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ABSTRACT: Teachers seeking to promote the self-determination of their students must enable
them to become self-regulated problem-solvers. This article introduces a model of teaching, The
Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction, incorporating principles of self-determination,
which enables teachers to teach students to become causal agents in their own lives. This model
was field-tested with students with disabilities. Students receiving instruction from teachers using
the model attained educationally relevant goals, showed enhanced self-determination, and com-
municated their satisfaction with the process. Teachers implementing the model likewise indi-
cated their satisfaction with the process and suggested that they would continue to use the model

after the completion of the field test.

Seymour Sarason (1990) suggested that an essential
purpose of the educational process is to “produce re-
sponsible, self-sufficient citizens who possess the self-
esteem, initiative, skills and wisdom to continue indi-
vidual growth and pursue knowledge (p. 163). In
many ways, this vision of education articulates the in-
tent of initiatives to promote the self-determination of
children and youth with disabilities. There is an emerg-
ing core of materials and methods to enable teachers
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to promote student self-determination (see Agran,
1997; Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, & Wehmeyer,
1998; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 1998) and evi-
dence that self-determination is, important for students
to achieve positive adult outcomes (Wehmeyer &
Schwartz, 1997). These methods and materials fo-
cus on teaching: students to set goals, make deci-
sions and choices, solve problems, self-advocate, and
so forth. A critical element missing, however, in many
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however, in many efforts to “teach” self-determination is teach-
ing students to take greater control over their own learning.
We have proposed that self-determined people are “causal
agents” in their lives (Wehmeyer, 1996a, 1998; Wehmeyer,
Agran, & Hughes, 1998). They are actors in their lives instead
of being acted upon; they make things happen in their lives.
Consequently, a question of importance to educators is: How
do we “teach” students to become causal agents in their lives?
The answer, we suggest, lies in shifting from teacher-directed
and teacher-driven instructional models to student-directed teach-
ing models. Rather than continuing to rely upon instructional
models in which the teacher is given full responsibility for de-
termining when, what, why, where, and how a student will learn,
there is a growing recognition that there may be marked ad-
vantages to having the student more actively involved in educa-
tional decision making, as well as the delivery of the instruc-
tion itself (Agran, 1997). Student-directed learning strategies
place the responsibility for learning primarily with the student
and involve the student in all aspects of his or her educational
program.
Teaching students to take greater control over and responsibil-
ity for their own learning and to become causal agents in their
lives is a process that often does not lend itself to traditional
models of teaching. Joyce and Weil (1980) defined a model
of teaching as “a plan or pattern that can be used to shape cur-
riculums (long-term courses of study), to design instructional
materials, and to guide instruction in the classroom and other
settings” (p. 1). Such models are derived from theories about
human behavior, learning, or cognition, and effective teach-
ers employ multiple models of teaching, taking into account the
unique characteristics of the learner and types of learning.
Like all educators, teachers working with students re-
ceiving special education services have an arsenal of teaching
models they deploy according to a student’s learning character-
istics and the content under consideration. A teacher may use
the role-playing model to teach social behaviors, social simula-
tion, and social inquiry models to examine social problems and
solutions, assertiveness training to teach self-advocacy skills,
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or a training model to teach vocational skills. Likewise, spe-
cial educators employ more traditional, cognitively-based mod-
els of teaching, such as the concept attainment model to teach
thinking skills, the memory model for increasing the retention
of facts, or inductive thinking and inquiry training models to
teach reasoning and academic skills. The teaching model most
frequently adopted by special educators is the contingency man-
agement model drawing from principles contained in operant
psychology.

The common theme across these models of teaching
is that they are, by and large, teacher-directed. While these
models provide direction for strategy and curriculum develop-
ment activities that can teach components of self-determination,
none adequately provides teachers direction to truly enable young
people to become causal agents in their lives. We have pro-
posed a model of teaching, called The Self-Determined Learn-
ing Model of Instruction (Mithaug, Wehmeyer, Agran, Martin,
& Palmer, 1998), derived from an earlier instructional model,
the Adaptability Instruction Model proposed by several of the
authors. The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction is
based on the component elements of self-determination, the pro-
cess of self-regulated problem-solving, and research on student-
directed learning. It is appropriate for students with and without
disabilities across a wide range of content areas, and enables
teachers to engage students in the totality of their educational
programs by increasing opportunities to self-direct learning and,
in the process, improve students’ prospects for success after they
leave school.

MODELS OF INSTRUCTION

The Adaptability Instruction Model

The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction was derived
from the Adaptability Instruction Model forwarded by Mithaug,
Martin, and Agran (1987) and Mithaug, Martin, Agran, and

Rusch (1988). That model drew extensively from theory and
research on self-control (Agran & Martin, 1987; Bandura, 1986
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Kanfer & Goldstein, 1986; Martin, Burger, Elias-Burger, &
Mithaug, 1988). Its purpose was to teach students with disabili-
ties generic adaptability skills for use during school-to-work
transitions. The authors suggested that by teaching decision
making, independent performance, self-evaluation, and adjust-
ment skills, students would improve their adjustments in
postschool settings. The skills and the sequence of their use are
as follows:

e Decision making: Students learn to identify their needs,
interests, and abilities; consider alternatives; and then
select their goals.

e Independent performance: Following goal selection,
students learn independent performance by following
through on their action plans. They perform tasks
independently using self-management or student-directed
learning strategies.

e Self-evaluation: While working on the tasks identified in
their plans, students also learn to self-evaluate by
monitoring and recording performance outcomes, then
comparing their results with goals and performance
expectations they set during decision making.

¢ Adjustments: In this phase, students learn to adjust their
goal selection and behavior by connecting their future
actions with past performance. Before beginning another
task or project, they review feedback from previous
decisions and performance outcomes and select goals,
plans, and performance objectives accordingly.

The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction

Since publication of that model in 1987, we have learned
that the obstacles facing students with disabilities entering the
mainstream of community life are more complex than we origi-
nally understood them to be. Through our separate work on self-
determination (Agran, 1997; Agran & Wehmeyer, 1999; Mar-
tin & Marshall, 1996, 1998; Mithaug, 1996a, 1996b, 1998;
Wehmeyer, 1996a, 1997, 1998; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes,
1998) we have concluded that students need to learn how to
advocate for their own needs and interests by taking action fo
change circumstances that pose obstacles to their pursuits.
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Simply adjusting to existing circum, stances does not accom-
plish this. The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction
reflects this theoretical shift. It recognizes that success in life
involves altering those circumstances to make, them more fa-
vorable for a self-selected pursuit. This is the essence of acting
as a causal agent in one’s life. The Self-Determined Learning
Model of Instruction expands the intent of the Adaptability Model
by identifying the skills that are necessary to act on the environ-
ment in order to achieve goals that satisfy one’s self-defined needs
and interests.

What the Adaptability Instruction Model failed to stress
was that self-determined people persistently regulate their
problem-solving to meet their own goals in life. The Self-Deter-
mined Learning Model of Instruction enables teachers to teach
students to employ self-regulated problem-solving strategies to
achieve self-selected goals using student-directed instructional
strategies.

Overview of The Self-Determined Learning Model of
Instruction

Implementation of the model consists of a three-phase in-
structional process depicted in Figures 1, 2, and 3. Each instruc-
tional phase presents a problem to be solved by the student. The
student solves each problem by posing and answering a series
of four student questions per phase that students learn, modify
to make their own, and apply to reach self-selected goals. Each
question is linked to a set of teacher objectives. Each instruc-
tional phase includes a list of educational supports identified
that teachers can use to enable students to self-direct learning.
In each instructional phase, the student is the primary agent for
choices, decisions, and actions, even when eventual actions are
teacher-directed.

The student questions in the model are constructed to
direct the student through a problem-solving sequence in each
instructional phase. The solutions to the problems in each’; phase
lead to the problem-solving sequence in the next phase. Their
construction was based on theory in the problem-solving and
self-regulation literature that suggests that there is a sequence
of thoughts and actions, a means-ends problem-solving
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FIGURE 1
Instructional Phase 1 for Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction

Set a Goal
Problem for Student to Solve: What is my Goal?

Student Question 1: What do I want to learn?
Teacher Objectives
* Enable students to identify specific strengths and instructional needs.
* Enable students to communicate preferences, interests, beliefs, and values.
¢ Teach students to prioritize needs.

Student Question 2: What do I know about it now?
Teacher Objectives
* Enable students to identify their current status in relation to the instructional need.
* Assist students to gather information about opportunities and barriers in their environments.

Student Question 3: What must change for me to learn what I don’t know?

Teacher Objectives

Student Question 4: What can I do to make this happen?
Teacher Objectives

* Enable students to decide if action will be focused toward capacity building, modifying the environment, or both.
* Support students to choose a need to address from prioritized list.

* Teach students to state a goal and identify criteria for achieving goal.

Note: Educational supports include: (a) student self-assessment of interests, abilities, and instructional needs; (b) awareness training;
(c) choice-making instruction; (d) problem-solving instruction; (e) decision-making instruction; and (f) goal-setting instruction.

a means-ends problem-solving sequence, that must be fol-
lowed for any person’s actions to produce results that satisfy
their needs and interests. Teachers implementing the model
teach students to solve a sequence of problems to construct a
means-ends chain-a causal sequence-that moves them from
where they are (an actual state of not having their needs and
interests satisfied) to where they want to be (a goal state of
having those needs and interests satisfied). Its function is to
reduce or eliminate the discrepancy between what students
want or need and what students currently have or know. We
construct this means-ends sequence by having students answer
the questions which connect their needs and interests to their
actions and results via goals and plans.

To answer the questions in this sequence, students must
regulate their own problem-solving by setting goals to meet
needs, constructing plans to meet goals, and adjusting ac-
tions to complete plans. Thus, each instructional phase poses a
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problem the student must solve (What is my goal? What is my
plan? What have I learned?) by, in turn, solving a series of prob-
lems posed by the questions in each phase. The four ques-
tions differ from phase to phase, but represent identical steps
in the problem-solving sequence. That is, students answer-
ing the questions must: (a) identify the problem, (b) identify
potential solutions to the problem, (c) identify barriers to solv-
ing the problem, and (d) identify consequences of each so-
lution. These steps are the fundamental steps in any problem-
solving process and they form the means-end problem-solv-
ing sequence represented by the student questions in each
phase and enable the student to solve the problem posed in each
instructional phase.

Because the model itself is designed for teachers
to implement, the language of the student questions is, in-
tentionally, not written to be understandable by every stu-
dent, nor does the model assume that students have life experi-
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FIGURE 2

Instructional Phase 2 for Self-Determined Learning Model of instruction

Teacher Objectives

Teacher Objectives

current status and self-identified goal status.

Teacher Objectives

Student Question 8: When will I take action?
Teacher Objectives

* Enable student to implement action plan.
* Enable student to self-monitor progress.

Take Action
Problem for Student to Solve: What is my Plan?

Student Question 5: What can I do to learn what 1 don’t know?

* Enable student to self-evaluate current status and self-identified goal status.

Student Question 6: What could keep me from taking action?

* Enable student to determine plan of action to bridge gap between self-evaluated

Student Question 7: What can I do to remove these barriers?

* Collaborate with student to identify most appropriate instructional strategies.
* Teach student needed student-directed learning strategies.

* Support student to implement student-directed learning strategies.

* Provide mutually agreed upon teacher-directed instruction.

* Enable student to determine schedule for action plan.

Note: Educational supports include: (a) self-scheduling; (b) self-instruction; (c) antecedent cue regulation; (d) choice-making
instruction; (e) goal-attainment strategies; (f) problem-solving instruction; (g) decision-making instruction; (h) self-advocacy
instruction; (i) assertiveness training; (j) communication skills training; and (k) self-monitoring.

ences that enable them to fully answer each question. The
student questions are written in first-person voice in a rela-
tively simple format with the intention that they are the start-
ing point for discussion between the teacher and the stu-
dent. Some students will learn and use all 12 questions as
they are written. Other students will need to have the ques-
tions rephrased to be more understandable. Still other stu-
dents, due to the intensity of their instructional needs, may
need to have the teacher paraphrase the questions for them.

The first time a teacher uses the model with a stu-
dent, the initial step in the implementation process is to read
the question with or to the student, discuss what the ques-
tion means and then, if necessary, change the wording to
enable that student to better understand the intent of the ques-
tion. Such wording changes must, however, be made such that
the problem-solving intent of the question remains intact.
For example, changing student question 1 from “What do I
want to learn?” to “What is my goal?” changes the nature of
the question. The teacher’s objectives associated with each
student question provide direction for possible wording
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changes. It is perhaps less important that actual changes in
the words occur than that students take ownership over the
process and adopt the question as their own, instead of hav-
ing questions imposed on them. Going through this process once
as the student progresses through the model should result in
a set of questions that a student accepts as his or her own.
The teacher objectives within the model are just
that-the objectives a teacher will be trying to accomplish by
implementing the model. In each instructional phase, the
objectives are linked directly to the student questions. These
objectives can be met by utilizing strategies provided in the
educational supports section of the model. The teacher ob-
jectives provide, in essence, a road map to assist the teacher
to enable the student to solve the problem stated in the stu-
dent question. For example, regarding the first student ques-
tion: (What do I want to learn?), teacher objectives linked to
this question comprise the activities in which students should
be engaged in order to answer this question. In this case, it
involves enabling students to, identify their specific
strengths and instructional needs; to identify and communi-
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FIGURE 3

Instructional Phase 3 for Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction

Student Question 9: What actoins have I taken?
Teacher Objectives

Student Question 10: What barriers have been removed?
Teacher Objectives

Teacher Objectives

given revised or retained goal.
* Assist student to change action plan if necessary.

Student Question 12: Do I know what I want to know?
Teacher Objectives

Adjust Goal or Plan
Problem for Student to Solve: What have I Learned?

* Enable student to self-evaluate progress toward goal achievement.

* Collaborate with student to compare progress with desired outcomes.
Student Question 11: What has changed about what I don’t know?
* Support student to reevaluate goal if progress is insufficient.

* Assist student to decide if goal remains the same or changes.
* Collaborate with student to identify if action plan is adequate or inadequate

* Enable student to decide if progress is adequate, inadequate, or if goal has been achieved.

Note: Educational supports include: (a) self-evaluation strategies; (b) choice-making instruction; (c¢) problem-solving instruction; (d)
decision-making instruction; (e) goal-setting instruction; (f) self-reinforcement strategies; (g) self-monitoring strategies; and (%) self-

recording strategies.

cate preferences, interests, beliefs and values; and to pri-
oritize their instructional needs. As teachers use the model
it is likely that they can generate more objectives that are
relevant to the question, and they are encouraged to do so.

The educational supports are not actually a part of
the model, per se, but are what Joyce and Weil (1980) refer
to as the model’s syntax- how the model is implemented.
However, because the implementation of this model requires
teachers to teach students to self-direct learning, we believe
it is important to identify some strategies and supports that
could be used to successfully implement the model. The
majority of these supports are derived from the self-man-
agement literature. As previously indicated, student-directed
learning strategies involve teaching students to modify and
regulate their own behavior. A variety of strategies, like
permanent prompts (antecedent cue regulation), self-in-
struction, self-monitoring, self-evaluation, self-reinforce-
ment, and goal setting, have been used to teach students,
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including students with significant disabilities, how to man-
age their own behavior.

The emphasis in the model on the use of instruc-
tional strategies and educational supports that are student-di-
rected provides another means of teaching students to teach them-
selves. As we have already indicated, teaching students to
use the student questions will teach them a self-regulated prob-
lem-solving strategy. Concurrently, teaching students to use
various student-directed learning strategies provides students
with another layer of skills that enable them to become the
causal agent in their lives.

As important as it is to utilize the student-directed
learning strategies, not every instructional strategy imple-
mented will be student-directed. The purpose of any model
of teaching is to promote student learning and growth. There
are circumstances in which the most effective instructional
method or strategy to achieve a particular educational out-
come will be a teacher-directed strategy. One misinterpreta
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tion of self-determination is that it is synonymous with inde-
pendent performance. That is, people misinterpret self-determi-
nation as meaning that you do everything yourself. However,
causal agents do not necessarily do everything for themselves,
but instead are the catalysts in making things happen in their
lives. Students who are considering what plan of action to im-
plement to achieve a self-selected goal can-in fact should-rec-
ognize that teachers have expertise in instructional strategies
and take full advantage of that expertise. For example, a student
may identify learning to drive as an instructional need, and iden-
tify his reading level as one barrier to achieving that end. To-
gether with his teacher, that student may decide that direct in-
struction in word attack skills is the best way to achieve the
literacy level he needs to take the driver’s test. The student re-
mains the causal agent in this process, even if he or she is not
using a student-directed learning strategy.

We have developed guides in the use of the model for
teachers working with adolescents (Wehmeyer, Agran,
Palmer, Mithaug, & Blanchard, 1998) and with children in early
elementary school (Palmer & Wehmeyer, 1998), and readers
are referred to these guides for more detail on model implemen-
tation. The remainder of this article reports findings from the
field test of the model. This field test was implemented to ex-
amine two aspects of the efficacy of the model. First, the intent
of any model of instruction is to support teachers to teach stu-
dents educationally relevant skills or knowledge. Thus, the first
level of evaluation of any instructional model is to show that
when teachers use the model, students achieve educationally
valuable goals. We have also hypothesized that in addition to
teaching educationally relevant goals, this model will have a
secondary effect of promoting student self-determination. The
field test of the model evaluated both aspects of the efficacy of
the model.

METHOD
Participants

To conduct a field test of The Self-Determined Learning Model
of Instruction, we recruited 21 teachers responsible for the
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instruction of adolescents receiving special education services
in two states (Texas and Wisconsin). Each teacher was asked to
identify at least one but no more than three students with whom
to implement the model. Teachers were nominated for partici-
pation in the project by district administrators, who were asked
to recommend experienced teachers who would have the ca-
pacity to implement the model effectively.

Teachers worked collaboratively with project staff to
identify students for involvement in the project. A total of 40
students (34 from Texas, 6 from Wisconsin) eventually received
instruction from teachers using the model. Thirteen of the stu-
dents were identified as having mental retardation (M age =
17.23, M 1Q = 55), 17 students had a learning disability (M age
=15.35, M 1Q = 88.29), and 10 students were identified as
having an emotional or behavioral disorder (M age = 14.2, M
IQ = 97.9). Concurrently, project staff in both states provided
intensive training to teachers on self-determination, student-di-
rected learning, and the model itself. Teachers were provided
with several resources (textbooks, journal articles) that provided
detailed information on using the various educational supports
and were provided ongoing technical assistance from project
staff to enable them to fully implement the model.

Once student selection was complete, teachers met
with the students to explain the intent of the instructional pro-
cess. Informed consent was obtained for all students involved
in the field test. Teachers then began using the model to teach
students. Since the model incorporates a student-directed goal
selection process, there was no attempt to identify which educa-
tional goals might be addressed using the model, and a wide
array of goals was selected for instruction. Students identified a
total of 43 goals to be addressed using the model, and three
students received instruction using the model on two goals. Of
the 43 goals, 10 focused on acquiring or modifying social
skills or knowledge, 13 focused on behavioral issues (compli-
ance with school procedures, controlling behavior in specific
circumstances, learning more adaptive behavior) and 20 ad-
dressed academic needs.
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Measurement

As was previously suggested, our evaluation focused on the
efficacy of the model to enable teachers to teach students edu-
cationally valuable skills and knowledge and to promote self-
determination. To achieve the first objective, we used the goal
attainment scaling (GAS) process. The GAS has been used to
measure goal attainment and to determine program effective-
ness (Kiresuk, Smith, & Cardillo, 1994) and has been ex-
tended to special education (Carr, 1979). According to Carr,
GAS “basically involves establishing goals and specifying a
range of outcomes or behaviors that would indicate progress
toward achieving those goals” (p. 89). The GAS scores were
determined by the following procedures.

Once students identified a goal, working through
the first phase of the model, the teacher met with a project staff
member to identify five possible goal outcomes for each goal
using a Spoint continuum ranging from the most unfavorable
possible outcome to the most favorable possible outcome. Such
goal outcomes are individually determined and can be de-
scribed in quantifiable (e.g., percentage of correct attempts)
or in less quantified (arrives to school with hair combed)
terms. Each point on the 5point scale is assigned a value, be-
ginning with -2 for the least favorable outcome, -1 for the
less (not least) favorable outcome, 0 points for acceptable
outcomes, +1 for favorable outcomes, and +2 for the most fa-
vorable outcome.

At the end of the instructional period (e.g., after
students had received instruction using the model), teachers
selected the outcome that best described the student’s progress
on the goal. Using a raw-score conversion key for GAS devel-
oped by Cardillo (1994), raw scores were converted to stan-
dardized T-scores (Kiresuk, Smith, & Cardillo, 1994) with a
mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The transformation
of the raw scores to a standardized score allows comparison
between goal areas across subjects independent of the particu-
lar goal area. When interpreting scores from the GAS, it is
important to note that the converted mean T-score value of
50 represents an acceptable outcome, where an “acceptable”
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outcome means that students learned the goal or skills to the
level expected by the teacher. Standardized scores of 40 or be-
low indicate that the student did not achieve an acceptable
outcome, and scores of 60 and above indicate that the student’s
progress exceeded expectations. The GAS scores for students
who worked on more than one goal were calculated by averag-
ing the standardized scores from the two goals.

The second area of measurement involved determin-
ing the degree to which instruction using the model enhanced
student self-determination. We used three measures to evaluate
this, and all students completed these measures prior to and af-
ter instruction. The first was The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale
(Wehmeyer & Kelchner, 1995), a self-report measure of self-
determination. This is a 72-item scale that provides data on each
of four essential characteristics of self-determination proposed
by Wehmeyer (1996a, 1998) as well as overall self-determina-
tion. Section 1 measures student autonomy, including the
student’s independence and the degree to which he or she
acts on the basis of personal be-liefs, values, interests, and
abilities. Higher scores on this section reflect increased au-
tonomy. The second section measures student self-regulation,
specifically in two subdomains: interpersonal cognitive prob-
lem-solving, and goal-setting and task performance. Higher
scores reflect effective social problem-solving and goaloriented
behaviors.

The third section of the scale is an indicator of psy-
chological empowerment. Students choose from items mea-
suring psychological empowerment using a forced-choice
method. High scores reflect positive perceptions of control.
The final section of The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale mea-
sures student self-realization, including self awareness and self-
knowledge. High scores reflect high levels of self-realization.

The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale was normed
with 500 students with and without cognitive disabilities in
rural, urban, and suburban school districts in five states. The
scale’s concurrent criterion-related validity was established by
showing relationships between The Arc’s Self-Determination
Scale and conceptually related measures. The scale had ad-
equate construct validity, including factorial validity estab-
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lished by repeated factor analyses, and discriminative validity
The scale had adequate internal consistency ((x = 90)
(Wehmeyer, 1996b). The scale has been used in several research
efforts with students with disabilities (Sands, Spencer, Gliner,
& Swaim, 1999; Zhang, 1998), including our own work in which
it was used to group students with disabilities leaving high
school according to relative self-determination status. This study
found that grouping students based on scores from The Arc’s
Self-Determination Scale predicted better adult outcomes 1 year
later (Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1997).

In addition to measuring global self-determination, we
were interested in measuring the degree to which students’ per-
ceptions of control in their lives changed as a result of instruc-
tion using the model. Each student completed, again both pre-
and postinstruction, the Adult Version of the Nowicki-
Strickland Internal-External Scale (ANS-IE; Nowicki & Duke,
1974). The ANS-IE consists of 40 items answered with a
“yes” or “no” and higher scores reflect more external orienta-
tions. The scale has reported split-half reliability figures rang-
ing from .74 to .86, with Test-Retest Reliability figures ranging
from .63 to .76. Although normed with adults without disabili-
ties, the instrument has been used to determine locus of con-
trol orientation for adolescents and adults with cognitive dis-
abilities (Wehmeyer, 1993a, 1994). Wehmeyer (1993b) deter-
mined that the factor structure of the ANSIE, when used with
individuals with mental retardation, was comparable to that for
youth and adults without disabilities and that the scale was reli-
able for use with individuals with mental retardation.

The last student indicator used was a questionnaire
examining student goal orientation. This questionnaire was
adapted from the American Institutes for Research (AIR) Self-
Determination Scale (Wolman, Campeau, Dubois, Mithaug, &
Stolarski, 1994). We selected six questions from the AIR scale
related to goal-oriented behavior to which students responded
“yes” or “no.” These questions are listed in Figure 4. Although
there has been no evaluation of the psychometric properties of
this questionnaire, responses were summarized only on an item-
by-item basis (described as follows) and there was no attempt to
compute a total score, or indeed any score, from this process.
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Because there are a number of teacher-related variables
which might impact the efficacy of the model, we also collected
information from 12 teachers in Texas regarding their prior use
of student-directed learning strategies, the utility of the techni-
cal supports provided, and their perceptions of the utility of the
model.

Analysis

Student GAS scores were calculated and results, including the
mean total score, were presented graphically. Analysis of vari-
ance by disability label was conducted on GAS scores to exam-
ine differences in model efficacy by disability category and by
type of goal (academic, social, or behavioral). Scores from
The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale and the ANS-IE were ana-
lyzed using a paired-samples T-test. Responses to the goals ques-
tionnaire were presented graphically.

RESULTS

Analysis of variance indicated no significant differences on
GAS scores between students grouped by disability label or
by type of goal. The mean GAS score for the total sample was
49.13 (SD = 14.063). Results showed that 25% of the stan-
dardized GAS scores equaled 50, while 30% of the scores
were higher than 50, indicating that teachers rated 25% of the
total number of goals on which students received instruction as
having been achieved as expected and rated progress on 30% of
the total goals as having exceeded expectations. Of the remain-
der, slightly more than 25% of the GAS scores were between 40
and 49, indicating that students made progress on their goal,
but did not fully achieve it, and just under 20% were rated as the
least favorable outcome, essentially indicating no progress on
the goal.

Paired-sample T-tests examining pre- and
postintervention differences on self-determination and percep-
tions of control indicated significant differences on both The
Arc’s Self-Determination Scale (p = .046) and the Nowicki-
Strickland locus of control scale (p = .029).
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FIGURE 4
Questions Comprising the Goals Questionnaire

Questions
Do you have any interests right now?
Do you have any goals right now?
Do you have any plans for meeting the goal you mentioned?
Do you know when you will meet your goal?
Have you thought about whether your plans are working or not?

Do you have ways at school to reach your goal?

In both cases, mean scores were more adaptive after instruction.
The mean score on The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale prior
to instruction was 94, with the mean score of 99 after instruc-
tion. The mean score on the locus of control scale prior to
instruction was 15.8, after instruction it was 14.1 (lower scores
are more adaptive). Figure 5 presents the percentage of “yes
responses to each question on the goals questionnaire before
and after instruction. Responses to teachers interviewed after
they had implemented the model are provided in Table 1.

DISCUSSION

The findings from the field test support the potential
utility of The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction
to assist teachers to enable students with disabilities to self-
regulate learning and to enhance self-determination. The
mean score for the GAS process was 49.13, showing that on
the average students receiving instruction using the model at-
tained the educationally relevant goals at the level expected
by the teacher. More than 30% of the teacher’s ratings of stu-
dent progress indicated that students had exceeded expecta-
tions in their goal achievement. Overall, slightly over 80% of
students made at least some progress toward their goal receiving
instruction using the model, and 55% achieved their goal or
exceeded it.

Even the fact that 45% of the goals fell short of the
“acceptable” level does not lead to the conclusion that the model
was ineffective or only slightly effective. Because of the time
limitations imposed by the project-driven field test, we asked
that students work completely through the model once. How-
ever, the model itself is set up to encourage adjustment to sev
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eral aspects of the process. We recognize that students with dis-
abilities often have limited experience with self-regulation, goal-
setting, and problem-solving. Given that the first phase of the
model enables teachers to support students to identify person-
ally valued instructional goals, it is more than likely that
many students will not select the right goal the first time
through the model. Likewise, students may not identify a fully
effective action plan the first time through the model. That is
why the third phase of the model encourages students to self-
evaluate their progress toward achieving their goal and, if they
determine that progress is inadequate, to evaluate whether the
lack of progress was due to an inappropriate goal, an ineffec-
tive action plan, or simply failure to implement their current
plan for a sufficient amount of time. As such, a certain
amount of “failure” might actually be expected as the stu-
dent works through the model the first time. Under circum-
stances that did not have the artificial time limitations of a field
test, students would either revise their goal, change their ac-
tion plan, or keep working on the goal.

That said, there are several factors that could im-
pact the model’s efficacy. First, teachers apply different models
based on the characteristics of the student and the content area,
but also on their own preferences and theoretical perspectives.
Not every model is a fit with every teacher. We believe that
The Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction will be
a good fit with many teachers, but hardly expect all teachers
to embrace it. However, teachers using the model who responded
to the questions were favorable in their responses to the model’s
potential benefit and its utility. Ten of the 12 teachers indi-
cated that students involved in instruction using the model
spontaneously approached them (the teachers) to discuss
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TABLE 1
Frequency of Responses from Teachers Who Used the Model

=

Teacher Questions

Yes

Have you ever used a self-management strategy in your classroom? 3 9

Have you received training to use self-management strategies?
Do students in your school attend IEP meetings?

Once students were involved in instruction, did they come
to you (unsolicited) to talk about their progress?

Will you continue to use the model next year?

Did you gain new teaching skills/knowledge as a result of
implementing the model?

progress on their goals. Eleven of the 12 indicated they gained
new knowledge or skills as a result of implementing the model,
and all 12 indicated they would continue to use the model
after the field test ended.

A second factor influencing efficacy involves
teacher familiarity with and training in the use of self-man-
agement and student-directed learning strategies. Only three of
the 12 teachers surveyed indicated that they had previous train-
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10 2

12 0

11 1

ing in using self-management strategies. Just as students will
become more efficient self-regulated problem-solvers as they
use and reuse the process, so too will teachers become more
effective with the model as they become better able to teach
self-management strategies like problem-solving or goal-set-
ting. The current study does not provide evidence one way or
the other as to the influence of these and other teacher vari-
ables on model efficacy, nor does it provide information about
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student and content-related factors that might influence efficacy,
although such research would be beneficial and should be part
of the future evaluation of the model.

In addition to suggesting that the model is education-
ally valid and effective, the field test also provided evidence
that students receiving instruction became more self-determined.
Students showed postintervention gains in self-determination
scores and had more adaptive perceptions of control. As Fig-
ure 5 showed, students completing the goals questionnaire
showed a consistent trend toward increased goal setting and at-
tainment capacity. There are many aspects of the model that
could have putative benefit to student self-determination. At
the most obvious level, students learn effective problem-solv-
ing and goal-setting skills. Additionally, students become more
aware of their interests, preferences, skills, and limitations. They
must become more effective decision makers, selecting from a
variety of options. They learn to self-regulate their behavior,
to implement actions to achieve goals, and to evaluate and
revise such actions as needed. As a function of their analysis of
the environments in which they learn, live, or work, they will
need to acquire self-advocacy, assertiveness, and leadership skills
if they are to remove barriers that prohibit them from achieving
self-selected goals. The model provides a means of getting stu-
dents actively involved in the totality of their educational pro-
gram and, presumably, will promote a greater commitment to
that program by the student.

This field test also suggested that the model has
utility across a variety of disability categories. There were no
significant differences in GAS scores by disability label. We
believe that the flexibility of the model process, both in enabling
teachers to work with students to reword questions and the use
of a wide array of educational supports makes the model appro-
priate for students with and without disabilities and, indeed,
across a wide age range as well. We are currently implement-
ing the model with students with disabilities in the early el-
ementary years (Palmer & Wehmeyer, 1998) and with transi-
tion age youth with significant disabilities (Agran, Blanchard,
& Wehmeyer, in press). That said, a slightly higher percentage
of students with mental retardation had GAS standardized scores
0f'40 or below than did either students with learning disabilities
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or emotional disorders. This probably indicates the need for
students with mental retardation to have more time to work
through the process, including revising goals and action plans
as necessary. Despite this, almost 60% of students with men-
tal retardation achieved or exceeded their goals, providing evi-
dence that many students with mental retardation will benefit
from this instruction.

Another benefit of the model is that students expressed
their interest in and satisfaction with the model and its out-
comes. Many students indicated that they liked setting their
own goals and would continue to do so. One student said
that she “learned how to make choices and decisions about how
to control myself” and concluded that “it felt good and it will
help me later on.” A 14-year-old student indicated that he
“learned about myself, that I could do anything if I tried.” A 16-
year-old with mental retardation stated, “This was one of the
few times I have been able to make some decisions about what
I want to learn to do at school. I’'m proud of what I did this
year, and next year I want to do as well.” Teachers indicated
similar support for the model, suggesting that it provided a use-
ful way to get students to set goals. One teacher also noted
that she learned that “students are very capable of setting their
own goals and achieving them. The goals mean a lot more when
they set them themselves.”

Finally, the model seems to have applicability across a
wide range of educational content areas as well, as there were
no significant differences in GAS scores based on goal #ype.
Again, future research will need to examine what content areas
might be best approached using the model, and the model is
clearly not the best approach for teaching all subjects. Nonethe-
less, the model has the appeal of addressing a wide number of
educational content areas and, in so doing, enables students
to become more self-determined and, ultimately, causal agents
in their lives.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
Promoting student self-determination is a complex process that

will require a variety of educational activities across the student’s
educational experience. Such efforts will include active student
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involvement in educational planning and decision making, tar-
geted instruction in component elements of self-determination
(problem-solving, goal setting, decision making, etc.), and op-
portunities to express preferences, make choices, and learn
about individual strengths and limitations. Educators need a
variety of supports to enable them to succeed in this endeavor,
from access to curricular and assessment materials and training,
to administrative support, and there are more such supports avail-
able for use in the classroom (see Field et al., 1998; Wehmeyer,
Agran, & Hughes, 1998, for practice-based suggestions for pro-
moting self-determination). The Self-Determined Learning
Model of Instruction was developed to provide an additional
piece of that process, a teaching model that provides a pro-
cess by which teachers can promote self-regulated problem-solv-
ing and enhance self-determination.

The model is, in and of itself, not a curriculum and
should not be seen as such. We have included instructional sup-
ports and strategies as a component of the model to provide
educators concrete ways to implement the model. The model
provides a process that teachers can use and adapt to their own
professional preferences and instructional strengths. There are
a wide array of instructional activities that could be implemented
within the context of the model and teachers could develop
curricular materials to support their implementation of the model.
Our suggestions with relation to instructional strategies are just
that, suggestions.

Additionally, we do not assume that students have
to have specific prerequisites, cognitive or otherwise, to receive
instruction using the model. Students who are already more
accomplished with problem-solving, decision making, and so
forth will be able to more independently use the model. How-
ever, even students whose life experiences have been very lim-
ited and who have limited capacity around problem-solving,
goal-setting, and so forth will benefit from instruction using
the model because they will be exposed to these key activities
and, through repeated use of the model, should become bet-
ter able to do these activities.
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The success of the model, like other models, is de-
pendent upon the person implementing it. One important as-
pect of implementing The Self-Determined Learning Model
of Instruction is the process of working with students to make
the questions more understandable to them, and to create a sense
of ownership over those questions. Teachers implementing the
model will use a variety of skills: teaching and instructional
skills, facilitation skills, and advocacy skills. In a sense, the model
provides a structure for educators to hone their skills in sup-
porting student-directed learning, as much as it provides a means
of teaching students. This is, however, an outcome that many
teachers believe is important. It is, not coincidentally, also some-
thing that most state and local schools believe is important. State
and local performance standards often include multiple stan-
dards and performance goals related to students exhibiting
problem-solving, decision-making, and goal-setting skills as well
as focusing on students’ communicating their interests and
preferences and articulating the match between their strengths
and particular domains, such as employment. The model was
designed for all students, and can be implemented as a means to
enhance student access to the general curriculum and to pro-
mote inclusion.
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