment and independent
living objectives. The probequestionstheteachers asked students at each medting were: (a) “wheat are your
srengths that help you do well in your classes?’ (b) “are there certain gods that you want to work on to
help you do better in school?” and (c) “ are there goals that you want to work on to help you get ajob?’
Although the meetings were not scripted or specific content required, teachers were cautioned not to lead
studentsinany way during the |EP meetings. Data collectors were ingtructed not to give credit on the SP-
| EP onany behaviorsfor whichthe sudent was prompted or coached. For ingtance, at one megting avery
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shy student was prompted by her mother to introduce hersdf and thank her teachers. This student wasnot
given credit for exhibiting the behaviors since they were in response to a prompt. Students who stated a
god after being asked the probe questions were givencredit for digplaying any of the behaviors associated
with god sting.

Data Analysis and Results

A one-way multivariate andyss of variance (MANOVA) was performed to determine the effect of the
traning program on the total scores for the SP-1EP, knowledge questionnaire and satisfaction
questionnaire. Andyss of variance (ANOV A) was performed on each dependent variable as afollow-up
tothe MANOVA. For each dependent variable, the individud items that were dichotomous in naturewere
andyzed using the chi-square gatistic (x2). Two of the individud items were not dichotomous and therefore
were andyzed usng ANOVA procedures. The Hotdling's trace test of sgnificance a p <.05 leve was
used for MANOVA and ANOV A andysesand the three main measures. The Sgnificanceleve of p < .01
was used for the chi-square on the individud items and p < .025 was used for ANOV A anayses on the
individud items

A MANOV A was performed to evauate the effect of training on the total scoresfor the three dependent
measures, behaviorsat the | EP meeting, knowledge questionnaire, and sati sfactionquestionnaire. Sgnificant
differences were found for the control and experimenta groups on the dependent measures (Hotdlling's
Trace=.781, F(3,30) = 7.812, p < .05). The magnitude of effect was .001 with an observed power of
.978. With sgnificant results on the MANOVA, the three dependent measures were followed up with
ANOVA. The ANOVA yidded sgnificant differences between the control and experimenta groups for
the behaviors at the IEP meeting (E = 13.683, df = 1, 32, p = .001) and the knowledge questionnaire (E
=17.009, df =1, 32, p < .001). No significant differences, however, were found betweenthe two groups
on the satisfaction questionnaire (E = .782, df = 1, 32, p = .383).

Separate anayses were performed on the specific items of the three measuresto determine which specific
items contributed to the sgnificant findings Chi-square was performed on dichotomous items, while
ANOV A was performed on the items that were not dichotomous in nature. According to the Chi-square
andyses, students in the experimenta group were significantly more likely to introduce participants (x%(1)
= 7.835, p = .005) and name agod he or she hasset (x%(1) = 12.593, p < .001) a the IEP mesting. The
Chi-sguare analyses on the knowledge questionnaire revedl ed that studentsinthe experimentd group were
more likely to correctly answer the question “what is transition planning” (x*(1) = 21.156, p < .001). The
ANOVA conducted onthe question“if you were doing planning for your future, what are some areasyou
might think about?’ aso showed significant differences between the control and experimenta groups (F
=6.776, df = 1, 32, p = .014). No sgnificant differences between the two groups were found on the
satisfaction questionnaire for any of the specific items. Tables 1, 2, and 3 report the frequencies and
percentages for the individua items on the main measures.
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Table1
Frequencies and Percentages for Number of Students Who Exhibited SP-IEP Behaviors
Control (n=16) Experimental (n =18)

SP-IEP

Thanks everyone for coming 0 (00%) 4 (22.2%)
Introduces participants* 0 (00%) 7 (38.9%)
Begins meeting by stating purpose 0 (00%) 6 (33.3%)
Names agoa he or she has set* 0 (00%) 10 (55.6%)
States starting and finishing dates 0 (00%) 0 (00%)
Discusses present skills 0 (00%) 0 (00%)
Discusses skills that need to be improved 0 (00%) 0 (00%)
Describes activities to reach the goal 0 (00%) 6 (33.3%)
Discusses whether help is needed 0 (00%) 2 (11.1%)
Gives evaluation information for meeting goal 0 (00%) 0 (00%)
Closes meeting by thanking participants 1 (6.3%) 8 (44.4%)

*|tem met the prescribed level of significance
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages for Number of Students with Correct Responses
on the Knowledge Questionnaire items

Control Experimental
(n=16) (n=18)
Knowledge Questionnaire
What is transition planning?* 0 (00%) 14 (77.8%)
If you are trying to evaluate your skills, what kind of informa- 2 (12.5%) 2 (11.1%)
tion would you consider?
When you are planning, why isit important to know your 5 (31.3%) 10 (55.6%)
strengths and weaknesses?
What isagoa? 8 (50%) 15 (83.3%)
Why isit important to set goals? 11 (68.8%) 16 (88.9%)
In order to help you reach goals, what are some important
things you might do?
2 correct 0 (00%) 1 (5.6%)
1 correct 6 (37.5) 8 (44.4%)
If you were doing planning for your future, what are some
areas you might think about?*
4 correct 0 (00%) 4 (22.2%)
3 correct 1 (6.3%) 2 (11.1%)
2 correct 2 (12.5%) 3 (16.6%)
1 correct 9 (56.3%) 8 (44.4%)
Tell me agoal you might set for yourself. 11 (68.8%) 17 (94.4%)

*|tem met the prescribed level of significance
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Table3
.Frequencies and Percentages for Number of Students
with Positive Responses on the Satisfaction Questionnaire Items

Control Experimental
(n=16) (n=18)
Satisfaction Questionnaire
Did you attend your most recent | EP meeting? 16 (100%) 18 (100%)
Did you want to attend the meeting? 14 (87.5%) 15 (83.3%)
Did you prepare for the meeting? 7 (43.8%) 12 (66.7%)
Did you help set any of the goals that were talked about at 9 (56.3%) 14 (77.8%)
your meeting?
Do you think you were involved in the meeting? 15 (93.8%) 16 (88.9%)
Were you satisfied with your involvement in the meeting? 16 (100%) 17 (94.4%)
Is there anything you will do differently for your next IEP
mesting? 12 (75%) 13 (72.2%)

*|tem met the prescribed level of significance
Discussion of Findings

Reaultsof this study indicated that there were sgnificant differences between the control and experimenta
groups when compared on student participationinthe |EP meeting and the knowledge questionnaire. The
students who were taught to plan for ther future usng the Next ST.E.P. (Hapern, et d., 1997) training
program exhibited sgnificantly more self-directed behaviors at the IEP meeting and scored sgnificantly
higher on the trangtion knowledge questionnaire. Andysis for the satisfactionquestionnairefailed to show
ggnificant differences. A detalled discussion of the results for each measure follows.

SP-IEP

Sonificant differences were found among the students in the control and experimenta groups on the
Student Participation in IEP Meetings Direct Observation Form. Students who participated in the
Next S.T.E.P. training program were morelikdly to exhibit self-directed behaviorsat ther IEP/ Trangtion
Planning meeting. The students who were trained in student-directed trangtion planning were pecificaly
more likey to introduce meeting participants and name a goa they had set. There was only one of the
sxteenstudentsinthe control group who exhibited any of the sdlf-directed behaviors listed on the SP-1EP
at the |EP mesting. This one student in the control group shook his teacher’ s hand at the end of the IEP
meseting. Thisisin comparison to the experimenta group that had eleven out of eighteen sudents exhibit
one or more of the salf-directed behaviors. Three of the students in the experimenta group exhibited 5 of
the salf-directed behaviors, and two students exhibited as many as 7 behaviors.



AFCEC Online Journa Special Issue, October 2002

The finding that students with mild menta retardation who were trained in student-directed trangtion
planning were more likdly to name agod that they have set is condgstent with the findings of Van Reusen
and Bos (1994). Intheir study, Van Reusen and Bos reported that students with learning disabilities who
participated in a trandtion planning training program provided sgnificantly more information about their
strengths and weaknesses and about their goas for learning and careers than studentsina contrast group
during the IEP conference. The results of these two studies are explicit indications that sudents with
disabilities can learn to sat gods and provide important information at |EP/Trangtion Planning meetings.

Since there were 7 students in the experimenta group who did not exhibit any of the behaviors, it was
important to know if there was areason why. All sudents in the experimenta group were inter-

viewed after their meeting tofind out if he or she had lead the meeting and why or why not. The questions
and specific responses for these interviews can be found in Table 4.

Table4
Experimental Group (n = 18) Responses Regarding Intervention and |EP Meeting

.. .taught how to lead a planning meeting? Yes ... lead your | EP meeting? Yes n=7(38.9%)

What did you do to lead your meeting?

« Started the meeting off by introducing everybody, thanking everyone for coming

« Talked about what | want to do when | grow up, what | want to be, what my goals are, how I'm doing in school

» Opened it, closed it

« Meand my parents and my teachers where talking about setting my goals

« | welcomed everybody there, | introduced the people there, | told them what | want them to help me on, they
said they will help me

« Introduced the people, thanked the people for coming, and told them why they were at the meeting

« | welcomed them to my meeting and | introduced myself to them and | said thank you for coming at the end

... taught how to lead a planning meeting? No | ... lead your | EP meeting? Yes n=2(11.1%)

What did you do to lead your meeting?

« | had to think about what goals | would achieve, what | would do after school, and | introduced myself

« | told them who | was, what | want to be, my plans for my future, what | am going to do when |
graduate, told them | am going to move out in ayear

... taught how to lead a planning meeting? Yes ... lead your 1EP meeting? No n=7(38.9%)

Why didn’t you lead your meeting?

« | was scared

» Becausel just didn’t want to do it, because | am shy

« My teacher started it off, because | never did that before

» Because | didn’t know what to say

» Because | didn't want to, because | am shy, | can't talk in front of alot of grownups
« | don’'t know why

The teacher helped me lead the meeting

... taught how to lead a planning meeting? No ... lead your |EP meeting? No

[}

=2(38.9%)

Why didn’t you lead your meeting?

« Someone elseled it

« They didn't let me say anything but ‘hi,’” they gave me the opportunity, but they were just going too fast;
because my teacher was talking, | didn’t want to disturb her so she could jump down my throat
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Severd of the students stated they just did not want to or were too shy. It isimportant to note that some
of the sudents who weretrained made adecisionnot to lead their own meeting. The fact that they did not
lead the meeting was a choice and is not an indication that the program did not work nor that the student
did not possess the behavior.

Knowledge Questionnaire

Another sgnificant difference between thetwo groups was on the knowledge questionnaire scores. The
studentsin the experimental group correctly answered more questions on the Trangtion Planning Student
Knowledge Questionnaire. Specificdly, students in the experimental group were more likdly to provide
correct responses for the questions what istransition planning and “if youwere planning for your future,
what are some areas you might think about.” None of the students in the control group could state what
trangtion planning is, while fourteen sudents in the experimenta group were able to provide a statement
that trangtion planning has something to do with planning for future, preparing for your future, setting gods
for the future, or picking acareer. It isinteresting that none of the students in the control group knew what
trangtionplanningis. These are secondary studentswith disabilities, some of whom are seniorsinther last
year of school. This is an indication that without training in the very near future, these students will
experience the trangtion from school to adult life not knowing what the term trangtion planning refers to
and possibly never having done any trangtion planning.

Satisfaction Questionnaire

Therewere no Sgnificant findings related to the satisfaction of studentsin each group withthe |EP medting.
Bothgroups generdly provided positive responsesto theitemsonthe sati Sfactionquestionnaire. The finding
related to both groups of students being rdatively satisfied withther involvement inthe |EP medtingis very
gmilar to the finding reported inthe study by Van Reusenand Bos (1994). Theseresearchersreveded that
students in both the experimenta and contrast groups fdt they had effectively participated in their IEP
meetings. It seems possible that the findings in both studies are anindicationthat the studentsin the control
and contrast groups had very litle knowledge of what role they could have actudly played in the IEP
meeting and were basing thar responses on alimited amount of information. The sudentsin the control
group may have answered the satisfaction questions less pogtively had they known about self-directed
trangtion planning and student-directed |EP mesetings.

Although it was documented that sudents in the control group were less likely to exhibit saf-directed
behaviors at the IEP medting, students in the control group gave positive responses on the satisfaction
questionnaire and often stated that they prepared for and fdt involved in the megting. This is interesting
consdering only one of the studentsinthe control group was observed exhibiting any of the behaviors on
the SP-1EP at the IEP meeting. Additiondly, 7 studentsin the control group said he or she had prepared
for the IEP meeting, but only 3 of these 7 students gave responses to the question “what did you do to
prepare?’ that indicated some type of action on his or her part. The other 4 gave responses that were
unrelated to the actua |EP meseting or that were passive in nature. Although students in both groups
indicated they had prepared, acareful look at the specific responses showsthe sudentsinthe experimenta
group took a more active role in preparing for the meeting. A list of the responsesto the question “what
did you do to prepare?’ can befound in Table 5.
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The specific responses are also reveding when looking at the question pertaining to whether or not the
students fdt they were involved in the meeting. Students in both groups typicaly answered yes to this
question, indicating they felt they were involved in the meeting, but the specific responses indicated being
“involved in the megting” meant a much less active role for the students in the control group compared to
the students in the experimenta group. Responses to the statement “tell me what you did at the meeting”
for the studentsinthe control group included activities such as talked, gave answers, found out something,
and sat there. Students in the experimental group described talking, welcoming individuas, making
introductions, thanking individuds, setting godss, and talking about the future at their IEP meetings. Despite
the fact that studentsinboth groupstypicaly stated that they ft involved in the meeting, it is obvious from
the students ownwords, the studentsinthe experimenta group had what would be considered moreactive
involvement in the |EP mesting. The specific student responses to the statement “tell me what you did at
the meeting” arefound in Table 6.

Table5
Student Responsesto Satisfaction Question #3

Control group responsesto the following questions:
Did you preparefor themeeting? (No: n=9, Yes. n=7)
If yes, what did you do to prepare?
Thought about what | want to do when | finish school
Talked to the teacher about my skills and stuff
Get ready, thought about things | would like to do
Sign papers and take papers home
Stay calm
Reslly, nothing, really
Don’t know

Experimental group responsesto the following questions:
Did you preparefor themeeting? (No: n=7, Yes. n=11)
If yes, what did you do to prepare?

| practiced what | say
Went over and talked about transition planning
A teacher went through my folder with me, what career | would want, what | would want to do myself
There was afolder to tell what the meeting would be like
Went over goals and things | would do living on my own after school, things | want to do on my own
after school
It was over in the classroom where | prepared
Read over the class stuff
Go over the stuff with my teacher, the transition worksheets and stuff
Read over that guideline
| made sure my folder was ready
| just came and listened, that is preparing myself

11
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Table6
Student Responses to Satisfaction Question #6

Control group responsesto the following questions:
Do you think you wereinvolved in the meeting? (No: n=1; Yes. n=15)
Tdl mewhat you did at the meeting:
¢« No--
» Talked about stuff
« Talked about Graduation
» Taked
» Taked about what | would like to learn
» Taked to them about my career and my future
» Talked to the teachers and agreeing with some of the decisions that the teachers made
» | talked to people
» Gave answersto questions they asked
» Answered questions they asked
» Answered questions
» They asked me a couple of questionsand | told them what | did and everything
» | sat there and listened to them say things about me and thingsthat | like to do
» | found out what | did good on my reading and my math
» Sat there and told some of what | want to do
o Just sat there; | listened to my mom and teacher talk

Experimental group responsesto the following questions:
Do you think you wereinvolved in the meeting? (No: n=2; Yes: n=16)
Tdl mewhat you did at the meeting:

» No--I prepared, they asked me questions about jobs that | am interested in

 Sat there and listened

» No--1 answered questions

» She asked me some questions and | answered

e Taked

» Talked about what | am going to do when | finish school

»  Wetaked about jobs, what kind of job they was going to help me get and help me get my
own place

 Introduced the people that came, | told them why they were here at the meeting and
thanked everybody for coming to the meeting

» | talked about my eyesight and jobs | want to do in the future

» | welcomed them to my meeting, | asked questions, | told them what | want to do and | told
them thank you for coming to my meeting

« | introduced all my people that were there, | told them what | want them to help me with, |
asked them could they help on what | was talking about

| introduced everybody

« | introduced my mommy to my teacher

o | introduced myself, | told who | was, | told them what | want to be, | told them what my
plans was for my future after | graduate.

« | introduced myself, told them it was nice to meet them, told my grades, told what | want to
achieve, and my teacher talked about my |EP

« | cameup with al of the goals, actually | came up with them in class

«  Went over transition plans, talked about what atransition planis

» Read apaper, told the teacher my future and what | want to do

12
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Summary

The student-directed trangition planning program investigated in this study helped develop the trangtion
planning kills of students with mild mentd retardation by teaching self-evauation, god setting, and sdf-
directing a planning medting. The development of trangition planning skills was evidenced through the
ggnificant differences in number of salf-directed behaviorsexhibited at the | EP meeting and the scores on
the trangtion planning knowledge questionnaire for the students in the experimental compared to the
studentsin the control group. Although satisfaction with the |EP meeting was the same for sudentsin the
two groups, it isimportant to consder the practical significancein the other findings. Students who were
trained usngthe Next ST.E.P. (Hdpern, et d., 1997) training programwere morelikely to hdp lead ther
| EP meeting by introducing participants and stating agoal they had set for themselves. Theywere dso more
likely to define trangtion planning and list areas to consider for trangtion planning. These are criticd kil
areasthat can support and promote the trangtionfrom schoal to adult livingfor individuas withdisabilities.
These findings suggest training high school students with mild mentd retardation in trangtion planning can
positively affect student-directed trangtion planning and student participationinthe IEP/ TrangtionPlanning
meeting. Implementing training programs for trandtion planning and other sdf-determination skillsis one
step teachers and other professionas cantake in hdping individuds with disabilitiesplanfor their ownfuture
and become more independent.
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