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I t4rs .  I la r r ison S. r t  a t  hcr  d . rughter  Jv t "s

annual  r t t l i v ic lua l ized educat ion pro-
o r ' . r r t t  i l F I ; l  r r l . r r r n i r t r r  m p i ' t i n o  . r n d  s t r r
o " " "  \  " - '  I  r  ' o  "  ' " " ' 1 -  t "  "  " '  J g -

g l c t i  t o  l t t c r r s  o r r  t l t e  speech  t l r e r . t p i s l

u 'h i lc  hc d iscusst ' t l  h is  rept r r t  D id  h t :

s . r i '  t l ra t  Ivv  needetJ  to  n ,ork  on soc ia l

1-.,ragrtrat ic skrl lsi  lvIrs. Harrison did not

rea l ize that  Iv t '  rvas hav ing soc i . r l  p ro l r -

I tnrs .  She seemecl  f ine a t  honre.  Whi le

N4rs. Flarr isol i  ponclered thrs ne\\,  ant1

rvorr isonre rnforrnatir ,rn, she real izeLl

ih.at Mrs. - lennings, lr ' \"s teacher. was

ask inc  he r ' , r  ( l u r . s t r r r l t :  f ) i t 1  shc  r t ' a l i z c. . . ' . . , . . t r . ' . .

t l ra t  Iv i '  had not  l ' reen hant l ing in  her
r { . , rd inc  homr. rv , r rk i  l f4 rS.  Harr iSOn f t l l  a

srnk inr  fee l ine.  S l i i -  had been so l . rusv' a  ^ - " " ' i 1 ' . , " r

shLr l t l i r rc  her  sor rs  Lrack and ior th  tc - r  soc-
, - i , r  , a r  r , . t i , - . .  t  h  r r  q l l g  h a C l  f l O t  t r e e l  a S\ ! l  l r r ( r ! ! r L !  r l r ( r r  .

vrg i lant  . rS Sh€ shoulc l  have been about

J\:\ 's l ioi l t t tvork. Ir '1 '  neerlecl so luuch

htlp 11'1q11 her hortteri ' rrrk-she \vas sL)

far  i reh ind th t  r ' l t i t t r  th i rd  grar lers .

\ \ ' . ls i t ' t  Ivt '  su1t1'rsspd tr) do her honre-
r u r r l L '  i r r r l r - r n o , r r l r r , . t l t ' ?  M a f r i ) e  S h e  C O t t l t jr r  ! , r  r \  r r

ask lv i "s  teachr ' r  to  modr iv  the home-

u'olk. W.rsn't  t i r .r t  the te.rcher's r lrspon-

s ib i l i tv i  Could  she . rsk  for  that i  But  bv

no\\ ' .  N,1rs. . lenlr ings u'.rs f inisheri and

the prp i l lc i * r r i  g ' rs  spe. rk i r rg .  They had to

n r { r v r .  . r l i r np - t l r t . i r  s chcdu le  i nc l uded. . ' . , , . 5

, rnr t t l r r ' r  n t r ' r . t inp in  20 mi t tu tcs .  l r4rs .' ' ' ' " " " i r

[ " la r r ison fe l t  a  mi r ture  o f  anger  and

f r l rs t ra t ion.  t t idn ' t  an1 'Lrng n 'an1 to  h tar

n'h.rt  sft t '  hat] to s.rvi

l ' h . r t  a f t e rn t t on .  Mrs .  . l cnn ings

rei lect '- ' r l  on Ir,)"S IEP prlannirrg rneetirrg.

She i t ' JS concr- rned about  I r ' r "s  rcad i r r5
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scores anr' l  haci hoped to enl ist Mrs.

IJarr ison in a hrrrne-based reati ing pro-

Eiram. She h.id sL.nt a note honre u' i th

I r ' \ .  th  e  prev io  u  s  \ r 'eek.  but  Mrs.

Harr ison never  rep l ied.  I4r 's .  , lennrngs
h  r , l  . ' \ n n t  h , r " r , '  r p t o . r r r - l r i r r o  r p . r d in J t l  S p e n t  n O U r S  . - - . . l n s

st rJ tegr t .s  th . r l  cou ld  he lp  h 'v  bu i ld  her

decrrd inS sk i i ls .  but  Mis .  Harr ison d id

not  seenr  in terestec l  in  hear ing a l rout

thenr  a t  the n teet ing.  Of  course,  Mrs.

Harr ison c l id  f in t i  t rnre  to  ca l l  a f ter  t i re

nrectrng \\ 'ds r)\ 'cr Anrj 1'1' 'nlPiain t l tat

Jvr"s htrmt'u' trrk needcd mrrdif icat iort.

l 'he honre\\,ork \r ' .rs indetd tort dif i icult

I trr  Ivr ' .  Mrs. -Jcrtningis tr,crndei 'ecl u'hose

iob i t  n 'as  to  nroc i i iv  hontuvork-shoulc l

she  do  i t ,  o r  shou ld  t he  spec ia )  educa -

I i trn te.rchtr do i t i  Olt n' t . l i .  she h.rcl no

time to \ \ /orr) '  al ' 'out that probiem no\\ ' .

She had a nr r rLur ta in  o f  papern 'ork  to

f i i t i sh  . rnd p; iFers  to  gradt '  be[ore sht '

corr ir l  go home ior thc dar' .

Scenarios l ike the f ict ional one

described in the preceding paragraphs

are not uncommon when parents and

teachers come together to plan for a stu-

dent-particularly when the student has

a disability. Misunderstanding, miscom-

munication, and a lack of knowledge

and sk i l ls  can h inder  re la t ionsh ips

between teachers and parents fKeyes,
2000). Yet when parents and educators

are able to work together in a collabora-

tive partnership, positive student out-

comes result (Epstein & Sanders, 2000;

Giles, 1998; Henderson & Mapp, 2002).

A large body of literature discusses par-

ent-teacher col laboration in special

education (see box, "What Does the

Literature Say About Parent-Teacher

Collaboration in Special Education?").

This art icle describes a 4-year-long

training project designed to foster suc-

cessful partnerships between school

personnel and parents of children with

disabilities through joint parent-profes-

sional training.

Descriplion of lhe Proiecl

This project endeavored to provide par-

ents and professionals with accurate

information about the special education

process to foster effective collaboration

in planning and implementing educa-

tional programs for children with dis-

abilities. From 2002 through 2005, a uni-

versity research and training center

partnered with l0 parent advocacy

agencies in Connecticut to deliver a 9-hr

course on the special education process

to more than 1,300 parents and educa-



Whot Does the Liferoture Soy About PorenFTe<rcher Colloborotion in Speciol Educofion?

Students rvhose parents are involved in their education show

higher academic achievement (Christenson & Sheridan,

2001 ; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Patrikakou , 2004); improved

attendance, higher aspirat ions for postsecondary education

and career development (Caplan, Hall ,  Lubin, & Fleming,

1997); improved social competence fWebster-Stratton, Reid,

& Hammond, 2001); and lorver rates of adolescent high-r isk

behavior (Resnick et al. ,  1997). These f indings hold true for

famil ies of al l  races, ethnicit ies, income levels, and educa-

t ional backgrounds (Henderson & Mapp; Jeynes, 2005).

Parents of chi ldren rvith disabi l i t ies are in a unique posi-

t ion to become involved in their chi ldren's education and to

develop partnerships rvith educators. In fact, the Individuals

With Disabilities Education Improvement Act 0DEA; 2004)

requires a high level of parental involvement, especially in

the development of IEPs. IDEA expects parental involvement

at every stage of the process-from assessment to goal devel-

opment to progress monitoring. Yet, many parents do not

play a meaningful role in developing their child's IEP [Al-
Hassan & Gardner, 2002; CSDE, 2004: Johnson, Duffett,

Farkas, & Wilson, 2002; SEELS, 2004).

A variety of factors may influence the creation of success-

ful parent-school partnerships. Teachers may feel overtaxed

in their jobs and may resent the added burden of dealing with

parents. They may view parents as underappreciative, adver-

sarial, or as simply lacking interest (Keyes, 2000). Parents

may be unfamiliar with special education procedures and rel-

evant language, may lack an understanding of the limitations

of the school and the teacher's l imitat ions and may be reluc-

tant to question school personnel about the supports and

services avai lable to their chi ld [Lyt le & Bordin, 2001).

Race and ethnicity play a role in parents' levels of partici-

pation in their children's school program. Parents of African

American and Hispanic students are less likely than parents

of White students to be involved in their child's education
(Child Trends, n.d.; Desimone, 1999; U.S. Department of

Education, 2003). Cultural differences may affect beliefs that

influence the creation of equal partnerships, including beliefs

related to the authority of teachers (Keyes, 2000), parental

lack of familiarity with the U.S. education system, differing

views regarding parental involvement in schools, differences

in  communicat ion s ty les ,  l imi ted Engl ish prof ic iency

(Al-Hassan & Gardner, 2002), and differing cultural percep-

tions of disability (Lamorey, 2002). For example, 63 % of

Korean American parents and one third of Chinese American

parents attribute their children's disabilities to divine or

supernatural causes, a belief that conflicts tvith the predomi-

nantly biomedical view of disability that most educators in

the United States hold [Lamorey).
A lack of collaboration and problem-solving skills on the

part of educators may also hinder the process of developing
partnerships between parents and educators (Leonard &

Leonard, 2003). Both of the national associat ions that accred-

it and set standards for teacher preparation programs, the

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE) and the National Association of State Directors of

Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), have indi-

cators aimed at increasing parent involvement. Yet teachers

receive limited preservice education in collaborating effec-

tively with families (Broussard, 2000; Hoover-Dempsey,

Walker, Jones, & Reed, 2002; Shartrand, Weiss, Krieder, &

Lopez, 1997; Wright, Daniel, & Himelreich, 2000). Some

states have responded to these needs by offering training to
parents, educators, and administrators on such topics as col-

laborative decision making, negotiation, cultural diversity,

and multiparty dispute resolution. Parents and educators

who take part in these training sessions show improved abil-

ity to work collaboratively (Feinberg, Beyer, & Moses, 2002;

Hiatt-Michael, 2001). Studies have shown that improved rela-

tionships between parents and school personnel reduce the

incidence of legal proceedings initiated by families to chal-

lenge their children's educational programs (Feinberg, Beyer,

& Moses) .

One method of fostering effective collaboration in schools

is to train parents and school personnel together (Espe-

Sherwindt, 2001; Gross et al. ,  2003; Webster-Stratton et al. ,

2001). In addit ion to developing increased abi l i ty to col labo-

rate in planning individual student programs, participants in
joint parent-professional training have more positive atti-

tudes and higher expectations of students with disabilities
(Colling, Fishbaugh, & Hermanson, 2003). High expectations

for student achievement are strongly correlated with student

success (Jeynes, 2005).

tional professionais in almost two thirds

of Connecticut 's school distr icts. The

course included modules in

o The laws that govern the special edu-

cation process.

o Planning IEPs.

o Person-centeredplanning.

o Family-school partnerships.

The training design emphasized the

importance of col laboration between

parents and professionals in creating

successful educational programs for

chi ldren with disabi l i t ies. In addit ion,

this project targeted groups that have

been underrepresented in training and

IEP development, including inner-city

families, Hispanic families, and African

American famil ies. The proiect has

resulted in a training network that has

continued to provide instruct ion for

parents and education professionals

throughout Connecticut after the proj-

ect ended.

hoiect inilicrrion

In 2002, the first year of tlre project, uni-

versity staff partnered with Arc/CT, a

disability rights advocacy organization,
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USE Troining Modules

Module 1; Steps in the Special Education Process. This module walks partici-
pants through each step of the special education process, from the referral to cre-
ating and monitoring the IEP. tt highlights the different perspectives of school dis-
trict personnel and families.

Module 2: Laws and Process Affecting Special Education. This module reviews
the major education laws that pertain to students with disabilities. These laws
include IDEA, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, and No Child Left Behind.
Studies indicate that clear understanding of special education laws reduces con-
flicts between schools and families (Feinberg et al., 2002). This module includes a
number of optional group activities that reinforce course content, including an IEP
Jeopardy game.

Module 3: The Individualized Education Program. This module focuses on the
development of the IEP, emphasizing the critical importance of parent participa-
tion in the process. It reviews key components of the IEP, including procedural
safeguards, evaluation, transition planning, and writing measurable goals and
objectives. Giving parents training in the IEP process allows them to participate
with knowledge, skill, and confidence.

Module 4: Person-Centered Planning. This module introduces the philosophy
and practice of person-centered planning, a highly effective method for generating
opportunities for all IEP members to participate in the planning process (Keyes &
Owens-Johnson, 2003). Educators using person-centered planning methods can
design questions that respect the unique qualities of individuals and their families,
including disability, race, gender, class, culture, language, and sexual orientation
(Keyes & Owens-Johnson; Marrone, Hoff, & Helm, 1997). Person-centered plan-
ning methods help families articulate their priorities for their child and promote
collaboration among team members.

Module 5: Family School Partnerships. Tfue family-school partnerships require
an understanding of the relationship's core components, commitment to shared
responsibility for its success, and the ability to approach challenges to the part-
nership as opportunities to enhance the student's educational outcomes. This
module introduces participants to strategies for working collaboratively for the
benefit of students with disabilities.

to recruit 10 parent advocacy groups to
participate in training initiatives. Each
participating agency selected one parent

of a child with a disability and one pro-

fessional (teacher, social worker, psy-

chologist, related service staff member,

or administrator) to participate in a

train-the-trainers session to prepare

them to present the course to parents

and professionals in their communities.

The individuals selected had experience

in negotiating the special education
process. The children of the parent-

trainers represented a wide range of dis-

abilities, including learning disability,

intellectual disability, social emotional

disorder, autism spectrum disorder, and

speech-language impairment; and the

educational professionals worked with

students in all disability categories.

8 r Couticrl FoR ExcrproNar- CHrLoneN

University staff conducted a train-
the-trainers seminar to prepare the 10
training teams (each consisting of one
parent and one professional) to deliver
the training course to larger audiences
of parents and professionals. The 2-day
seminar included an overview of the
course modules, principles of adult
learning, and instructional strategies for
presenting the material. These trainers
practiced presenting the modules under
the guidance of trained project staff and
had access to mentors for further train-
ing on an as-needed basis.

fhe Curiculum

In the first year of the project, trainers
followed the Understanding Special
Education (USE) curriculum developed
by the Parent Education Advocacy

Training Center (PEATC, 2000J. PEATC
staff trained trainers in the curriculum.
Program enhancements during the sec-
ond year of the project included modi-
fying the modules to include more spe-
cif ic information about federal and
state laws and regulations and expand-
ing the module on person-centered
planning. In 2004, the training incorpo-
rated changes in the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Improvement Act
(IDEA, 2004; see box "USE Training
Modules" for a description of the train-
ing modules).

ftclning Proc.edurcs

Agencies received a $1,500 stipend for
each 9-hour-long training course that
they conducted. Each training course
included a minimum of 12 participants.
The agencies could spend the funds on
food, materials, parent stipends for
child care and transportation costs, and
trainer stipends. Since materials and
parent stipends usually exhausted the
available funds, trainers usually volun-
teered their time to prepare for and pres-
ent the trainings.

Individual training teams tailored the
presentation of the curriculum to the
needs of their communities. The teams
conducted training in Spanish for
Spanish-speaking participants, and
materials were available in both
Spanish and English. Some trainers
used PowerPoint to present the materi-
al, whereas others preferred to present
the material by using handouts or over-
head slides. Many training teams devel-
oped large-group or small-group activi-
ties to reinforce curriculum content. For
example, one team illustrated the IEP
process by presenting case studies of
students. Another team used Power-
Point to create an "lEP Family Partner-
ships Jeopardy" game (see Figure 1).
Some teams staged mock IEP meetings,
during which volunteers read from pre-
pared scripts, acting out a nightmare
IEP meeting, in which everything went
wrong, as well as a dream IEP meeting,
for which everyone had the skills and
knowledge that they needed to fully
participate. Figure 2 shows an introduc-
tion to the mock IEP meeting. Univer-
sity staff collected these materials so



that they were available to all trainers in

the project.
Tiainers had the option of presenting

the course in either two or three ses-
sions, which they could schedule during
the day, in the evening, during the
lveek, or on a weekend. All training ses-
sions included meals or snacks; and
some trainers provided door prizes,
resource materials (articles, books, lists
of Web sites, etc.) and other incentives
to increase participation. Professional
training participants earned continuing
education units (CEUs).

Training teams held the sessions in a
variety of community locations, includ-
ing schools, churches, community cen-
ters, and libraries. Many training teams
provided child care at training sites. The
teams recruited college students or com-
munity volunteers to entertain and
supervise children while parents attend-
ed the training session. In some
instances, the training sessions turned
into community events that included
potluck suppers or barbecues, guest
speakers, and time set aside for socializ-
ing. All participants in the training
received a copy of the book Negotiating
the Special Educotion Maze (Anderson,

Chitwood, & Hayden, 1997).

Troining Portlciponts

Over the 4 years of the grant, 1,328 par-

ticipants from 103 of Connecticut's 169
towns (61% of the towns) completed
the training course. In Year 1 of the
project, university staff used data col-
lection forms from PEATC's USE cur-
riculum, as required by the agency
funding the project. This form recorded
participants' basic demographic infor-
mation, including role [parent or pro-
fessional), race/ethnicity, child's age
and disability, and the town or district
where training was conducted. In the
second year of the project, with the
approval of the funding agency, project
staff revised the data forms to include
rnformation about the time that the
child spent in general education,
whether the child attended his or her
home school, the child's participation
in extracurricular activities and, for pro-
fessionals, the location where they pro-
vided most of their services.

Flgurc l. IEP Fcmlly Portnershlpr feopordy

IEP Fomily
Portnerships Jeopordy

Of the I,328 people who attended

the training, 703 (53yo) returned data

forms providing demographic informa-

tion. On the basis of information on the

sign-in sheets, collaborating agencies

reported that 193 African Americans

and Caribbean Americans participated

in training sessions during the 4 years of

the project; however, only 21o/o (n

39) of this group completed data forms.

Agencies also reported a total of 185

Hispanic participants; 57o/o (n : 105) of

this group completed data forms.

Trainers reported attendance of.709 par-

ticipants who were White; of these,

650/o (n : 455) completed data forms.

Table 1 gives further information about

the participants.

Front Page
News

Rumor
Mill

Measure 4
Measure

Are We
Related?

Put That
in Writing

200 200 200 200 200

400 400 400 400 400

600 600 600 600 600

800 800 800 800 800

1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Sample question:

Measure4Measure-200

Three types or sources of information that may be
included in an initial evaluation.

What ore:

formal or standardbed assessments; informol obserua-
tions; review of schoolwork; review of records; review of

euoluotions conducted by persons outside tlrc school
system; interuiew of porents/support staff?

Lessons lcarned

The purpose of this project was to pro-
vide parents and professionals with
accurate information about the special
education process and to help them
gain skills so that they could collaborate
effectively in planning educational pro-
grams for children with disabilities. We
sought to create a thriving training net-
work by preparing parents and educa-
tors to deliver the curriculum in their
communities. During this process, we
learned valuable lessons about how to
plan, execute, and evaluate the training
process.

Lesson l: Invest in Relotionships

When the project began,-university staff
had strong preexisting relationships
with many of the state's parent advoca-

TEACHING Excrptroxal CHrloRex r Man/Apn 2007 t 9



Flgure 2. lnhcducllon to tock IEP Ererclse

Rea.d to thd audience: Jill is a L2-year-

old girl with an intellectual disability.

She recently transitioned to middle

school and is experiencing difficulties

both academically and socially. In ele-

mentary school, Jill had a few friends

and participated in after-school activi-

ties with them. She had been making
progress in the general education cur-

riculum. with modifications for her

individual needs. Jill is lonely this year,

and her work overwhelms her. Her

friends from last year are on another

school team, and Jill has not made any

new friends. Her special education

teacher recently sent home a report say-

ing that Jill is unable to keep up with

the curr iculum. The school team

believes that Jill now needs to be edu-

cated in the resource room because of

the academic demands. Jill 's parents

want her to stay in the general educa-

tion class with more intensive supports.

The team is meeting today to review

her progress and current placement.

We so';ght tc crecie o thriving

trcininc neiwci 'k br" prepcring porenrs

ond educotcrs to del iver the

curr icu l in  rn the l r  communl l les.

Nightmore IEP Meeting:

Instructions to the players (not read
to the audience): In this role-play of a
nightmare IEP meeting, the meeting
begins 20 minutes late. There is no
agenda, and no one introduces the
mother to the other participants. The
meeting is in a small and stuffy room.
Team members read their reports and
then rush out of the meeting because
they do not have coverage. The mother
is too embarrassed to ask participants
to stay for the rest of the meeting or to
say that she does not understand the
reports, which contain much jargon

and many tables of data. The educators
propose recommendations, and the
mother accepts them even though she
is not comfortable with them.

(Script follows)

personnel generally became eager to

participate in the training and took lead-

ing roles in recruit ing part icipants.

Lesson 2z Do Your Homework

In the first year of the project, training

teams presented PEATC's USE curricu-

lum exactly as written. Early evalua-

tions of the sessions indicated that train-

ing participants varied widely in their

background knowledge of the topic

areas, their experiences with profession-

al development seminars, and their per-

sonal histories with the special educa-

tion system. As a result, university staff

learned to listen to the trainers, who

lived and worked in the communities

where training was presented. In dis-

tricts where participants possessed a

great deal of background knowledge,

university staff worked with trainers to

incorporate more advanced content into

the curriculum, provide resource mate-

rials, or bring in expert speakers. In

other districts, the trainers varied the

instruct ional techniques to include

Dreom IEF Meeting:

Instructions to the players (not read

to the audience): In this role-play of a

dream IEP meeting, the meeting begins

and ends on time and the agenda is

clear. The room is comfortable and

large enough to accommodate the

group. The team leader reviews ground

rules (cell phones off, all opinions wel-

come, treat one another with respect).

The team leader introduces each team

member with a brief description of his

or her role. Because the staff reviewed

their reports with the parents before

the meeting, the meeting focuses on

what to do. Participants use everyday

language, rather than jargon, and

explain unfamiliar terms. The parent

feels comfortable asking questions and

offering opinions. The team leader

facilitates the meeting so that partici-

pants can hear all viewpoints and so

that the participants can reach a con-

sensus.

(Scipt follows)

small-group activities, role-playing, case

studies, and videotapes.

Lesson 3: Provide Support
to Troiners

The university attempted to recruit

trainers who were leaders in their com-

munities, were skilled at navigating the

special education system, and were

comfortable with public speaking. Most

trainers possessed one or two of these

characteristics, but rarely did they pos-

sess all three. After an initial large-group

training session, project staff provided

individualized instruction and mentor-

ship to training teams on the basis of

their specif ic needs. Project staff

observed teams at least twice during the

first year, and staff provided additional

training in content areas and public

speaking on an as-needed basis through

tutorials, coaching, articles and video-

tapes, and role-playing. The staff

er)couraged less-experienced trainers to

observe seasoned trainers for one or

more sessions. Additional training and

mentorship for teams ranged from 3 hr

cy groups through work on previous

projects. Enlisting support and partici-

pation from local school districts proved

to be more challenging. During the first

2 years of the project, many training ses-

sions lacked significant educator partic-

ipation; most participants in the ses-

sions were parents. University staff

addressed school district reluctance by

meeting with distr ict administrators

(principals, superintendents, special

education directors, etc.) to review the

curriculum, present training materials

and consumer satisfaction data, address

administrator questions and concerns,

and emphasize the project's goal of

increasing collaboration between educa-

tors and parents. As a result, district

10 r CouNCrL FoR ExcrprroruRl CHtnReN



per year (several 1-hr-long observation

and reflection sessions) to more than 12

hr per year (meetings with experienced

trainers to review curriculum, role-play-

ing public-speaking techniques, and

observation and reflection sessions).

Lesson 4: Keep Dotcr Systems

5imple

The return rate of the university's data

forms varied widely across communi-

ties. Tiainers reported that some partici-

pants felt uncomfortable sharing infor-

mation about their families in writingi

others thought that the forms were too

lengthy or complicated. Some partici-

pants did not see the value of providing

data; still others were unable to com-

plete forms because of limited literacy.

The overall return rate represented just

over half (53Yo) of participants.

Factors that could have improved

data collection include the following:

. Emphasizing the importance of data

collection to trainers.

o Providing staff support at training

sessions to distribute forms.

o Providing direct support to partici-

pants to complete forms.

Sorieil Volidiry
Schwartz and Baer (1991) have noted

that assessing the social validity of an

intervention is the key to anticipating its

acceptance or rejection by consumers.

An important part of evaluating this

project was col lect ing data on the

acceptability of the training goals, pro-

cedures, and outcomes [Schwartz &

Baer) to parent and professional partici-

pants. This process included distribut-

ing consumer satisfact ion question-

naires, as shown in Figure 3, to partici-

pants at the end of training sessions.

The questionnaire contained 17 state-

ments; participants marked their level

of agreement with each statement on a

five-point Likert scale in which I repre-

sented strong disagreement and 5 repre-

sented strong agreement. The question-

naire also asked respondents to com-

plete four open-ended questions.

Participants returned a total of 515 con-

sumer satisfaction forms, representing a

return rate of 39%.

Tcblc l. Rocc/Elfinlclry ol lbclnlng Portlclponts os Reported on Dotc

Sheets ond by Trolnerg

RacelEthn ic i ty Perct'rtt.rge

Percent.rgt' of
Connc 'c t icut
Childrcn \! ' i t l r

Dis.rbi I itit's''

White
African American
Hispanic American
Asian American
Native American
Otherb
Prefer not to say
Total

White
African American
Hispanic American
Other/not reported
Total

Total non-White

Data Sheets

465
39

106
7

2
10
74

703

"fr;irter R€.ports

709
193
1 8 5
241

1 328

378

6 6 . 7
5 . 5

1 5 . 1
1 . 0
0 . 3
1 . 4

10.5
99.9

5 3 . 4
i4 .5
1 3 . 9
1 8 . 1
99.9

28.4

65.7
1 5
i  6 .5
1 . 1
0 . 3
0 .4

100

65.7
1 6 . 0
1 6 . 5
1 . 8

100.0

3 2 . 5

iConnecticut State Department of Education, 2004. t'Biracial, European American,
Filipino American, Black American, and mixed.

Most participants (93Yo) indicated

that they were satisfied with the training

sessions. The percentage of respondents

who marked "agree" or "strongly agree"

to any questionnaire item ranged from

86.50/o ("1 learned enough to implement

the concepts into my work") Io 99.8o/o
("The presenters were knowledgeable

about the subject").  Questionnaire
responses indicated that most partici-

pants found the training content to be

relevant and useful (89%). Most partic-

ipants believed that they gained appli-

cable knowledge and skills from the

training (see Table 2). Many respon-

dents indicated that they were satisfied

with the training materials and methods
(92.7To-98.7 %).

TWo research assistants independent-

Iy coded responses to the open-ended

prompt "The knowledge and skills I

learned today will be useful to me

to_."  The most  common

responses included "Advocate more

effect ively for my chi ld/student"
(21.5o/o) and "Help others through the

IEP process" [ l1%). These data, shown

in Table 3, suggest that participants

found that the goals and procedures of

this project were acceptable and socially

relevant-an indication that this training

model is a valid one to use with parents

and professionals in Connecticut.

Finol ilroughf

Successful parent-professional partner-
ships result in improved outcomes for
students, but many parents and profes-
sionals require training to develop the
skills necessary to form effective rela-
tionships. Not only was this project suc-
cessful in addressing the training needs
of parents and educators who suppofi
students with disabilities. but it also
encouraged a positive outlook on future
collaboration for many of them. As one
participant commented, "[This training]
has given me the power of knowledge
and the ability to anticipate the future
with hope."

The training course furnished infor-
mation on special education law and
processes to facilitate meaningful par-
ent involvement in IEP development.
The project used a joint parent-profes-
sional training model and provided col-
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Flgurc 3. Gonsumcr Sollelccllon Qucgllonnclre

Please circle your answer to each statement.

Understanding Special Education
Consumer Satisfaction Questionnaire

ABO1IT THE TRAII i I I . iG
Stronglr '
Disagree Disagree Neutral

Stronglr
Agree Agree

1. Objectives of the training were met.

2. All topics on the agenda were addressed.

3. The materials (e.g., readings, overheads) were relevant to the training
content.

4. Adequate illustrations and examples were used during the presentations.

5. Time was well organized.

5. The information is relevant and can be applied to my work situation.

7. I believe that I now have a better understanding of the subject presented.

. A
J r i

3 4

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

5

4

4

.̂+

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

ABOITT THE PRESENTER(S)
Strongly'
Disagree Disagree Neutral

Strongl l
Agree Agree

1 .

2.

3 .

4 .

5 .

The presenter(s) were well prepared and organized.

I learned enough to implement the concepts into my work.

The presenter(s) used a variety of activities that corresponded with the
content.

The presenter(s) were easy to listen to.

The presenter(s) valued our input.

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

5

5

5

?)

5

ABOTIT THE CENTER
Strongll'
Disagree Disagree Neutral

Stronglv
Agree Agree

1. My questions about the topic presented were answered.

2. I received the needed information on the topic.

3. I learned enough to implement the concepts in my work.

4. I would reconmend this training to others.

5. I was satisfied with the training.

6. Would you use the UConn Center for Developmental Disabilities again?

Your comments

The thing I found most helpful about the session was

1
I

1
I

I

1

I

5

3

3

J

5

5

5

5

5

5

2

2

2

2

2

Yes

A+

4

4

4

4

No

The session would have been better if

The knowledge and skills learned today will be useful to me to

Other comments:
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Percentage of
Respondents
lVho Agreed or
Strongly Agreed

The information is relevant and can be applied to my
work situation.

I believe that I now have a better understanding of the
subject.

My questions about the topic presented were answered.

I received the needed information on the topic presented.

I learned enough to implement the concepts in my work.

I would recommend this training to others.

I was satisfied with the training.

89 .0

95.7

9 3 . 3

94.3

85.5

95.5

93.0

laboration strategies to maximize

home-school partnership outcomes.

University staff and trainers were able to

tailor recruitment strategies, training

content, and session activities to the

individual needs of each community.

The project also successfully targeted

underrepresented groups for training,

although the data collection system

underestimated their participation.

Consumer satisfaction data indicate

that participants found the training cur-

r iculum useful and the procedures

acceptable, thereby validating the train-

ing model for use with Connecticut pro-

fessionals and parents of chiidren with

disabilities. Participants indicated that

they would use what they learned in a

variety of ways, with nearly a quarter of
participants (21%) reporting that they
would be more effective advocates for

their children or their students. In addi-

tion, 11% of the participants reported

that they would use what they had

learned to help others through the IEP
process. A follow-up survey is currently
under way to assess the long-term
impact of the training project.

\ , , . .o . . [ ,  r  I  nn  ron l -n r . r {o . .  i " ' . ' , . . , i
v v ! ! v r r r v r  

F v r w r r r  y t v r v J J r v l t v l

portnerships result in innproved

outcomes for sfudents, but mony

porents cnd professionols require

rroining to develop the skil ls necessory

to form effeciive reloiionshins
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Advocate more effectively for my child/student

Help others through the IEP process
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