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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine if teachers 

of low vision children with concomitant disabilities were 

influenced by the results of two kinds of functional vision 

assessments, isolated and conteA~ual. Teachers wrote 72 

activities to teach vision use, which were classified by the 

raters as isolated or contextual and judged by the experts 

as appropriate or inappropriate for instruction. six 

teachers selected were certified to teach children with low 

vision, six were certified to teach children in another area 

of special education. 

The investigator and two raters reached a 79% level of 

agreement for classification of the activities as isolated 

or contextual. Three of four experts reached a 68% level of 

agreement for judgments of appropriate and inappropriate for 

teacher activities. The judgments of appropriate activities 

were analyzed to determine if school setting, teacher 

preference for one kind of assessment, teacher preparation 

for instructing children with low vision, teacher 

preparation for using functional vision assessments and 

years of teaching experience significantly influenced the 

judgments of appropriateness for activities written by 

teachers. 
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Results of the study indicated that teachers with and 

without certification in vision were rated as writing more 

isolated than contextual activities regardless of the kind 

of assessment instrument used. Teachers certified in vision 

received about the same number of judgments of appropriate 

for activities written as the result of both assessments. 

Teachers not certified in vision received more judgments of 

appropriate for activities written from contextual 

assessment results. There were no significant differences 

in the number of expert judgments of appropriate activities 

for teachers as related to the five variables of preference 

for a kind of assessment, school setting, years teaching 

experience, preparation for using a functional vision 

assessment, and preparation for teaching children with low 

vision. Further research is needed to investigate the use 

of contextual and isolated activities in instructing 

children and to educate teachers to write contextually based 

vision activities. Teachers need instruction in how to 

recognize, label and use the dimensions of appropriate 

(visual performance abilities and the chronological age of 

the child) as related to visual instructional activities. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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A major impetus affecting the trend of low vision 

development and intervention was Natalie Barraga's (1964) 

landmark study on vision utilization. Eleven subjects 

showed increased visual behavior through systematic training 

on use of low vision for a thirty hour period. This study 

brought attention to the possibility of training individuals 

to make better use of visual information. The importance of 

efficient use of vision cannot be over emphasized. 

Enhancement of low vision is fundamental to the development 

of a wide range of meaningful skills for those having visual 

impairments. 

Prior to the recognition that vision use could be 

enhanced, experts in the field recommended that students 

with a visual impairment spend time alternating close eye 

work with visual rest periods (Hathaway, 1959). Specially 

educated teachers taught in sight conservation classes and 

encouraged students to preserve their vision through minimal 

use (Corn, 1986). The emphasis was in sight preservation, 

not use. 

Due to the critical role of vision in all areas of 

development, i.e. cognitive/concept, social/emotional, 

gross/fine motor skills (Warren, 1984), the consistent use 
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of low vision became a major educational concern of 

professionals who provide services to children with visual 

impairments. The significance of Barraga's landmark study 

for children with low vision (but with no additional 

handicapping conditions) lay in its demonstration that 

visual efficiency is a dynamic process, not a static entity. 

Development of visual efficiency is "contingent upon 

physiological, psychological, intellectual and environmental 

factors for this population of low vision individuals" 

(Barraga, Collins, & Hollis, 1977). The efficacy of this 

work for children under age three who are visually impaired 

or those of any age with vision impairment and concomitant 

disabilities, however, has not yet been demonstrated (Goetz 

& Gee, 1987b). 

statement of the Problem 

A functional vision assessment is recognized as an 

important component of an educational evaluation for 

children with visual impairment. However, appropriate 

procedures for performing functional vision assessments of 

children with visual and concomitant disabilities are 

sometimes difficult to select. The difficulty in selecting 

an appropriate procedure occurs because the population of 

children with visual and concomitant disabilities is defined 

as those with low vision, mental retardation, and physical 

limitations that do not preclude interactions with the 



environment. These children do not respond to traditional 

means of vision testing such as using eye charts to 

determine visual acuities and cooperating with individuals 

to get reliable vision evaluation results. 
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According to a recent American Foundation for the Blind 

pamphlet (1987), "Low vision means a person's visual acuity 

is 20/50 or less. Acuity describes the amount of detail a 

given individual sees compared to what a person with normal 

vision sees. If a person has 20/50 acuity, it means he can 

see at 20 feet that which someone with 'normal' vision can 

see at 50 feet. A person is also said to have low vision if 

he can only see a 40-20 degree field, or less, in his best 

eye. Visual field refers to how great an area a person can 

see and is measured, in degrees, as an angle." Mental 

retardation refers to the mental abilities of children who 

have IQs in the mild to profound range (Grossman, 1977). 

Such children are considered trainable to educable for 

learning as measured by standardized psychoeducational 

assessments. Children who can walk with assistance (i.e., 

walker, crutches or support from another person) but do not 

use wheelchairs are also included in this study as are those 

with mental retardation and visual problems. 

Traditionally, the approach toward assessing functional 

use of vision of children with visual and concomitant 

disabilities has been characterized by taking them out of 
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the daily routine of activities in the home, classroom or 

community and testing visual skills in an environment 

contrived by the examiner. This approach is referred to as 

an isolated functional vision assessment. For example, the 

examiner generally is directed to identify a testing 

environment in which to perform the functional vision 

assessment (Langley, 1980). "The evaluator should select a 

small room with indirect lighting and preferably one that is 

carpeted. • • • The area in which the child is being 

assessed should not be more brightly illuminated than other 

areas of the room" (Langley, 1980, p. 7). This environment, 

according to specific manual administration instructions, is 

to be free of distractions be it in the classroom or the 

home. The visual tasks that the child will be asked to 

perform are predetermined by the author in the manual of the 

specific assessment instrument used. 

Some advantages of using an isolated functional vision 

assessment approach are that the examiner can collect some 

baseline information about the child's visual abilities to 

further determine if any other assessment procedures are 

necessary. The nature of this procedure allows the examiner 

to determine if any visual responses are present and how 

well the child can use such vision. 

The isolated functional vision assessment may give 

information about how a child could use vision, especially 
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children with minimal visual responsiveness. The visual 

skills tested are similar to those tested by pediatric 

ophthalmologists. For example, pupillary response, 

convergence, and shift of gaze skills provide results for a 

common language to communicate with health professionals. 

A disadvantage of using the isolated approach is that 

the situation in which the testing is done is contrived. 

During the test situation, the child is to perform a visual 

skill, if he can, on examiner request. This type of 

procedure does not take into account the motivational levels 

of the child. Furthermore, the examiner should not make an 

assumption that the child can automatically generalize 

visual skills observed in the test situation to non-test 

settings (stokes & Baer, 1977). The overall effectiveness 

of the isolated vision assessment on instruction is 

unsupported by research data (Lundervold, Lewin, & Irwin, 

1987; Hall & Bailey, 1989). 

A different approach for testing functional use of 

vision of children with visual and concomitant disabilities 

is characterized by observing how a child uses vision while 

performing daily routine activities within home, school and 

community environments. This approach is referred to as a 

contextual functional vision assessment. For this 

assessment, the child's use of vision is observed within the 

activities that occur naturally throughout the child's day. 
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Goetz and Gee (1987a, 1987b) hypothesized that this type of 

functional vision assessment could and should lead to the 

incorporation of functional vision skills into an individual 

educational program and into activities surrounding the 

daily routine of the child. The incorporation of these 

skills is possible because a child's individual functional 

activities that occur naturally throughout the child's day 

are observed. The child practices the newly learned vision 

skills in daily routines to facilitate generalization of 

these skills to other contexts. Practicing these skills 

promotes an understanding of how to use the new skills and 

provide functional concrete meaningful situations for the 

child. 

The goal of a contextual vision assessment is to 

identify the situations in which the child will be most 

motivated and most likely to respond accurately to visual 

stimuli in the typical environment. This type of functional 

vision assessment does not require the child to leave the 

activity or environment. The child's functional use of 

vision is determined by watching him perform tasks within 

activities that are meaningful and require some use of 

vision. 

One disadvantage of using a contextual approach is that 

it may be difficult for the examiner to obtain an 

understanding of the child's visual status and what visual 
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behaviors that child lacks unless the activity is observed 

several times. Once the need for vision in a particular 

activity has been identified, the examiner must further 

analyze the activity. This is necessary to determine 

exactly what steps of the activity require vision use and 

what visual skills are needed. These determinations may be 

used to plan intervention activities. 

Traditionally, vision specialists have been trained to 

perform isolated functional vision assessments by removing 

the child with visual and concomitant disabilities from 

routine activities. This approach identifies the absence of 

certain visual skills but in a context removed from the 

child's daily routine of activities. Horner, McDonnell and 

Bellamy (1986) contended that education for these children 

is only relevant to the extent that knowledge and behaviors 

become a part of their daily routine. Functional behaviors 

are those behaviors that children can learn to use 

immediately to perform leisure, social, educational and 

self-help activities. Horner, et al. (1986) state that 

"functional behaviors have the greatest effect on a 

student's lifestyle when they are taught as 'generalized 

responses', that is, responses that are performed reliably 

across the range of natural environments and situations that 

the student encounters in his day-to-day activity" (p. 290). 

The contextual approach to functional vision assessment 
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identifies the presence and absence of functional visual 

skills within meaningful activities across a range of 

environments. Use of vision might be targeted within these 

activities to promote generalized learning across a range of 

natural environments in typical daily activities. 

This study will explore the influence of two different 

kinds of functional vision assessment results on teachers' 

vision instructional activities and determine if contextual 

activities are considered more appropriate (as some authors 

suggest) than isolated activities. 

Need for Research 

studies are needed to determine if assessment results 

make a difference in the kinds of activities planned by 

teachers to enhance their students' visual functioning. 

Traditionally, vision stimulation has been the most 

common curricular approach to teaching children with visual 

and concomitant disabilities (Downing & Bailey, 1990; Goetz 

& Gee, 1987a, 1987b; Lundervold et al., 1987). The vision 

stimulation techniques are derived from results of 

functional vision assessments often performed in isolation 

of the child's daily routine. 

After teachers have the results of the assessments, 

they often encourage their students to practice basic visual 

behaviors such as fixation, refixation, tracking, and 

scanning. Vision stimulation refers to the noncontingent 
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presentation of visually interesting stimulus items such as 

blinking lights or colored mobiles (Barraga, 1970; 

Ficociello, 1974). The underlying assumption is that visual 

displays will elicit a visual response and thus motivate the 

child to become visually attentive, thereby increasing 

visual efficiency. Despite widespread popularity, the 

vision stimulation programming techniques are based upon 

isolated functional vision assessments and hold little 

validity for teaching visual behaviors (Hatlen & Goetz, 

1981). 

Though teachers spend considerable time devising and 

implementing isolated visual activities for their students, 

there may be little benefit to their stUdents. These 

students may be practicing visual skills in ways that do not 

facilitate understanding or provide meaning for them. 

If the teachers planned visual skills that were in 

conjunction with other tasks that the student needed to 

perform as a part of his daily routine (i.e., in context), 

perhaps these skills would be practiced in ways that do 

facilitate understanding and generalization (e.g., a child 

may need to visually localize a spoon, reach and grasp, 

scoop food). However, neither hypothesis above has been 

supported through research. 

Teaching visual behaviors is presumed to involve more 

than just vision stimulation or the provision of 
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opportunities to receive input through vision (Goetz & Gee, 

1987). Therefore, research is needed to determine if the 

assessment results influence the types of instructional 

activities that teachers plan for children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities. Practitioners need to determine 

if activities written from contextual vision assessments are 

more relevant and appropriate than those written from 

isolated functional vision assessments for use in the 

classroom, home, and community environments. 

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of the study is threefold: 

1. To determine if the types of instructional vision 

activities written by teachers certified in vision and 

in other areas of special education for children with 

low vision and concomitant disabilities are influenced 

by the results of two different kinds of functional 

vision assessments (isolated or contextual). Raters 

will classify each activity as isolated or contextual 

given definitions of each kind of instruction. 

2. To determine if the activities written for the children 

are judged to be appropriate for a given child by a 

panel of experts and if appropriate activities are more 

likely to be derived from one assessment more than 

another. An expert will judge an activity to be 

appropriate if: 



a. The activity is within the visual performance 

ability of the child. 

b. The activity represents visual efficiency 

training. 
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c. The level of difficulty of the activity is within 

the child's mental ability. 

d. The activity is suited to the environmental 

demands of the child. 

e. The activity is within the range of skills for the 

child's chronological age. 

3. To determine if a relationship exists among the 

following factors and the number of appropriate 

activities written by the two sets of teachers: 

a. school setting 

b. years of teaching experience 

c. preference for a kind of functional vision 

assessment 

d. preparation for using a functional vision 

assessment 

e. preparation for teaching children with low vision 

Research Questions 

This study will answer the following research 

questions: 



1. What proportion of vision activities as written by 

certified and noncertified teachers in the area of 

visual impairment are isolated as judged by three 

independent raters? 

2. What proportion of vision activities as written by 

certified and noncertified teachers in the area of 

visual impairment are contextual as judged by three 

independent raters? 

3. What proportion of activities judged appropriate and 

inappropriate by a panel of experts were written from 

Isolated Assessment test results? 

4. What proportion of activities judged appropriate and 

inappropriate by a panel of four experts were written 

from contextual Assessment test results? 

5. Is there a significant difference in the number of 

overall judgments of appropriate activities made by 

experts for teachers as related to the factors of: 

a. school setting 

b. years of teaching experience 

c. preference for a kind of functional vision 

assessment 

d. preparation for using a functional vision 

assessment 
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e. preparation for teaching children with low vision 



Significance of the Study 

This study will help to determine if the results of 

functional vision assessment influence teachers in their 

planning of vision instructional activities and if the 

activities are judged to be pertinent to the daily routine 

activities of the children in the study. 
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Best educational practices for children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities emphasize instruction within the 

context of functional activities that regularly occur in a 

child's home, school community, recreational, and vocational 

environments (Meyer, Eichinger, Park-Lee, 1987; Falvey, 

1989; Snell, 1987). Learning to use one's vision is an 

important basic skill required in many daily activities for 

a child with visual and concomitant disabilities. 

Instruction in learning how to use vision is based on 

prior knowledge of a child's strengths and limitations in 

using vision. This prior knowledge is gathered through 

observation, and formal or informal assessment of the 

child's functional use of vision. 

Experts will judge which activities are most 

appropriate for children with visual and concomitant 

disabilities. The experts selected will meet the following 

criteria: 1) they will have worked as teachers of students 

with visual and concomitant disabilities for a minimum of 

five years; 2) their supervisors will have evaluated their 
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teaching abilities as 'above average' and/or, they will have 

had experience as teacher evaluators. The experts may find 

that isolated functional vision activities are more 

appropriate for a child with visual and concomitant 

disabilities. Conversely, the contextual functional vision 

activities or a combination of the two may be judged to best 

meet the educational needs of the children participating in 

this study. 

The findings of the study should influence the types of 

vision assessments that are used, the types of instructional 

activities written by teachers, and present and future 

practices for training teachers and for teaching children 

with visual and concomitant disabilities. Such information 

can assist professionals who serve these children and their 

families. Findings of the study could have an impact on 

university level teacher education programs, residential 

school programs, local educational agencies, and any group 

of professionals having a role in the provision of 

appropriate services to children with visual and concomitant 

disabilities. 

Assumptions 

certain propositions that practically cannot be 

verified for the purposes of this study comprise assumptions 

made by the investigator. 
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1. The instruments are considered to be valid for the 

purposes of answering the questions of the study. 

Also, they are assumed to be representative of 

what currently exists in the field to assess 

functional use of vision in children with visual 

and concomitant disabilities. 

2. The children selected as subjects in this study 

are assumed to be representative of the population 

of the children with visual and concomitant 

disabilities. 

3. The investigator's final assumption is that when 

children's visual losses warrant a functional 

vision assessment, a primary individual education 

program goal will be the enhancement of functional 

use of vision or little need would exist to do the 

assessment and plan an educational program based 

upon the assessment. 

Limitations 

1. This study will focus on teacher planned vision 

instructional activities for children based on the 

results of two different types of functional 

vision assessments. How teachers respond to 

results of other functional vision assessments 

will not be comparably represented. 
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2. It is not within the cont~xt of this study to 

systematically investigate the kinds of training 

the participating teachers have had for working 

with children with vision and concomitant 

disabilities. Teachers who were trained primarily 

in a developmental model, which emphasizes the 

mastery of skills within a hierarchical continuum, 

may be predisposed to writing instructional 

activities that reflect that model. Conversely, 

teachers trained in a functional model, which 

emphasizes the mastery of skills within 

individualized and age appropriate activities in 

the home, classroom and community environments, 

may write functional contextual activities because 

of their training. 

3. The study is limited to a small number of teachers 

in Arizona whose experience and ability to write 

appropriate instructional activities from 

assessment results may not be representative of 

similarly situated teachers on a national basis. 

Definitions of Terms 

Appropriate vision Activity. As judged by experts; 

instruction is within the visual performance ability of the 

child, representing visual efficiency training. The level 

of the activity must be within the range of the child's 
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mental ability and chronological age. The activity is also 

within the child's environmental demands. 

contextual Instruction. Instruction that targets a 

child's use of vision to promote independence within typical 

and age appropriate activities. 

Functional Vision Assessment. An observational 

procedure that determines how the child uses vision in daily 

activities and/or under specific conditions. 

Isolated Instruction - Instruction that targets a 

child's use of vision exclusive of what the child is 

expected to do within typical and age appropriate 

activities. 

Transdisciplinary Teaming. Professionals from several 

disciplines such as vision, mental retardation, physical and 

occupational therapy collaboratively interact to address a 

child's specific needs. Direct intervention roles may be 

released to one or two primary facilitators. Reciprocal 

communication among all team members occurs to form 

consensual decisions about programming for the child. 

Visual Efficiency Tasks. Tasks that require vision for 

near and distance work, static and moving objects. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This review of the literature provides background for 

the study of the influence of functional vision assessments 

on special education teachers when planning instructional 

activities to enhance vision usage of students with visual 

and concomitant disabilities. Vision assessment 

instruments, both isolated and contextual, and the ability 

of the teachers to interpret the results of assessments 

will be explored. 

Current and experimental practices in the instruction 

of students with low vision and concomitant disabilities 

will be summarized, with special emphasis on 

transdiscip1inary team interventions. Relevance of 

assessments to helping a child learn to use vision and 

helping that child generalize learned visual skills to 

different environments will also be targeted. 

Vision Assessment Instruments 

Prior to research on vision efficiency (Barraga, 1964), 

little attention was given to how vision was used. Emphasis 

was on preserving vision and visual acuity measurements. 

The VES (Visual Efficiency Scale, Barraga, 1970) altered the 

direction of assessments. The measurement of lack of vision 

changed to the measurement of the use of vision. When the 
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revised VES became the DAP (Diagnostic Assessment Procedure, 

Barraga, 1980), the evaluation of vision as a skill that 

could be improved began. The DAP was published with an 

accompanying Design for Instruction. The Design for 

Instruction is a curriculum to remediate weak areas of 

visual skills that can be improved with systematic 

instruction. The DAP and Design for Instruction became an 

accepted educational program for students with low vision 3 

to 7 years of age. 

Barraga's work does not measure visual functioning for 

children under age 3 who are visually impaired or children 

of any age with vision impairment and concomitant 

disabilities (Goetz & Gee, 1987b). Researchers have 

developed alternative methods of assessment. The following 

two sections describe the two assessment methods most widely 

used. 

Isolated Functional Vision Assessment 

A myriad of isolated functional vision assessment 

instruments are available for determining functional use of 

vision of children with visual impairment and concomitant 

disabilities (Smith & cote, 1982; Ficociello, 1979; Jose, 

1983). When a functional vision assessment is performed 

with this population of children, it is most often 

accomplished with inventories such as the Functional Vision 

Inventory for the Multiply and Severely Handicapped 
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(Langley, 1980), or Look at Me (Smith & Cote, 1982). One 

study of functional vision assessment of children with 

visual and concomitant disabilities indicated that persons 

working with this population used medical sources of 

information to describe visual functioning of these children 

(Buultjens & Aitkens, 1987). These authors expressed a lack 

of confidence in the formal methods available to generate 

practical information about children's visual functioning. 

In this study, Buultjens and Aitken (1987) identified 116 

children having visual and concomitant disabilities through 

a parental questionnaire. Fifty of the children were 

selected randomly for the study. The psychologists 

responsible for assessing the educational requirements of 

these children responded to a questionnaire for each child. 

The respondents' results indicated a heavy reliance on 

medical sources (e.g., eye doctor recommendations) and a 

lack of confidence in the formal methods available for 

assessing the vision of the children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities. These children typically do not 

respond to traditional eye testing me.~hods (actual charts) 

and reliable results may be obscured. 

One conclusion of the study was that assessment is only 

meaningful if the information gained through structured 

observation enables the child, family, and school to make 

best use of the child's vision. The respondents more often 
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used observational rather than formal methods to gain 

information about the children's visual functioning. The 

circumstances within which the observations occurred were 

not reported in the study. It can be inferred from the type 

of recommendations incorporated into the children's 

educational programs (tracking, scanning, eye-hand 

coordination exercises) that the types of instruments used 

were probably isolated functional vision assessment 

instruments. 

Results of these instruments yield indicators of the 

child's ability to use vision in a test setting. However, 

these instruments may not be an effective way to identify 

skills and deficits in normalized settings and activities. 

Many children with low vision and concomitant disabilities 

may not be motivated to perform or see a purpose for 

responding to traditional methods of testing. The lack of 

desire to respond may occur more frequently if the child is 

unfamiliar with the test setting. Because test data are not 

always related to the educational needs of the child with 

visual and concomitant disabilities, they may not assist 

teachers in their need to incorporate instruction of vision 

skills within an appropriate educational program. Tests are 

often designed for use with children much younger than those 

actually tested and are not age appropriate. These 

instruments assess an individual's use of vision in 
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isolation, outside of the child's daily routine and, may not 

relate to the child's usual (typical) living environments. 

Using an isolated functional vision assessment, the 

examiner generally is directed to identify a testing 

environment to perform the functional vision assessment. 

This environment, according to specific manual 

administration instructions, is to be free of distractions 

be it the classroom or the home. The examiner has the 

ability to control the illumination, present objects at 

specified distances and angles, and position the child in 

certain ways to elicit best possible visual functions. 

Rather discrete visual abilities, (e.g., visual 

awareness, orienting toward a stimulus, following with head 

and eyes, acuities at distance and at nearpoint visual 

fields measurements, muscle balance, light and color 

perception) are evaluated through the isolated functional 

vision assessment approach. The information obtained on the 

child's visual abilities may provide a basis for further 

evaluation procedures such as an optometric and/or 

occupational therapy evaluation. In some cases, the 

isolated functional vision assessment approach may test 

visual perceptual abilities if the child has the mental 

ability and uses his vision for more difficult visual tasks. 

The tasks that the child performs are predetermined 

according to the manual of the isolated functional vision 
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assessment protocol. For example, the child may be asked to 

stack rings on a stacking cone, stack cups or put forms into 

a formboard puzzle. If the child completes these tasks, 

then the examiner has some baseline information about the 

child's visual perceptual skills within this particular 

environment. However, if the child doesn't perform the 

activity, the examiner mayor may not obtain information on 

visual abilities. 

At whatever level the child performs visual perceptual 

skills, the interplay of visual perception and cognition 

occurs commensurate with the child's cognitive abilities. 

. . . . Looking is a psychological process 

dependent upon experience and cognition. When a 

child looks at an object, s/he combines perceptual 

and conceptual operations to attend to visual 

stimuli with purposeful interpretation of their 

meaning. • • • One cannot respond to something 

that s/he cannot interpret, and thus, cannot 

function visually beyond his/her own perceptual 

and cognitive levels (Langley, 1980, p. 2). 

The use of an isolated vision assessment may not 

indicate a need for training in skills that generalize to 

the typical living environments of the child. Using the 

results of the isolated assessment instrument, the child is 

taught a skill under certain prescribed conditions that do 
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not reflect normal environments and do not require visual 

responses to engage in a meaningful activity. The 

information that the teacher records does not describe the 

child's visual functioning across objects or materials. The 

natural consequences of performing an act, in a variety of 

settings, is diminished by training in isolated skills in an 

isolated setting (Haring, 1988). 

A commonly used functional vision assessment that tests 

the previously discussed visual abilities is the Functional 

Vision Inventory ,for the Multiply & Severely Handicapped 

(Langley, 1980). The test items are typically administered 

out of the context of meaningful activities for the child. 

For example, the examiner may choose a low illumination area 

such as the bathroom to use lights and other shiny objects 

to get the child to visually respond. The assessment is 

conducted under conditions that are replicable. The 

examiner can adapt the artificial environment by changing 

the illumination and by using different sizes and colors of 

stimuli. The visual stimuli are placed where the child can 

best "see" them according to preferred distance and visual 

field. The results of the assessment are intended to 

indicate best educational vision programming strategies for 

the child. However, these special conditions, such as 

illumination and visual stimuli, may have little if any 

relationship to the child's visual needs within the contexts 



of typical activities in school, home or community 

environments. 
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Another variable the examiner can manipulate to assess 

functional use of vision is the physical position of the 

child. The best physical position for assessing functional 

use of vision is determined by the child's ability to sit 

supported, to lay on one side or the other of the body or on 

the stomach as recommended by the physical therapist or 

teacher. For instance, symmetrical positioning of the child 

with cerebral palsy or low muscle tone is important to 

permit maximum focusing and tracking abilities (Langley, 

1980). 

After ensuring that the child is in the best physical 

position to elicit visual responses, the examiner looks at 

the child's eye structures and responses for any 

abnormalities that indicate deficient vision. Reflexive 

reactions (pupillary reaction to light, eye blink reflex in 

response to an oncoming object, and nystagmus movements) are 

observed to reveal structural defects and behaviors 

indicative of a visual impairment. Eye movements, near and 

far vision acuity, visual field defects and color, form and 

depth perception are observed by presenting the child with 

opportunities to manipulate objects of various sizes and 

presenting other objects at various distances (Smith & cote, 

1982). 
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These manipulations may have little relationship to 

what the child is expected to do in the classroom or home 

setting. All of these components are included in the test 

protocol and must be administered in prescribed ways to 

determine if a visual impairment is interfering with the 

child's learning process and to plan intervention strategies 

that will enable the child to use vision in the context of 

his usual and customary environments. 

contextual Functional Vision Assessment 

The contextual method of testing functional vision 

stresses the importance of observing visual behaviors during 

meaningful activities for the child in school and typically 

frequented environments (Downing & Bailey, 1990). The 

procedure allows the examiner to become a part of the 

natural setting for the child while observing and describing 

the child's routine of initiating and completing a task, 

including moving to the task, performing it and then exiting 

from the task. 

Several sources of information are reviewed before 

assessing the child in the context of ongoing activities. 

These include parent and teacher interviews, and review of 

medical and school records, previous individual educational 

programs and any results of clinical instruments that have 

measured visual responses (Browder, 1987). Results of these 

inventories collectively help to establish guidelines for 



observing children within their individualized, contextual 

environments. 
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A contextual vision assessment employs an observation 

system to record visual behavior in conjunction with other 

basic skills that are critical to a child's performance of 

daily life activities (Downing & Bailey, 1990; Goetz & Gee, 

1987a, 1987b). For example, a child's ability to shift gaze 

between a cup and a plate of food would be observed during 

the child's meal times instead of presenting two identical 

objects and shaking them to get the child's visual attention 

and shift of gaze behavior. The general environmental 

descriptors of the contextual vision assessment protocol 

sheet include the child's use of natural, visual cues in the 

environment to begin performance of a task and follows the 

task sequence in the activity routine. 

Goetz and Gee (1987a) have developed the contextual 

Sensory Vision Assessment and contend that it is "based on 

the premise that visual skills are used most often in 

conjunction with another behavior - not in isolation" (p. 

2). A parent interview is conducted to find out which of 

the child's activities are most important to the family and 

the child. These activities are then considered according 

to the family's desire to see their child assessed for use 

of vision within each activity. Assessment steps include 

summarizing all interview and clinical information and then 
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selecting activities and environments for analysis. Each 

activity is analyzed to identify the sequence of steps in 

the activity routine, the natural environmental cues for 

performance of each part of the sequence, and the visual 

skills required to perform the activity. For example, one 

usually looks in order to do something (e.g., pick up a 

spoon, hand up a coat, locate a toy, playa game). The goal 

of instruction is to increase the use of visual skills in 

conjunction with other functional behaviors, and establish 

generalized understanding of the task. 

Skills instruction occurring in natural settings and 

opportunities to use vision in new settings to solve 

problems will enhance the generalization abilities of the 

child. Haring (1988) stated that generalization is 

appropriate responding in untrained situations. To ensure 

that a response is controlled by consequences in natural 

environments, methods of training children with low vision 

and concomitant disabilities must teach skills which allow 

students to use the natural reinforcers in an efficient way. 

Advocacy for training directly in environments in which 

behavior is expected to occur is increasing (Neel et al., 

1983). The expectation that generalization will occur after 

training in isolated skills has been replaced by the view 

that generalization is an active process and instructional 

methods have been developed to be sure that generalization 



occurs (Stokes & Baer, 1977). A contextual assessment of 

vision is the first step toward active training in visual 

skills that will generalize to natural settings and 

consequences (Goetz & Gee, 1987a, 1987b). 
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In summary, the greatest difference between a 

contextual vision assessment and an isolated assessment is 

that the desired visual responses of the former procedure 

are located within meaningful activities. The observer 

defines the tasks within which the child participates on 

regular basis and then records the child's ability to 

visually notice, make use of visual cues and employ basic 

visual skills (i.e, scanning, tracking, discrimination) as 

needed. The isolated assessment measures the child's visual 

responses to tasks that are derived and presented by the 

examiner rather than the examiner observing the child's use 

of vision while participating in a meaningful activity and 

recording the child's skills. The isolated vision 

assessment has not been proven effective when prescribing 

skills which will enhance generalization of behaviors in 

natural settings with natural consequences (Lundervold, et 

al., 1987). 

Current Practices and Research 

Downing and Bailey (1990) described a need for specific 

interventions to occur within the daily environment of 

children with visual and concomitant disabilities. If 



40 

instruction in visual skills is necessary, criteria for 

activities are considered by a team of professionals and 

caregivers. The team of caregivers and professionals 

analyzes the needs and activities for each student. Goals 

for instruction emphasize the use of vision within a natural 

routine of functional activities. Using vision in typical, 

meaningful environments increases the chances that the 

skills learned will transfer to another setting (Horner, 

McDonnell & Bellamy, 1986). Intervention procedures that 

integrate visual skills into critical daily activities are 

described in a Model for Visual Function in Home, School and 

Community Environments (Erhardt, 1987) as a part of a 

transdisciplinary approach for assessment and intervention. 

The professionals of the individualized education 

program team devised procedures for children to experience 

one-to-one activities for optimal visual functioning and 

also to provide environmental reinforcement through group 

activities. This model purportedly has application to 

children of all ages and levels of functioning. The Erhardt 

Developmental Vision Assessment measures visual development 

skills such as localization, fixation, ocular pursuit, and 

gaze shift from birth to 6 months. These visual skills are 

measured in a "pullout" or isolated fashion. Presence or 

absence of the visual skills measured mayor may not be 

present in the child's functional activities of daily 
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living. Erhardt (1987) advocated linking visual activities 

(e.g., increase visual attention and discrimination skills) 

to objectives relating to the domains of the educational 

curriculum (e.g., communication domain). The 

transdisciplinary team works together to determine goal 

priorities and plan the activities that will incorporate the 

teaching of visual skills (Downing & Bailey, 1990). 

Corn (1989) advised that use of vision for children 

with visual and concomitant disabilities be tied to the ways 

in which individuals with low vision use vision in every day 

life. Typically children do not sit in darkened rooms 

looking at bright lights, but do reach for and grasp items 

of need, wave to a friend and monitor the flow of traffic. 

Corn saw the potential for use of vision rather than the 

utilization of the visual skill as the end product, guiding 

the development and achievement of goals. Corn (1989) 

conceptualized four general goals that respond to the 

question, "for what purposes do we use vision?" These 

include 1) gaining information from directed visual 

experiences; 2) gaining information from incidental visual 

experiences; 3) gaining an appreciation of visual 

experiences; 4) utilizing vision for the planning or 

execution of a task. Further explanations were given for 

ways to include a curriculum in the use of vision into an 

individual's educational or rehabilitation program. 
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The difficulty of vision assessment of children with 

visual and other severe disabilities was described by 

Langley and Dubose (1976). Multidisciplinary teams 

evaluating the child depend upon the visual information 

reported by the classroom teacher. "A more practical 

assessment of visual functioning in severely handicapped 

children will become available if those agencies most 

familiar with the child's everyday use of vision actually 

participate in the assessment" (p. 346). Participation by 

all these professionals will promote understanding about a 

child's use of vision. The child's generalization skills 

for use of vision also may be enhanced when these 

individuals share the same goals for the child in the vision 

instructional area. 

Goetz and Gee (1987c) evaluated a functional context 

training program utilizing natural consequences rather than 

artificial reinforcers. They also wanted to provide 

analysis of the relationship between learned visual 

attention skills and performance of other skills in the 

training context. six tasks, meeting three criteria for 

functional context training were selected. The training 

program emphasized functional, age-appropriate visual motor 

tasks (e.g., insert puzzle piece, stack rings over pole, put 

lid on pot, stack glasses, insert coin in piggy bank, hang a 

cup on a hook) that required the use of vision for 



successful task completion. The results documented that 

visual attention for a three year old with multiple severe 

disabilities including aphakia (absence of lenses) can be 

learned and maintained through the application of 

contingent, truly functional, natural consequences. 
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The procedures utilized in the study did not rely upon 

extrinsic artificial reinforcement for looking behaviors. 

The major consequence for visual attention was the 

opportunity to do a task, and (as a result of looking) do it 

correctly. The findings also suggest that teaching the use 

of vision is a "target skill" having multiple treatment 

effects (Rincover, 1981). This study supported a functional 

context training program. In other words, designing 

appropriate educational environments for children with 

visual and concomitant disabilities will promote visual 

functioning (Hall & Bailey, 1989). 

Utley et al., (1983) tested the effects of contingent 

and noncontingent vision stimulation on visual fixation in 

four children with multiple handicaps. As noted by the 

authors, a basic assumption was made that effective 

programming for students with severe handicaps required 

teaching them that their behaviors can exert control over 

environmental events. This sense of "contingency awareness" 

was tested in an alternating treatment design to see if the 

children's behavior would differ under two different 
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stimulus conditions. During the noncontingent condition, a 

night light and Christmas lights were activated 

simultaneously. During the contingent vision condition, 

stimulation in the form of the Christmas lights was made 

contingent upon observation of the reflection of the night 

light in the cornea. Each child had to direct his gaze 

toward the display to activate the Christmas light display. 

The results of this study indicated that for all four 

children attention to the Christmas lights increased when 

they could influence the illumination of these lights by 

fixating on the central light. 

In summary, the research indicates that vision 

specialists will need more training and experience in 

assessing visual function of children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities. The methods of assessment should 

have a direct relationship to instruction and the immediate 

needs of the student to function in all settings. Teachers 

will need to take on new roles in their assessment of 

children with visual impairment and concomitant disabilities 

(Downing & Bailey, 1990). 

In the area of visual functioning, teachers will need 

additional skills as consultants to implement visual 

instructional objectives for stUdents placed in classes for 

children with multiple disabilities. This reflects the 

current trend toward collaborative consulting among 
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education and health pro~essionals (Erhardt, 1987). As 

members of a transdisciplinary team, professionals are 

becoming increasingly aware that vision skills are best 

taught in the context of a child's daily activities when in 

the care of many different individuals. Generalization of 

these visual skills to new people suggests that the child 

has learned that the skill is functional. A major role of 

the vision specialist is to monitor the child's acquisition 

of visual skills when under the supervision of different 

professionals. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study utilized a descriptive research design to 

obtain information concerning the kinds of instructional 

activities teachers write, given the results of isolated 

versus contextual functional vision assessments. 

Information regarding instrumentation, pupil and teacher 

selection, role of the investigator, steps for conducting 

the study and analysis of the data is presented below. 

Instruments 

Functional Vision Inventory. The Functional Vision 

Inventory, (Langley, 1980) was selected as an assessment 

instrument because it is representative of the broader 

category of assessments available for testing children with 

visual and concomitant disabilities. It contains assessment 

items comparable to other instruments falling within this 

category of assessment instruments. For example, visual 

awareness is assessed by using a flashlight to look at 

pupillary responses of the eyes, observing the child for 

blinking, light responses of the eyes, observing the child 

for blinking, light gazing and/or eye poking. Visual-motor 

abilities are observed by watching the child's eye movements 

to follow, reach or move toward lights or toys. 
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The Functional Vision Inventory includes additional 

assessment items such as alternative acuity measures 

(child's ability to discern detail) and visual perception 

(form and color), which are not investigated as separate 

items in several other instruments. These additional 

components add more information to specify what the child 

sees under specific environmental conditions. 

The other significant component of this assessment 

leading to its selection is the "Where to Test" section. 

Langley (1980) commented that the most appropriate 

environment for assessing a child's functional vision is in 

the child's classroom or home. However, 

as many children with multiple handicaps do not 

use their vision appropriately or efficiently, the 

assessment must entail structured procedures for 

eliciting the child's maximum visual potential. 

With this in mind, the evaluator should select a 

small room with indirect lighting, preferably one 

that is carpeted ••• (p. 7). 

The author already has determined that a structured 

environment is needed which makes the procedure an isolated 

approach to functional vision assessment. A final reason 

for choosing this particular assessment is that it is used 

on a regular basis in programs serving children with visual 

and concomitant disabilities from birth to twenty-one years 
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of age at the Arizona state School for the Deaf and the 

Blind, and local school districts. 

The Functional Vision Inventory (Langley, 1980) is 

designed to assess the functional use of vision of children 

with visual and concomitant disabilities between the 

developmental ages of birth and two years. Although the 

children involved in this study were five and six years old 

chronologically, their mental ages were in the one to two 

years old age range. Chronological age is not a major 

consideration for an out of text assessment which depends on 

mental age. 

The purposes of the inventory are to: 1) assess a 

child's vision to determine whether or not a visual 

impairment is interfering with the child's learning process, 

2) enable teachers and other personnel to determine the 

quantity and quality of vision that is functional for the 

child so that the information can be used to plan 

intervention strategies that will maximize the child's 

potential to use vision purposefully. 

The administration manual suggests that two people 

conduct the vision assessment, one person administers the 

items while the other person records the responses. The 

focus is on observation of the child, not the procedures, 

materials or profile. 
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Observations of the child's visual behaviors are made 

in seven maj or areas: 1) structural defects and bf~haviors 

indicative of a visual impairment; 2) reflexive reactions; 

3) eye movements; 4) near vision; 5) far vision; 6) visual 

field defects; 7) color, form, and depth perception. The 

assessment takes thirty minutes to complete depending on the 

developmental level of the child, cooperation and amount of 

vision present. 

The assessment manual discusses issues related to 

visual assessment of "severely/profoundly handicapped," 

children and gives an overview of development of the visual 

process and related behaviors. These two components were 

influential in the derivation of the actual assessment 

items. The Manual also outlines activities that can be used 

as a guide to facilitate functional use of vision for 

children with concomitant disabilities. From information 

gathered on the Functional Vision Inventory Profile and 

informal observations of the child's visual abilities, the 

investigator can determine specific visual skill deficits, 

preferred visual field, if any, the distance at which the 

child sees best as well as the limits of his visual fields, 

size of objects to which the child responds and an estimate 

of visual-motor integration and visual perceptual skills. 

No reliability or validity data are available for the 

Functional Vision Inventory Profile results. The author 
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notes that the inventory was designed specifically for 

children with multiple disabilities and, for this reason, 

administration procedures depart from traditional means of 

assessing vision. The instrument is commonly used for 

children with mental ages of less than two years. The 

investigator, for the purpose of this study, formulated the 

results of the Functional Vision Inventory by providing a 

summary of the results of the Inventory's subtests. 

The contextual Sensory Vision Assessment (Goezt & Gee, 

1987a) is based on the premise that sensory skills are used 

most often in conjunction with another behavior and that 

critical moments exist at which times the use of vision is 

the key to continued performance of a task. stimuli and 

response sets are not predetermined as they are in many 

commercially available inventories but are located within 

functional activities that have been prioritized by teacher 

and/or parent. 

six sources of information include: 1) 

parent/significant other interview; 2) medical and other 

formal assessments; 3) previous Individual Education 

Programs; 4) ancillary evaluations; 5) clinical sensory tool 

results: 6) sensory inventories. Next, educational team 

members determine priority activities for the child that 

facilitate participation within school, home and community 

environments. These activities stem from the parent 
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interview. They are task-analyzed to determine what visual 

skills are required to complete each step and what natural 

environmental cues are available to cue the performance of 

each part of the sequence. 

After the student is observed performing the activity, 

each task within the activity is coded "+" or "_" to 

indicate if the student could use the necessary visual 

skills to perform it. If the student does not use vision to 

complete the task, the reason for this is noted. Teachers 

can then generate adaptive instructional strategies to help 

the student use vision (if needed) within the activity. As 

an example of this analysis, for a trip to the grocery 

store, the routine from start to finish in this particular 

context is analyzed. The natural environmental cues refer 

to the sensory or contextual information present in the 

environment that signal expected behavior. For example, a 

child with visual and concomitant disabilities may rely on 

auditory/tactile cues to locate the grocery cart (visual 

cue) in the store. If the grocery carts are not audible, 

the teacher may need to assist the child by placing a hand 

on the cart to provide a tactile cue. 

Adaptations have been made to give the child the most 

opportunity to use the most natural cue. If the child is 

not familiar with an activity in a particular context, a 
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period of five to ten days is recommended to familiarize and 

sensitize the child to the routine. 

Next, a performance analysis is conducted to determine 

the child's ability to notice and make use of sensory cues 

to participate successfully in the activity. The 

investigator will be as specific as' possible about the 

visual cues available to and used by the child. These cues 

will include: 1) size of objects and their colors; 2) 

distance at which the objects or persons are detected; 3) 

head tilt; 4) eye gaze; 5) tactile input needed before the 

student looks. For example, if the student is shopping for 

produce and wants an apple, it would be important to note 

what size and color apples he sees or if he confuses pears 

and/or oranges with apples when using vision at a three foot 

distance but not at a one foot distance. One could also 

observe the student's reaching behavior and note if he over 

or under reaches or is exact in his reach for the fruit. 

The contextual approach to assessing functional vision 

use is based upon four years of field testing and research 

in educational programs serving children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities (Goetz & Gee, 1987a). The field 

testing included instructional strategies for teaching 

visual skills which is beyond the scope of this study, but 

is the important next step following assessment. 
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The investigator formulated the results of the 

assessment by providing a student profile, a summary of the 

parent interview, and task analyses of prioritized 

activities for each student. Results of the students' 

performance (ability to use vision to complete task) and 

reason why the student couldn't complete the task were 

recorded. 

Pupil Selection 

Two children with visual and concomitant disabilities 

were selected to participate in the study. The following 

criteria were used to randomly select the participants. 

Each child had a medically documented visual impairment on 

record, evidence of low vision better than light perception, 

mental retardation and physical limitations that didn't 

preclude him from interactions with the environment (more 

indepth definitions of low vision, mental retardation and 

physical limitations have be6n given in Chapter I. 

Documentation of the child's mental retardation had been 

located in the child's school records. One child was 

preschool age (3-5 years old) and the other was elementary 

school age (6-9) years of age. A child from each age group 

was selected because the two assessment protocols are used 

regularly with children from both age groups. Each child 

was enrolled in a school program (integrated with normal 
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peers or segregated within a special school) with an 

individual education program on file. 

Two school programs serving children with visual and 

concomitant disabilities were selected to identify 

participants. The program principal or director provided a 

list of children to the investigator that fit the 

eligibility criteria of the study. From each child list, 

one child was selected randomly to participate in the study 

using a table of random numbers. Random selection of 

children from two programs identified characteristics 

typical of children with visual and concomitant 

disabilities. 

Teacher Selection 

A stratified random sampling of teachers was used to 

select six teachers certified in visual impairment and six 

teachers not certified in visual impairment to participate 

in the study. The investigator contacted the program 

directors of two schools and asked each director to share a 

list of teachers who were state certified for teaching 

children with visual impairment and a list of teachers 

certified to teach exceptional children in areas other than 

visual impairment. The criterion met by the teachers in 

both groups was that each of them is currently working with 

at least one child with visual and mental disabilities 
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regardless of the level of disability. This was verified by 

looking at each child's folder. 

From the lists of certified and noncertified vision 

teachers, the investigator randomly selected names and each 

teacher was asked if s/he desired to participate in the 

study. The first six teachers from each list who agreed to 

participate were the subjects of the study (total of 12). A 

commitment of four hours per teacher was needed to fulfill 

the requirements of this study. The teachers were asked to 

read the results of two functional vision assessments and 

wrote instructional activities as outlined in the steps for 

conduction the study. A teacher survey form was completed 

at the beginning of the study. At the end of participation 

in the study, each teacher completed an evaluation form. 

The teachers were located in the greater metropolitan 

areas of Arizona (Tucson and Phoenix). Teachers' 

characteristics are summarized in Table 1. Of the 12 

teachers in the study, seven teachers taught at a public day 

school and four taught at the Arizona state School for the 

Deaf and the Blind. One teacher taught at a private 

foundation for children who are blind. Five of the total 

number of teachers had one to five years experience teaching 

children with low vision and concomitant disabilities. Two 

teachers had less than one year experience writing vision 

objectives; four teachers had one to five years and 
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Table 1 

Teacher Characteristics of Teachers Noncertified and 

certified in Vision 

Teacher 
(n=12) 

N1 

N2 

N3 

N4 

N5 

N6 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

Employment 
Setting 

Local Day School 

State Residential 

State Residential 

Private 
Foundation 

Local Day School 

Local Day School 

Local Day School 

Local Day School 

Local Day School 

Local Day School 

State Residential 

State Residential 

VH 
Credential 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

# Years 
Experience 
Teaching 
MHVH 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

> 5 

1-5 

> 5 

1-5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 

# Years 
Experience 
Writing 
Vision 
objectives 

< 1 

1-5 

1-5 

< 1 

1-5 

> 5 

1-5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 

> 5 
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Table l--Continued 

Teacher 
(n=12) 

Nl 

N2 

N3 

N4 

N5 

N6 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

N = teacher 
C = teacher 

Teachers' perception 
of preparation to 
use functional 
vision assessment 

Not adequate 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Not adequate 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Not adequate 

noncertified in vision 
certified in vision 

Teachers' perception 
of preparation to 
work with children 
with low vision 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Not adequate 

Adequate 

Not adequate 
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six teachers had more than five years experience writing 

vision objectives. Of the twelve teachers, six felt that 

they were adequately prepared to use a functional vision 

assessment, while six did not feel adequately prepared. 

Only three teachers felt prepared to work with children with 

low vision. 

Teacher preference for the Isolated or Contextual 

Assessment is summarized in Table 2. 

Table 3 depicts the teachers' perceptions of usefulness 

of the two vision assessments. six teachers preferred the 

isolated vision assessment; five teachers preferred the 

contextual vision assessment and one teacher had no 

preference. Three of the six teachers preferred the 

isolated vision assessment and strongly believed that the 

assessment would help them to plan a vision instructional 

program for the students, identify appropriate settings to 

teach use of vision, give information about what materials 

to use to teach use of vision, give a clear understanding of 

the visual performance of a student and structure a daily 

schedule of vision activities for the student. Two teachers 

expressed reservations about the isolated assessment's 

usefulness in helping them to select materials in planning 

a vision instructional program for students. One teacher 

had mixed beliefs about how useful the isolated vision 

assessment was in providing an understanding of visual 
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Table 2 

Teacher Preference for the Isolated or contextual Vision 

Assessment 

Teachers 
(N=12*) 

Teachers 
noncertified 
in vision 

Teachers 
certified 
in vision 

Total number 
of preferences 

Isolated 
Assessment 

2 

4 

6 

contextual 
Assessment 

3 

2 

5 

*One teacher noncertified in vision expressed no preference 
for either assessment. 
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Table 3 

Teachers' Perceptions of Usefulness of Preferred Visual 

Assessment Isolated or contextual 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Teachers Preferred Information Information Information 
(N=12) Assessment determines is useful provides 

appropriate in materials understanding of 
settings to selection visual performance 
teach vision capabil ities 

--.----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

N1 Contextual Strongly agree Agree Strongly agree 

N2 No preference Agree Agree Agree 

N3 Contextual Strongly agree Agree Strongly agree 

N4 Contextual Disagree Disagree Agree 

N5 Isolated Agree Disagree Agree 

N6 Isolated Strongly agree Strongly agree Stongly agree 

C1 Contextual Agree Strongly agree Agree 

C2 Isolated Agree Disagree Agree 

C3 Isolated Agree/disagree Agree Agree/Disagree 
"\lant more 
information" 

C4 Contextual Agree Agree Disagree 

C5 Isolated Strongly agree Strongly agree Strongly agree 

C6 Isolated Strongly agree Agree Strongly agree 



Table 3--Continued 

Teachers 
(N=12) 

N1 

N2 

N3 

N4 

N5 

N6 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

Information assfsts 
in writing IEP 
vision objectives 

Agree 

Agree 

Stror"Elly agree 

Agree 

Agree 

Stror"Elly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Agree 

Str~ly agree 

St~ly agree 

Agree 

Inforaetfon helps 
structure a daily 
routine of vision 
objectives 

Agree 

Agree 

Str~ly agree 

Agree 

Agree 

Stror"Elly agree 

St~ly agree 

Disagree 

Agree 

Stror"Elly agree 

St~ly agree 

Agree 
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performance, yet felt the information assisted in helping to 

plan vision objectives for the students. Of the five 

teachers that preferred the contextual Vision Assessment, 

four agreed or agreed strongly that it would assist them in 

planning a vision instructional program for the student, 

identify appropriate settings to teach use of vision, give 

information about which materials to use to teach use of 

vision, give a clear understanding of the visual performance 

of a student and structure a daily schedule of vision 

activities for the student. One teacher agreed that she 

preferred the contextual Vision Assessment but disagreed 

that the results would be helpful selecting materials or 

identifying a setting to teach an instructional program. 

The other teacher preferred the contextual Assessment did 

not agree that it would give an understanding of the visual 

performance capabilities of the student. 

Role of the Investigator 

The investigator contacted educational programs for 

pupil and teacher selection. Additionally, the investigator 

administered the assessments to each child including 

observations of how the children were using their vision in 

a natural context. She also collected preliminary 

information from the children's files and conducted the 

parent interviews. The investigator coded the teacher 

written activities as isolated or contextual. 

62 



Procedure 

Two school programs were contacted to participate in 

the study. The Cerebral Palsy Preschool Foundation is 

located in Tucson and serves 45 children with multiple 

handicaps. One third of those students have a visual 

impairment. Myers Ganoung Elementary is an integrated 

public school serving K-6 handicapped and nonhandicapped 

students in a school district of approximately 55,000. A 

letter accompanied by the proposal was provided to each 

school program. Lists of eligible pupils and teachers were 

obtained from the designated school program person. 

After the teachers were randomly selected from a list 

of certified and noncertified vision teacher possibilities, 

each of them was contacted personally by the investigator to 

elicit participation. The teachers were told that their 

participation would take approximately four hours, was 

completely voluntary and that results of their individual 

performance would remain confidential. In return for their 

participation, each teacher received a copy of the results 

of the study. 

Parent permission was sought for two randomly selected 

pupils. The parents received results of the study in return 

for their child's participation. 

The investigator met with classroom teachers and 

parents of the children. Preliminary interviews to collect 
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background information on each child were conducted with the 

teachers and parents. Pertinent eye/medical records, 

educational assessments, and individual education programs 

were reviewed. The interviews and background information 

were necessary because it is specified as part of the 

functional vision assessment process. 

The activities that were analyzed for the contextual 

Functional Vision Assessment were discussed with the 

teachers and parents, including a time/place to observe the 

children engage in these activities. A time and place was 

selected in the school or home to administer the Functional 

Vision Inventory Profile. The investigator administered 

functional vision assessments per the manual instructions. 

The results of the functional vision assessments were 

completed and collated with eye/medical information for each 

child. 

The two groups of six teachers (vision 

certified/noncertified) received the Isolated Assessment 

(Functional Vision Inventory) and the contextual Assessment 

(Contextual Sensory Vision Assessment) according to the 

following design. 

a. JD and BG indicated the children. 

b. Three of the six certified vision specialists 

received the results of the Contextual Assessment 

for BG. The remaining three certified vision 
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specialists received the results of Isolated 

Assessment for BG and contextual Assessment 

results for JO. 

c. Three of the six teachers with certification in an 

area other than vision (noncertified) received the 

results of Isolated Assessment for JO and the 

results of contextual Assessment for BG. The 

remaining three teachers with certification in an 

area other than vision received the results of the 

contextual Assessment for JO and the Isolated 

Assessment for BG. 

Teachers with Noncertified 
Vision certification Teachers 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

Child 

1 

2 

A B A B 

B A B A 

d. Each teacher wrote three instructional activities 

based upon the assessment results for each child 

(n=72 instructional activities). The teachers 

described the purpose of each activity, the 

setting and the materials needed. 

The activities were coded by the investigator and three 

teachers to record; 
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a. who wrote the activity, a teacher certified or 

noncertified in vision. 

b. if the activity was deemed isolated or contextual 

based on assessment information. 

The investigator asked teachers for any necessary 

clarification. Rater Three's ratings were dropped from 

further analyses because of the degree of rater drift, a 

large number of do not know responses, and serious 

inconsistencies when compared to the investigator and Raters 

One and Two. Further discussion of Rater Three will be 

presented in Chapter 5. 

A panel of four experts were selected to judge the 

appropriateness of the instructional activities written for 

each child. Half of the experts had background in visual 

impairment and half had expertise in another exceptionality. 

Expert qualifications are listed in Appendix c. 

Each expert had access to: demographics on each child, 

including handicapping condition; age, school, results of 

the functional vision assessments for each child and the 72 

activities the teachers had written. 

The experts were asked to rate each instructional 

activity as "appropriate" or "inappropriate" or "do not 

know" based on the following criteria: 

a. the activity is within the visual performance 

ability of the child; 
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b. the activity represents visual efficiency 

training; 

c. the level of difficulty of the activity is within 

the child's mental ability; 

d. The activity is suited for the environmental 

demands of the child; 

e. The activity is within the range of skills for the 

child's chronological age. 

The experts did not know which assessment results generated 

which activities. 

Activities judged appropriate and not appropriate were 

categorized separately and matched to the assessment 

(Isolated or contextual) that generated them. The category 

of activities (appropriate and not appropriate) was matched 

to the category of teachers certified in another area of 

special education to analyze the results. 

To identify potential bias, each expert was asked if 

s/he favored contextual or isolated functional vision 

assessments. The experts' ratings were checked against 

their answers to determine if their ratings reflected a bias 

or if they were actually judging the appropriateness of the 

instructional activity for each child. Each expert favored 

the contextual Vision Assessment. The level of agreement 

among the experts was examined. 
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The information from both the teacher survey and the 

evaluation form was tabulated and summarized and discussed 

in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The data are presented separately for each of the five 

questions posed in the study. The first part of the results 

section presents data on rater and expert agreement obtained 

for rating activities as isolated or contextual and 

appropriate and inappropriate, respectively. Descriptive 

statistics were used to answer questions about the 

proportion of isolated and contextual activities and 

appropriate and inappropriate activities generated by 

teachers. statistical analyses were completed to determine 

if a relationship existed among school setting, preference 

of a kind of functional vision assessment, years of teaching 

experience, preparation for using a functional vision 

assessment, preparation for teaching children with low 

vision, and the expert judgments of appropriate teacher 

written vision activities. 

Rater/Expert Agreement 

Rater agreement on classification of isolated and 

contextual activities: Three teachers with Arizona state 

certification to teach children with visual impairments 

participated in rating each of the activities as either 

isolated or contextual. The investigator also rated the 

activities and these ratings were compared with those of the 
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other three raters. Results of the ratings indicated that 

Rater Three's agreement with the investigator and Raters One 

and Two was much lower than the agreement obtained between 

the investigator and Raters One and Two. The investigator 

and Raters One and Two agreed in the classification of 57 of 

72 activities (79%) as isolated or contextual. Rater 

Three's ratings decreased the agreement between the 

investigator and all raters to 35 of 72 activities (49%). 

Due to the large discrepancy between Rater Three and the 

other two raters and author, these ratings were dropped from 

the study and further analyses. A discussion about Rater 

Three is presented in Chapter 5. 

Expert agreement on judgments of appropriate and 

inappropriate activities: Three of the four experts agreed 

on the classification (appropriate or inappropriate) of 49 

of the 72 activities (68%). The remainder of the activities 

(23 of the 72 activities or 32%) were classified as 

appropriate or inappropriate by two or fewer experts or 

received at least one do not know judgment. A discussion of 

the expert's judgments of appropriate and inappropriate is 

presented in Chapter 5. 

Questions One and Two 

What proportion of vision activities written by 

teachers was considered isolated or contextual as rated by 

the investigator and two raters? 

70 



The investigator and two raters each gave ratings for 

each of six activities written by two teachers for a total 

of 216 (6 x 12 x 3 = 216) ratings for all activities. Table 

4 shows the proportion of isolated and contextual activities 

written by the teachers as rated by the investigator and two 

raters. Teachers without certification in vision wrote 66 

activities that were rated as isolated with a mean of 11 

(61%) and range of 7-15 (39%-83%). They wrote 42 activities 

rated contextual with a mean of 7 (39%) and range of 3-11 

(17%-61%). Teachers with certification in vision wrote 68 

activities that were considered isolated with a mean of 11.3 

(63%) and range of 9-15 (50%-83%). They wrote 40 activities 

rated contextual with a mean of 6.7 (37%) and range of 3-9 

(17%-50%). 

Questions Three and Four 

What proportion of vision activities matched to type of 

assessment were considered appropriate and inappropriate by 

the experts? 

For each of six activities written by 12 teachers, four 

expert judgments were given. The experts gave 10 lido not 

know" judgments. These judgments were eliminated from the 

analysis giving some teachers fewer than 24 judgments. The 

total number of expert judgments for all teachers was 277. 
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Table 4. 

Number and Percentage of Ratings for Activities Considered 

Isolated or Contextual by the Investigator and Raters One 

and Two for Teachers Noncertified and Certified in Vision 

Teachers 
(N=12) 

Nl 
N2 
N3 
N4 
N5 
N6 

Totals 
Means 
Ranges 

C1 
C2 
C3 
C4 
C5 
C6 

Totals 
Means 
Ranges 

Activities (6) 
X ratings (3) 
(N=18) 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 

108 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 

108 

Number and 
percentage of 
activities 
rated isolated 

8 (44%) 
10 (56%) 

7 (39%) 
15 (83%) 
14 (78%) 
12 (67%) 

66 
X = 11 (61%) 
7-15 (39-83%) 

12 (67%) 
14 (78%) 
15 (83%) 

9 (50%) 
9 (50%) 
9 (50%) 

68 
X = 11. 3 (63%) 
9-15 (50-83%) 

Number and 
percentage 
of activities 
rated 
contextual 

10 (56%) 
8 (44%) 

11 (61%) 
3 (17%) 
4 (22%) 
6 (33%) 

42 
X = 7 (39%) 
3-11 (17-61%) 

6 (33%) 
4 (22%) 
3 ( 17%) 
9 (50%) 
9 (50%) 
9 (50%) 

40 
X = 6.7 (37%) 
3-9 (17-50%) 

-----------------------------------------------------------



Table 5 depicts the number and percentage of the 

expert's judgments of appropriate and inappropriate for 

teacher activities generated by isolated and contextual 

vision assessments for noncertified and certified teachers. 

Noncertified teachers received a total of 23 judgments of 

appropriate with a mean of 3.8 and range of 0-9 on 

activities generated from the isolated assessment results 

compared to a total of 44 judgments of appropriate with a 

mean of 7.3 and a range of 5-9 on activities generated from 

the contextual assessment results. They received a total of 

45 judgments of inappropriate for their written activities 

with a mean of 7.5 and range 3-12 on activities generated 

from the isolated assessment compared to a total of 26 

judgments of inappropriate with a mean of 4.3 and range of 

3-7 on activities generated from the contextual assessment. 

certified teachers received a total of 35 judgments of 

appropriate with a mean of 5.8 and range of 3-10 on 

activities generated from the isolated assessment as 

compared to a total of 34 judgments of appropriate with a 

mean of 5.4 and range of 3-9 on activities generated from 

the contextual assessment. They received a total of 35 

judgments of inappropriate with their written activities 

with a mean of 5.8 and range of 2-9 on activities generated 

from the isolated assessment as compared to a total of 35 
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Table 5 

Expert Judgments of Number and Percentage of Appropriate and 

Inappropriate Activities by Type of Assessment 

Teachers 
(N=12) 

Nl 
N2 
N3 
N4 
N5 
N6 

Totals 
Means 
Ranges 

Cl 
C2 
C3 
C4 
C5 
C6 

Totals 
Means 
Ranges 

Activities X Number am Number am 
Judgments percentage of percentage of 
6 x 4 (N=24) judgments of judgments of 

appropriate inappropriate 
activities activities 

Isolated Contextual Isolated Contextual 
Assessment Assessn¥:nt Assessment Assessn¥:nt 

24 9 (50%) 9 (50%) 3 (50%) 3 (50%) 
21*** 4 (36%) 7 (64%) 7 (70%) 3 (30%) 
24 6 (43%) 8 (57%) 6 (60%) 4 (40%) 
24 0 (0%) 5 (100%) 12 (63%) 7 (37%) 
22** 4 (36%) 7 (67%) 6 (55%) 5 (45%) 
23* 0 (0%) 8 (100%) 11 (73%) 4 (27%) 

138 23 44 45 26 
X=3.8(17%) X=7.3(32%) X=7.5(33%) X=4.3(27%) 
0-9(0-50%) 5-9(50-100%) 3-12(50-73%) 3-7(27-50%) 

22** 3 (43%) 4 (57%) 8 (53%) 7 (47%) 
23* 3 (43%) 4 (57%) 9 (56%) 7 (44%) 
23* 3 (33%) 6 (67%) 8 (57%) 6 (43%) 
24 10 (53%) 9 (47%) 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 
23* 8 (50%) 8 (50%) 4 (57%) 3 (43%) 
24 8 (73%) 3 (27%) 4 (31%) 9 (69%) 

139 35 34 35 35 
X=5.8(25%) X=5.7(24.4%) X=5.8(25%) X=5.8(25%) 
3-10(33-73%) 3-9(27-67%) 2-9(31-57%) 3-9(43-69%) 

*indicates one do not know response 
**indicates two do not know responses 
***indicates three do not know responses 



judgments of inappropriate with a mean of 5.8 and range of· 

3-9 on activities generated form the contextual assessment. 

Figure 1 depicts the relationship between type of 

assessment and proportion of judgments of appropriate and 

inappropriate of activities for each group of teachers. 

Experts judged noncertified teacher activities more 

appropriate when given the results of contextual assessments 

(63%) and more inappropriate when given the results of 

isolated assessments (66%). Experts judged certified 

teachers to write about the same proportion of appropriate 

and inappropriate activities given isolated and contextual 

assessment results. 

Question Five 

Is there a significant difference in the number of 

appropriate activities as judged by experts for teachers 

related to their: a) school setting; b) years of teaching 

experience; c) preference of a kind of functional vision 

assessment; d) preparation for using functional vision 

assessments; e) preparation for teaching children with low 

vision? 

An analysis of the number of judgments of appropriate 

activities in relationship to the five described variables 

was made. Using data from Table 1, five t-tests were 

calculated to determine if any of the five variables made a 
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Isolated 

contextual 

Expert 
Judgments 

Teachers without 
certification in 
vision 

Teachers with 
certification in 
vision 

ILl0177771117ZOIi 34% IWZ11IIT/////I/4 50% 
'-_________ ~166% _ _ J 50% 

o 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 

~ Judgments of appropriate activities 

'--__ --'I Judgments of inappropriate activities 

Figure 1. Expert judgments of number and percentage of 
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appropriate compared to inappropriate activities 

by type of assessment. 



significant difference in writing appropriate vision 

activities. 

The judgment data were transformed using an arcsin 

transformation to stabilize the variance (Neter & Wasserman, 

1974). The null hypotheses were, for example, that teachers 

in public day school did not differ from teachers in public 

residential school in the number of mean appropriate 

judgments of vision activities. The four remaining null 

hypotheses were: 

Ho2: Teachers with one to five years of teaching 

experience did not differ from teachers with five 

or more years of teaching experience in the 

ability to obtain appropriate judgments of for 

vision activities written; 

H03: Teachers who preferred the isolated functional 

vision assessment did not differ from teachers who 

preferred the contextual functional vision 

assessment in the ability to obtain appropriate 

judgments of for vision activities. 

Ho4: Teachers who felt they had adequate preparation to 

administer a functional vision assessment did not 

differ from teachers who did not feel adequately 

prepared to perform functional vision assessment 

in the ability to obtain judgments of appropriate 

for vision activities written; 
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HOS: Teachers who felt they had adequate preparation to 

teach children with low vision did not differ from 

teachers who did not feel adequately prepared to 

teach children with low vision in the ability to 

obtain judgments of appropriate for vision 

activities written. 

None of the t-tests demonstrated significant 

differences for any of the hypotheses tested. 

Summary 

In summary, raters, who reached a 79% level of 

agreement on the classification of activities as either 

isolated or contextual, rated more activities as isolated 

than contextual regardless of the type of assessment for 

both groups of teachers. Experts, reaching a 68% level of 

agreement on classification of appropriate and inappropriate 

activities, judged more activities appropriate when written 

from the results of contextual assessments as compared with 

isolated assessments for teachers not certified in vision. 

Experts judged an equal proportion of activities to be 

appropriate and inappropriate when written from the results 

of isolated and contextual assessments for teachers 

certified in vision. None of the teacher variables were 

statistically significant as related to the expert judgments 

of appropriateness for teacher activities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

79 

The study attempted to determine if two different types 

of visual assessment results influenced teachers to write 

appropriate instructional activities considered to be 

contextual or isolated activities for children with low 

vision and concomitant disabilities. The results, 

conclusions and implications for future research and 

practice are discussed in this chapter. 

Raters and Experts 

Three raters and the investigator classified each of 

the teacher written activities as isolated or contextual. 

Following this rating procedure, four experts were used to 

judge each activity as appropriate or inappropriate for a 

given child based upon a set of five criteria. This section 

includes a discussion of the raters' and experts' level of 

agreement and will be followed by suggestions for obtaining 

improved levels of agreement for both groups. 

The investigator and Raters One and Two reached a 79% 

mean level of agreement when classifying the activities as 

isolated or contextual. When the ratings from Rater Three 

were included, the level of agreement between the 
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investigator and the three raters was reduced to a mean of 

49%. Due to this discrepancy, results from Rater Three were 

excluded from the analysis. 

Several reasons may exist for the discrepancy between 

Rater Three and the other two raters. Rater Three spent 

considerably less time classifying the activities than the 

other two raters. She spent approximately 20 minutes to 

classify 72 teacher activities whereas the other raters took 

approximately one hour to complete the same task. Rater 

Three also did not classify three teacher activities. 

Unlike Rater Two, Rater Three did not make oral or written 

comments giving reasons for her classifications. 

It appears that both the raters and experts may have 

experienced confusion in classifying and judging teacher 

activities as evidenced by their written comments. Several 

possible sources of confusion existed. The definitions of 

isolated, contextual and appropriate may have been 

inadequate. The descriptions of the activities may not have 

included enough information about the setting in which the 

activity was to be conducted. For example, Rater Two 

indicated confusion about the setting of the activity: 

An example is teacher C-4. BG (child), isolated 

assessment, activity #2 - to increase use of 

vision to discriminate between desired stimuli. 

In the classroom, using food and toy items BG 



explores toys and food items tactually and 

visually, names them and gives one when asked to 

discriminate between the two. 

I would rate this activity 'contextual' if carried 

out in a natural setting for a purpose (i.e., if 

BG was asked to 'pass the juice' at snack, and to 

accomplish this task needed to visually and 

tactually discriminate between the milk and juice 

container). I would consider the activity 

'isolated' if the child were asked to repeatedly 

discriminate and choose items to hand to the 

teacher for the purpose of identification of 

objects. 
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Expert Two also indicated some confusion with regard to the 

setting of the activities: 

BK 02: JD will track familiar objects (see 

material) place 12" away in left to right 

sequence. Expert Two: 'Not appropriate - not age 

appropriate; out of context. Why not use toy cars 

with peers; ball in a ballgame?' 

BK 05: BG will match object with a picture of the 

same subject - not appropriate. Expert Two: 'May 

be out of context. But the teacher could pair 

pictures with an object in preparing item for 

another activity. Then this may be OK.' 
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The experts appeared to weight one criterion more than 

others when judging activities as appropriate or 

inappropriate. comments by Expert Two indicated whether or 

not an activity was judged to be appropriate. Each of the 

following activities had "no" responses for the 

chronologically age appropriate criterion and "yes" 

responses for the four remaining criteria. 

BK 01: JD will sort ten blocks 1"-1 1/2" in size 

into tray with blue bottom (5 blocks) and tray 

with yellow bottom (5 blocks). "out of context, I 

do not think this is motivating." 

CE 06: BG looks at two objects on the table in 

front of him (apple and shoe) and BG matches 

picture of apple and shoe by placing picture in 

front of the real object. "Not appropriate. Good 

idea to have BG work on matching pictures to real 

objects and using pictures for information. But 

needs to be more in context plus we do not know 

what kind of pictures he would do best with now, 

need to find that out, although his new glasses 

may help." 

As indicated by Expert Two and the other experts, age 

appropriateness was an important determinant of whether or 

not an activity was judged to be appropriate. Some 

activities that were judged to be visual efficiency tasks 
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and within the visual performance ~apabilities of the 

children were not judged chronologically age appropriate and 

were judged inappropriate overall. The experts made 65 

judgments of inappropriate for activities that were 

considered visual efficiency tasks and within the visual 

performance capabilities of the children but not 

chronologically age appropriate. only two judgments of 

appropriate were made for teacher activities given these 

same expert responses to the three criteria. The experts 

apparently used the criterion of "chronologically age 

appropriate" as a more decisive factor than the activity 

being a vision related task when making a judgment about an 

activity being appropriate or inappropriate. 

The raters and experts appeared to experience some 

common difficulties when rating or judging the activities. 

It is possible that the raters and experts would have 

benefited from observing a videotape of each child doing a 

sampling of activities to gain an understanding of the 

isolated or contextual nature of the activity and whether or 

not it was appropriate. Also, the raters and experts may 

have been confused about what constituted an isolated, 

contextual, appropriate or inappropriate activity, 

respectively, even though they were given definitions of 

each. If the investigator had trained both raters and 

experts to an acceptable high (80%) level of agreement about 
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what constitutes an isolated, contextual, appropriate, or 

inappropriate activity, the concepts being rated and 

activities being judged may have been more precise and 

accurate. If the investigator's expectations of the raters 

and experts had been more clearly explained to these groups, 

perhaps the levels of understanding and agreement could have 

been increased. 

One method of achieving a higher level of agreement 

among raters and experts is to test the content validity 

for the concepts of isolated, contextual, appropriate, and 

inappropriate. According to Kerlinger (1973), content 

validation consists essentially of judgment. Alone, or with 

others, one judges the representativeness of the items. 

To improve the level of agreement of the raters and 

experts, one may use the maxmincon principle, "maximizing 

the error variance" (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 454). The general 

procedure for improving the level of agreement among the 

raters and experts would involve giving each of them ten 

activities to rate or judge as contextual, isolated 

appropriate, inappropriate. If any of the activities is 

evaluated ambiguously, it means that the activities are 

being judged differently although definitions have been 

provided. Such interpretations tend to be random and 

increase error variance and decrease level of agreement. 

Then, the investigator would need to give the raters and 



experts more experience rating or judging activities of 

equal kind. A greater number of opportunities to rate or 

judge the activities increases the probability of accurate 

measurement (Kerlinger, 1973). 

Teachers 

85 

A sampling of teachers from Phoenix (n=4) and Tucson 

(n=8): from public day schools (n=8) and public residential 

schools (n=4) participated in the study. Their teaching 

experience indicated that three of the five teachers without 

certification in vision taught children with low vision and 

concomitant disabilities between one and five years. Four 

of the five teachers with certification taught children with 

low vision and concomitant disabilities over five years. 

Five t-tests were calculated to determine if years of 

experience and four other variables as listed in Chapter 4 

made a significant difference in writing appropriate vision 

activities. The null hypotheses concluded that teachers 

with 1-5 years of teaching experience did not differ from 

teachers with 5 or more years of teaching experience in the 

mean judgments of appropriate vision activities written. 

Teachers who preferred the isolated functional vision 

assessment did not differ from teachers who preferred the 

contextual functional vision assessment in the mean 

judgments of appropriate vision activities written. 

Teachers who felt they had adequate preparation to use a 
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functional vision assessment did not differ from teachers 

who did not feel adequately prepared to use a functional 

vision assessment in the mean judgments of vision activities 

considered appropriate. Teachers who felt they had adequate 

preparation to teach children with low vision did not differ 

from teachers who did not feel adequately prepared to teach 

children with low vision in the mean judgments of vision 

activities rated appropriate. 

It can be concluded that the five variables had no 

effect in the appropriateness of teacher-written activities 

generated from the results of two vision assessments. One 

reason for this result may be that only 22 of 72 activities 

(31%) were judged appropriate by the experts. Therefore, 

the chances of showing a significant outcome of judgments of 

appropriate related to the few variables was reduced. 

Experts judged that two teachers (N4 and N6) wrote no 

appropriate instructional activities based on the results of 

the isolated assessment. Consequently, it can be concluded 

that zero frequency of judgments of appropriate for one or 

more teachers would reduce the chances that a significant 

statistical difference would occur. 

other unmeasured variables may have contributed to the 

outcome of the results. For example, the investigator did 

not obtain information about the type of teacher education 

each of the teachers had received for the instruction of 
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children with visual and concomitant disabilities or if such 

education may have influenced the types of instructional 

activities they wrote. 

Another area that should be noted is the teachers' 

perception of preparedness to teach children with low vision 

and concomitant disabilities and to use a functional vision 

assessment. Three teachers perceived themselves prepared to 

teach children with low vision. only two of these three 

teachers also perceived themselves prepared to use 

functional vision assessments. 

Regardless of the type of certification held, all 

teachers were rated as writing more isolated than contextual 

activities. The teachers may be influenced by common 

practices in the field of visual impairment and the kind of 

education they received to write vision activities using 

published curricula. Another explanation for the higher 

frequency of vision activities rated as isolated is that the 

teachers may have felt more inclined to plan activities 

within the classroom setting rather than plan for 

instruction in environments such as the home and the 

community. Many teachers are traditionally taught during 

their university education that learning occurs in the 

classroom under the supervision of the teacher. However, 

the application of this model for instructing children with 

multiple disabilities assumes that they will generalize 
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instruction in use of vision from the classroom to other 

areas of daily living. Teachers may not know that research 

has shown that the generalization of skills will not occur 

unless specific instruction is provided across people, 

stimuli, settings, and materials (Haring, 1988). 

A surprising result of this study was the discovery 

that experts judged more contextual activities written by 

teachers without certification in vision as appropriate. 

An explanation for this result could be that the teachers 

educated to work with children who have disabilities in 

other areas practiced an integrative approach to 

instruction, combining language/communication, motor, 

sensory, cognitive, and social/emotional activities to be 

taught in a variety of settings. These teachers may be 

writing contextual vision activities without knowledge of 

visual tasks. For example, teacher N6 planned an activity 

for JD where he had to scoop food and bring it to his mouth. 

He would also be directed to eat finger foods while waiting 

for dinner. The purpose of this activity was for JD "To 

improve self-feeding skills" with no mention of a visual 

task. The activity was rated and judged contextual and 

appropriate by all raters and experts. 

In contrast, the teachers with certification in vision 

are often educated to remediate visual skills in isolation. 

University programs in visual impairment may make the field 
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of vision more specialized by instructing teachers to 

remediate vision by using existing curricular materials. 

Vision thus becomes a compensatory skill for children to use 

in isolation rather than a functional based skill used 

throughout the day within routine activities. The teachers 

educated in vision may be able to recognize and label a 

visual skill when they see a child perform it but, according 

to the results of this study, may need more experience, 

education and practice in writing appropriate contextual 

activities for the development of visual skills. For 

example, Teacher C6 planned an activity for BG to place 

squares into the section of a box on BG's right and to place 

circles into the section of the box on BG's left. The 

purpose of the activity was to encourage BG to use 

exploratory behavior with objects to discern square and 

circle shapes, specifically, square and circle and to 

introduce "natural" concepts of "left" and "right". This 

activity was rated isolated by all raters and judged not 

appropriate by all experts even though it was considered a 

visual efficiency task and within the visual performance 

capabilities of BG. 

Instruments 

The investigator hypothesizes that the presentation of 

the assessment results may have influenced the teacher 

written activities. The presentation of contextual 
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assessment results may be less familiar to the teachers than 

the presentation of isolated assessment results. 

The isolated assessment results were presented in a 

manner familiar to individuals using functional vision 

assessments. Each visual behavior assessed was clearly 

described section by section with a summary paragraph of the 

child's use of vision. The results of this assessment were 

presented in a narrative format of two to three typed pages. 

In contrast, the contextual vision assessment results 

were presented as task analyses of routine activities of the 

child. The visual cues needed to complete the task were 

located in parentheses beside each step of the activities 

(see Appendix D). A "+" or "_" indicated if the child 

performed the step of the activity. The reasons why the 

child couldn't perform a step were stated so that the 

teachers could generate adaptations/modifications to enable 

the child to use vision when needed. These assessment 

results appeared lengthier (10 or more pages) because the 

activities were separated from one another when presented in 

a typed format. 

The kind of assessment did not influence the kind of 

activities that teachers wrote. Analysis of the data 

indicated that teachers did not consistently write isolated 

activities from isolated results or contextual activities 

from contextual results. Teachers wrote contextual 
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activities from the isolated assessment results and isolated 

activities from the contextual assessment results. For 

example, Teacher C6 wrote a contextual activity generated 

from the isolated assessment results. 'BG reports a small 

plant from one pot to another. He then picks up a spoon and 

scoops soil out of a bag.' The purpose of the activity was 

to encourage meaningful manipulation of objects in a 

structured situation. The activity was rated contextual by 

all four raters. 

Teacher N6 also wrote an isolated activity from the 

contextual results: 'BG matches objects of an outline. He 

takes "items" (car, spoon, shapes) and matches them to an 

outline shape.' Three of four raters classified the 

activity as isolated. 

The investigator hypothesized that in this study, the 

teachers' past and present experience for writing 

instructional activities may have had as much to do with the 

written activities as the actual vision assessment results. 

The teachers may not have understood how to use the 

contextual assessment results because of the way they were 

presented. Teacher C6 may have inferred from the isolated 

assessment results that BG could use his vision well enough 

to repot a plant. In order to use contextual vision 

assessment results appropriately, the teacher would need to 



92 

task analyze the potting tasks to determine how BG needed to 

use vision to complete the task. 

Conclusions 

The effect of two kinds of functional vision 

assessments results (isolated and contextual) on the 

development of teacher designed instructional activities for 

two students with low vision and concomitant disabilities 

was investigated. Twelve teachers were recruited to write a 

total of 72 instructional activities using the results of 

two functional vision assessments one "isolated", one 

"contextual" which had been administered by the investigator 

to two students with low vision and concomitant 

disabilities. Two raters and the investigator reached a 79% 

level of agreement for the classification of activities as 

isolated or contextual. Four experts, given five criteria, 

judged the activities to be "appropriateig or "inappropriate" 

for each child's instructional needs. Three of the four 

experts reached a 68% level of agreement for judgments of 

appropriate and inappropriate teacher written activities. 

Answers to the research questions for the study are 

summarized below. 

Questions One and Two: What proportion of vision 

activities written by teachers certified and not certified 

in vision were isolated and contextual as rated by three 

raters? 
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Results of this study indicated that teachers with and 

without certification in vision wrote more activities rated 

isolated than contextual regardless of the kind of 

assessment instrument used to determine the visual skill 

levels of two children with low vision and concomitant 

disabilities. 

Questions Three and Four: What proportion of vision 

activities matched to type of assessment were considered 

appropriate and inappropriate by the experts? 

Teachers certified in vision received approximately the 

same number of judgments of appropriate for activities 

generated by isolated and contextual assessments. Teachers 

not certified in vision received more judgments of 

appropriate for activities generated by the contextual 

assessment results than did teachers with certification. 

Question Five: Is there a significant difference in 

the number of judgments of appropriate activities made by 

experts for teachers as related to their school setting, 

years of teaching experience, preference for a kind of 

functional vision assessment, preparation for teaching 

children with low vision, and using a functional vision 

assessment? 

None of the five variables tested made a significant 

difference in the number of teacher activities judged to be 

appropriate from the results of two vision assessments. 
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Implications for Future Research and Practice 

The investigator has identified three areas for 

discussion based on the results of this study that have 

implications for future research. These include the design 

of the study, preparation of teachers in university 

education programs and further research to answer questions 

that were generated by the study. 

The method and design of the current study may require 

modification to more accurately discuss the results. Raters 

and experts required pretraining prior to completing their 

respective tasks for the study. pretraining of raters and 

experts on identifying isolated contextual, appropriate or 

inappropriate activities may have increased the levels of 

agreement obtained from this study. The training should 

have continued until a level of 80% agreement was attained 

among all raters and experts. Future research could 

experiment with an alternative design utilizing a chi-square 

measure to analyze teacher classifications of isolated or 

contextual for a given set of activities. The frequencies 

of their responses would then be analyzed to determine if 

their classifications were due to chance or if their 

responses departed significantly from chance expectations. 

The results of this study also have implications for 

university education programs in the areas of vision and 

multiple disabilities. Education of teachers should include 
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instruction in the advantages and disadvantages of using 

isolated and contextual vision assessments with regard to 

generalized learning. Teachers need to understand the 

concept of generalized learning and the effect (or lack of 

effect) of isolated versus contextual assessments and 

instruction in generalized application of skills. Reviewing 

videotapes of children might enhance teaching assessment and 

instruction especially when discussing the contextually 

based assessment and instructional planning in the vision 

area. This approach to assessment would emphasize the 

development of visual skills that are needed by a child to 

perform more efficiently in meaningful activities. The 

contextual approach to teaching also emphasizes the team 

approach to instruction for children with low vision and 

multiple disabilities. The teacher with vision 

certification can give input on vision programming within 

the child's daily routine of activities based on assessment 

information. Two questions were generated by the study that 

need further investigation. These are: 

1. What are the strategies needed to educate 

teachers to write activities that are contextually 

based? 



2. What characteristics of an instructional 

vision activity make it appropriate or 

inappropriate for a particular child? 
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Continued efforts in the field are needed to ensure 

that effective teaching strategies are employed with 

children who have visual and concomitant disabilities. This 

study was an attempt to measure the effect of two different 

approaches to vision assessment on teacher instructional 

vision activities. Teachers may need more exposure to the 

kinds of vision assessments available. Teachers also may 

need instruction in designing activities and lesson plans 

from these assessments that will enhance a child's learning 

in the school, home and community environments. 
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Teacher Survey 

1. Do you hold a national or state certificate to teach 

children with visual handicaps? (Check one) 

2. 

Yes No 

a. 
-----

Please indicate the total number of years teaching 

children with 

a) visual impairments 

1-5 5 or more 

b) visual impairments and mental retardation 

1-5 5 or more 

b. How many years of experience have you had writing 

vision activities for Individual Education 

Programs? 

less than 1 

1-5 

5 or more 

c. How well do you feel prepared to give a low vision 

assessment to a child with visual and multiple 

disabilities? (Check one) 

adequately prepared 

not adequately prepared 



d. Were you prepared to work with low vision 

children? (Check one) 

adequately prepared 

_____ not adequately prepared 
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3. In what kind of setting are you teaching? (Check one) 

_____ Residential Public School ____ _ Public Day School 

_____ Other (Specify) ________________________________ _ 
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Teacher Evaluation Form 

1. I found results of Assessment A to be easily used 

writing: vision instructional activities 

strongly agree Agree 

Disagree strongly disagree 

2. I found results of Assessment B to be easily used 

writing: vision instructional activities 

strongly agree Agree __ _ 

Disagree __ _ Strongly disagree __ _ 

3. I have a preference for using: 

Assessment A 

Assessment B 

Yes __ _ 

Yes 

No 

No 
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in 

in 

If you have a preference for using either assessment, please 

indicate why you prefer one more than the other by rating 

the following statements. 

4. Information from this assessment will help me in 

writing individual education vision objectives for this 

student. 

Strongly agree __ _ Agree __ _ 

Disagree __ _ strongly disagree 

5. Information from this assessment will help me structure 

a daily schedule of vision activities for this student. 

Strongly agree Agree 

Disagree __ _ strongly disagree 



6. Information from this assessment gives me useful 

information for determining appropriate settings in 

which to teach vision skills. 

strongly agree Agree 

Disagree strongly disagree 
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7. Information from this assessment assists me with 

selection of materials I would need to enhance visual 

functioning of this student. 

strongly agree 

Disagree 

Agree __ ._ 

Strongly disagree __ _ 

8. Information from this assessment gives me a clear 

understanding of the visual performance capabilities of 

this student. 

strongly agree ___ _ Agree 

Disagree Strongly disagree 



criteria for Judging Teacher Activities as 

Appropriate for Each Child 
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1. The activity is within the visual performance ability 

of the child. 

2. The activity represents visual efficiency training. 

3. The level of difficulty of the activity is within the 

child's mental ability. 

4. The activity is suited for the environmental demands of 

the child. 

5. The activity is within the range of skills for the 

child's chronological age. 
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Expert 1 

Expert 1 is an advanced doctoral student at The 

University of Arizona focusing on curriculum research and 

development for persons who are multiply handicapped. She 

has a M.Ed. from Boston College majoring in Multiply 

Handicapped, Deaf-Blind Education, and a B.A. from The 

University of Arizona in Elementary Education. Teaching 

certifications are held in Arizona (Elementary Education 

Visual Handicapped), California (Multiple Subject 

Communication Handicapped, Severely Handicapped) and 

Massachusetts (Severe Special Needs). with 10 years of 

teaching experience and consultation, Expert 1 has taught 

children who are deaf-blind, multiply handicapped, and 

severely and profoundly handicapped. 

Expert 2 

Expert 2 graduated from The University of Arizona with 

a B.A. in Psychology in 1978. During that time she had 

taken a special course in the child development laboratory 

and had started to work on weekends for a company that 

managed group homes for mentally retarded school age 

children. Some of these children also had sensory 

impairments. 

An M.Ed. was earned from The University of Arizona 

program in visual and multiple sensory impairments in 1982. 

Expert 2 worked in a group home while working on her 
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Master's degree. After graduation, she was employed by the 

Tucson Unified School District at a special school for 

youths between the ages of 14-22 years who were mentally 

retarded and many were multiply impaired. She taught in the 

deaf/blind classroom which served children who had vision 

impairments and mental retardation and possibly other 

impairments, and children who had both hearing and visual 

impairments. During this time she took course work which 

led to certification in the area of mental retardation. She 

held the position in TUSD for five years, until 1987. 

For the past three years she has been employed by the 

Arizona State School for the Deaf and the Blind on the 

federally funded Arizona/Nevada Deaf-Blind Project. As the 

supervisor of this project she is responsible for the 

activities of this grant including: assisting in the 

evaluation and identification of individuals from the ages 

of 0-22 years who are or may be determined as having deaf

blindness maintaining an accurate deaf-blind registry for 

both states providing information, referral for services to 

outside agencies or a department of ASDB and technical 

assistance to parents and school districts throughout both 

states workshops and contact with national agencies working 

with individuals with deaf-blindness available to parents 

and professionals and follow-up and monitoring of services 

are available to parents and school districts upon request. 
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Expert 3 

Expert 3 reports her experience as teaching and 

supervising for 20 years. She has Arizona certification in 

elementary education (K-8) mental retardation (K-12) 

emotionally handicapped (K-12) Hearing impaired (K-12 

supervisor. Expert 3 has worked as a counselor for 

trainable mentally retarded children. She has taught 

children with hearing impairment and served as a tutor for 

adolescent autistic children. Expert 3 has supervised in a 

speech and hearing clinic and two university programs for 

graduate students in special education. 

Expert 4 

Expert 4 reports that his B.S. is in education from the 

University of Dayton, 1982. He has certificates in 

elementary education (1st-8th grade) and mentally 

handicapped (K-12). From 1982-84, he taught in a learning 

disability/educationally mentally handicapped resource room. 

From 1984-86 he was in a high school setting with educable 

and trainable mentally handicapped youth. From 1986 to the 

present, he is teaching in a trainable/multiply handicapped 

classroom with children 9-12 years of age. 
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student Profile 

BG is a six year, one month old boy born August 4, 
1983. BG exhibits developmental delays in all areas and has 
diagnosed cerebral palsy, primary visual cortex impairment 
and a mild left optic nerve pallor accompanied by a left 
homonymous field defect. At one time, BG wore glasses for 
farsightedness, however, he no longer needs them according 
to a recent report by the ophthalmologist. BG was born six 
weeks prematurely and was in the intensive care unit for a 
few hours to monitor his health as a precaution. He then 
was treated in a regular nursery for 12 days. A seizure 
disorder was diagnosed and BG is currently taking 
phenobarbital to control the occurrence of seizure activity. 

Reportedly, BG uses his vision for a variety of 
activities including near and farpoint learning experiences. 
At home, he moves confidently about the home environment. 
He easily locates his cassette tape recorder within the 
boundaries of this familiar environment. At school, BG is 
learning to use his vision to travel within the classroom, 
moving from one work area to another. He consistently 
locates his work table (northeast side of the room) after 
completing circle activities done in the center of the room. 
The travel distance is 8-10 feet. For nearpoint visual 
activities, BG is visually discriminating 8-10 inch two
dimensional representations of common foods. 

From 2-1-88 through 4-10-88, the Arizona Diagnostic 
Testing and Education Center (ADTEC) of the Arizona state 
school for the Deaf and the Blind assessed BG's level of 
functioning and obtained the following results: 

Bayley Scales of Development: Basal 13 months, ceiling 
18 months when the items requiring vision were omitted. 

Cognitive Scales of Ordinal Development: 12-18 month 
range with a ceiling of 24 months. 

Practical Abilities Scale: 12-18 month range, 18-24 
month range emerging. 

Vineland-Communication: 14 months Daily living - 19 
months Socialization - 15 months Motor - 14 months. 

Peabody Developmental Motor Scales: Gross Motor Skills 
- 0-7 years age equivalent - 15 months. 

Brigance: 12-18 months-25 months. 
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At the end of the 1988-89 school year, the Tucson 
Unified School District updated the Brigance and obtained a 
1 1/2-2 year equivalent age score indicating that BG had 
maintained skills measured by this scale for over a year. 

BG is enrolled in the Tucson Unified School District. 
He is placed in a self-contained classroom for special 
education with eight other students. An itinerant certified 
teacher of the visually impaired teaches BG and consults 
with his classroom teacher three times a week. BG spends 
time with nonhandicapped peers at least three times a day. 
Reportedly, he has benefited socially from this interaction. 
BG also is involved in community based instruction that 
provides opportunities to go shopping or order food from 
local restaurants. 
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ISOLATED ASSESSMENT (A) 

Results of the Functional Vision Inventory Profile 

Student: BG Birthdate: 8-4-83 

Assessment Date: 8-27-89 

The assessment took place in BG's family room at home. This 
room was illuminated with natural light filtering through 
windows on the north side of the room. BG does not 
currently wear glasses to correct for a refractive error. 

EXTERNAL OBSERVATIONS: 

Muscle Impairment 
Nystagmus - none observed 

Other Behaviors 
No eye poking, light flickering or twirling and spinning of 
objects was observed. 

Mobility 

No difficulties with mobility were observed in this 
environment. BG walks with his head down. 

Reflexive Reactions 
Pupillary reactions. The examiner saw a pupillary 
constriction in both of BG's eyes upon presentation of a 
penlight at 4 inches. 

Eye Movements 
Convergence: BG looked at a penlight when it was presented 
within his central visual field at 12 inches. The eyes were 
not observed to move toward the nose, an indication that he 
was not converging upon the puppet, but his head and eye 
movement behaviors stilled as though he was visually 
attending to the penlight. 

Shifts gaze: BG uses his vision to look back and forth from 
one lighted puppet on a penlight to another when they were 
presented four inches away from BG and six inches apart. 
The puppets were moved back and forth very slightly to 
encourage BG to look. 

Tracks light or toy: BG followed a puppet on a penlight at 
six inches as it moved through his mid to left temporal 
visual field and to mid to central right visual field. The 
following movement was discontinuous it appeared as though 
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BG needed to visually relocate where the penlight was when 
it was within his central visual field. 

Tracks toy across table: BG followed yellow and blue three 
inch balls as they moved through his left, central and right 
visual fields. He appeared to see the blue ball on the 
wheat colored carpet more easily than the yellow one, 
because he directly reached and picked up the blue ball 
while consistently letting the yellow one roll away. BG 
followed the yellow ball after he heard verbal prompts about 
its location. When the blue ball moved away and into the 
dining room area (4-5 feet away), BG lost interest and did 
not continue to look for the ball. 

Near Vision 
Reaches for a stationary object: BG easily reached for one 
inch "action" cars that were in his left, central and right 
visual fields at 12-16 inches. 

Regards a cube: At 12-16 inches, BG visually regarded one 
inch cubes no matter where they were within his visual 
field. 

Regards 1/4" objects: BG needed much verbal prompting to 
look for 1/4" beads that were spread within his left, 
central and right visual fields at 12-16 inches, on the 
wheat colored carpet. The beads were of varying colors 
(blue, pink, green, red, white, black, and purple) and with 
the exception of the white bead, were a good color contrast 
against the wheat colored carpet. Interestingly, BG did not 
visually acknowledge the beads within his left peripheral 
visual field but accurately reached and grasped the beads on 
the right side. 

Locates dropped object: BG looked at and followed a 1/4" 
blue bead and the orange and red one inch cubes when they 
were dropped on his right side at 12 inches. 

Teller Acuity Test: Both eyes: 20/600 RE: CNT LE: 20/600 

DISTANT VISION 

Tracks: BG followed an action car across the horizontal 
plane in a jerky, discontinuous fashion at a two foot 
distance. 

Toy rolled: BG visually followed the blue and red one inch 
balls to a distance of two feet. 
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Visual Field Preference 

Turns head to look at a stimulus: BG turned his head and 
eyes to look at a six inch fluorescent orange colored hammer 
when it was within his central visual field at 12 inches. 
He didn't appear to look when the hammer was in either his 
right or left peripheral fields. 

Prefers one eye: We alternately occluded BG's eyes to 
determine if he had one eye preference. He appeared to have 
more eye control and more following movements when he used 
his left eye. He was more visually attentive to the orange 
colored hammer and used the left eye to follow it from mid 
central visual field to the temporal left visual field area. 

Visual Field Preference 

Visual Field Loss: BG uses his head and eyes to visually 
locate interesting stimuli on his right and left sides. He 
does not appear to prefer one field over another. 

Reaches for stationary toy: As mentioned previously in this 
assessment, BG can visually locate objects as small as 1/4" 
when given good color contrast, sufficient motivation and 
adequate lighting. At this point in the assessment, BG 
preferred to tactually locate his toys and paid little 
visual attention to any of the toys before him. 

Visual Perception 

Eye-hand/depth: BG demonstrated his ability to take one 
inch balls out of a plastic container. He didn't use his 
vision to visually locate the opening at the top of the four 
inch high two inch wide container and preferred to tactually 
replace the balls into the container. 

Form Perception: BG did not perform any tasks 
indicated his ability to visually detect form. 
notes that BG does not yet look at pictures in 
although he will assist in turning the pages. 

today that 
BG's mother 

books 

Color Perception: BG visually discriminated yellow, blue 
and red one inch balls as well as the various colors of 1/4" 
beads on the carpet. 

Summary Statement 

BG uses his vision to see visual stimuli at near (12-16 
inches) and farpoint to two feet by moving his head and eyes 
to detect their location and then reaches and grasps the 
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stimulus which is often a toy. BG appears to need good 
color contrast to discriminate objects as small as 1/4" in 
size. Today, it appeared that BG preferred his left eye 
(followed more continuously and into his temporal visual 
field) rather than his right eye. BG more frequently turned 
his head and eyes to look on either his right or left side. 
For distance viewing, BG continued to follow one inch balls 
up to a two foot distance and then appeared to lose visual 
interest in them. 



CONTEXTUAL ASSESSMENT (B) 

Summary of parent and teacher interviews that determined 
which activities to analyze for BGls use of vision. 
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Mr. and Mrs. G gave a summary of BGls routine of daily 
activities form the time he awakens until he goes to bed at 
night. Mrs. G is not convinced that BG uses his vision 
unless motivated under special circumstances. BG appears to 
use a tactual approach when eating even though special color 
contrast of plates and mats are used to facilitate BGls 
visual functioning. We decided to analyze BGls eating 
routine at home and in a community setting paying special 
attention to how BG uses his vision during these times. 
Mrs. G also expressed an interest in learning about how BG 
uses his vision in a recreation/leisure setting. When Mrs. 
G recently found out that BG was frightened of live animals, 
she started taking BG to nearby Reid Park so that he could 
be near live ducks. A trip to feed the ducks at Reid Park 
was planned to analyze BGls use of vision in this context. 

BGls classroom teacher has concerns about how BG uses 
his vision to move about the classroom. She wanted to see 
if tactual cues to identify important areas in the classroom 
would be of benefit to BG. Mrs. S also wanted to know if BG 
uses his vision to discriminate two-dimensional 
representations of objects and to put together simple 5-6 
piece puzzles. BG is also integrated with first and second 
graders for a portion of his school day. Mrs. S asked 
whether or not BG uses his vision for some of the activities 
performed when a helper is available to assist BG. 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
Of critical Activities Involving 

Use of Vision 

BG at home on 8-27-89 

Domain: Domestic 
Activity: Eating an afternoon snack 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

1. Walks to table 
(table and chair, 
natural illumination 
from southern window) 

2. Sits in chair 
(chair at west end 
of table) 

3. visually locates 
Cheerios on table 
12-16 inch distance 
(red plastic bowl 
filled with Cheerios, 
box of Cheerios is on 
the table) 

4. Eats Cheerio that 
has fallen out of the 
red bowl (single 
Cheerio on white 
table cloth one inch 
from the red bowl) 

5. Sees mug of milk when 
it is moved toward him from 
two feet away (movement 
of mug toward BG into 
his left visual field) 

Results of 
student with 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Environment: Home 
Subenvironment: 

Dining Room 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Tactual 
location of 
Cheerio and 
then grasps 
and eats 



6. Drinks mug of milk 
(four inch brown mug 
with white milk 
located two feet 
away from BG) 

7. Communicates desire 
to eat more Cheerios 
(closed box of Cheerios 
standing on table at 
two feet distance) 

+ 
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BG walks 
radius of the 
table (six 
feet) to his 
left side and 
picks up 
eight inch 
glass of tea 

*Note: BG 
could get the 
Cheerios out 
of the raisin 
container but 
(wide 
opening) not 
out of the 
Cheerio 
cereal box 
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Ecological Inventory an Discrepancy Analysis 
of critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

BG at Reid Park on 9-9-89 

Domain: Recreation/Leisure 
Activity: Feeding Ducks at 

the Park 

Environment: Reid Park 
Subenvironment: Grassy 

area by pond 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

() = visual cues 
that prompt behavior 

1. Walks toward pond 
from car (pond over 
100 ft. away) 

2. Obtains bread 
from mother as fifty 
or more hungry ducks 
more toward student 
(bread in mom's hand 
at one inch, white 
geese, brown and 
multicolored ducks) 

3. Throws bread to 
visually selected goose 
or duck (white geese, 
brown, black and various 
multicolored ducks as 
close as one foot away) 

4. sits down on 
park bench to throw bread 
to visually selected goose 
or duck (white geese, 
brown, black and various 
multicolored ducks as 
close as one foot away) 

5. Requests more bread 
(bread in mom's hand) 

6. stops activity 
(absence of bread) 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

+, -

+ 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Insufficient 
distance vision 
to see duck pond 

BG appears to 
see white geese 
at a distance of 
1-2 feet 

BG threw the bread 
by his foot and 
not to a parti
cular duck or 
goose. The birds 
started to nip at 
his hand. 

BG throws more 
outward but does 
not select duck or 
goose. 

BG looks at the 
ducks rather than 
mom's hand. 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of Critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

BG at McDonald's on 9-16-89 
Domain: Community-Restaurant 
Activity: Ordering and 

Environment: McDonald's 
Subenvironment: Restaurant 

table and chair 
Eating Lunch 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

( ) = visual cues 
that prompt behavior 

1. Leaves house to get 
into car (white color 
parked in circular driveway 
SO ft. from doorway) 

2. seats self in car, 
puts on seat belt 
(red button on seat 
belt buckle, black 
seat belt, straps) 

3. Recognizes and 
identifies (McDonald's 
before getting out of 
car (golden arches at 
a twenty foot distance) 

4. Walks into McDonald's 
(door on south side of 
restaurant, people 
walking to door, 
sidewalk outside of the 
door entrance over 100 
feet from the car in 
the parking lot) 

s. waits in food line 
before making food order 
(people waiting in food 
line to order food. A 
one foot distance separates 
people in the line) 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

+ -, 

+ 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Required physical 
assistance with 
walking; lack of 
distance vision. 

BG needed physi
cal assistance to 
get seated and 
buckled, visually 
detected red 
button on metal 
clasp 

Insufficient 
distance vision 

BG needed physical 
assistance to find 
door entrance; 
made no attempt 
to use vision 



6. Makes food order when 
cashier asks what he wants 
to eat (man behind counter 
five feet away, menu ten 
feet overhead) 

7. visually locates 
place to sit in 
restaurant (table and 
chairs, purple seats 
of booths, natural 
illumination on west 
side of eating area) 

8. Visually locates 
Happy meal on table, 
opens box and begins to 
eat (colorful box 
containing Chicken 
McNuggets, fries, and 
surprise toy, eight 
inches in size) 

9. Visually locates 
french fries in bag and 
individually eats them 
(smaller bag containing 
french fries located to 
the left of the Happy 
Meal box 12-16 inches 
away) 

+ 

+ 

10. Visually finds and + 
eats Chicken McNuggets, 
drinks coke (McNuggets 
are one-two inches in 
size located on top of a 
napkin 12-16 inches away, 
coke is in 8 oz. plastic 
container at same distance) 
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BG didn't visually 
locate cashier or 
menu: waited for 
mom's verbal 
prompts to make 
food order: no 
attempts to 
visually locate 
cashier or menu. 

BG needed 
physical assis
tance to find 
empty seat and 
slid into booth. 

Direct gaze toward 
fries, direct 
reach and grasp 



11. Plays with Chicken 
McNuggets toy included 
Happy Meal (one inch 
plastic toy with 
removable Chicken 
McNuggets) 

+ -, 
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BG takes McNuggets 
out but cannot put 
them in 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of Critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

BG at school on 10-4-89 

Domain: School 
Activity: Picture 
identification of 
familiar objects 

Steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

() = visual cues 
that prompt behavior 

1. Moves from circle 
to small group area 
(kidney shaped table 
located by east black
board chairs around 
table 15 feet 
from circle area) 

Environment: Special 
Education Classroom 

Subenvironment: Small 
group of four students 
working with one teacher 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

+ 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

*teacher notes 
that BG visually 
locates adapted 
chair and red 
mat on table 
after two months 
in classroom 

2. visually locates + 
chair and sits down 
(chair on north side 
of table) 

3. visually identifies + 
picture of two dimensional 
representation of 
familiar food (colored 
enlarged photographs of 
an egg and banana 8 x 12 
inches in size, held at 
an eight inch distance) 

4. Visually locates and + 
plays with toy cars while 
waiting turn to identify 
picture photographs (cars 
are red, blue and green, 
a red mat serves as the 
background for the cars) 



5. Visually locates 
bubbles to pop and then 
blow (green bubble 
blower two inches in 
diameter, soap bubbles 
of varying sizes 
appearing at variable 
distances in left, 
central and right 
visual fields) 

+,-
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BG saw green 
bubble blower but 
did not directly 
blow through 
center BG didn't 
see bubbles to 
pop 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

BG at school on 10-4-89 

Domain: Domestic 
Activity: Making 
applesauce 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

() = visual cues 
that prompt behavior 

1. visually finds 
chair in home economics 
classroom and sits 
down (chairs around 
table) 

2. Visually locates 
apple on table (red 
apple placed 8012 
inches away) 

3 • Washes apple 

4. Peels and cuts apple 
into small pieces 
(small paring knife 
used to cut apple, 
teacher demonstration 
of how to peel and 
cut one foot to 
right side 

5. Put apple pieces 
in plastic bowl 
containing water 
(apple pieces, bowl 
containing water 8-12 
inches away) 

6. Discriminates 
apple from a pear 
(red apple, 
bartlett pear) 

Environment: Home Economics 
Class 

Subenvironment: Assistance 
from nonhandicapped 
second grader one-to-one 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Needs verbal 
prompting to find 
chair 

Needed hand over 
hand assistance to 
do task, didn't 
use vision to do 
task 

Eats apple 
instead. Visually 
detects location 
of pieces 

Teacher did this 
activity with BG 



7. Puts spoonful of 
sugar on apples 
(spoon, bowl of sugar) 

8. Shakes cinnamon 
on apples (container 
of cinnamon) 

9. Pours water into 
bowl of apples, sugar 
and cinnamon (clear 
measuring cup, white 
plastic bowl of apples, 
sugar and cinnamon) 

10. Stirs apples 
sugar and cinnamon 
(spoon, bowl of 
ingredients) 

11. Puts wax paper 
on top of bowl (wax 
paper container, 
edge of bowl) 

12. Puts mixed 
ingredients into 
microwave oven 
(microwave oven door) 

13. Removes bowl 
from microwave 
(door on microwave 
oven) 

14. Spoons applesauce 
into bowl (spoon, 
applesauce in bigger 
bowl) 

15. Eats applesauce 
(applesauce in bowl) 

+ 

+ 
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Completes with 
guided assistance, 
sees spoon 

Completes with 
guided assistance, 
sees cinnamon 
container 

Completes with 
guided assistance, 
sees cup of water, 
and bowl of 
ingredients 

Needed guided 
assistance 

Second grade 
helper puts bowl 
into the microwave 

Second grade 
helper removed 
the bowl from the 
microwave 

Needed guided 
assistance, sees 
applesauce in 
bowl 
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student Profile 

JD is a five year, three month old boy born April 18, 
1984. JD exhibits developmental delays in all areas and has 
diagnosed microcephaly. He is legally blind with 
microcorneas, esotropia, and bilateral retrolental 
membranes. Etiology of the visual impairment is unknown. 
JD recently acquired glasses to correct for a significant 
left eye astigmatism. 

Reportedly, JD uses his vision to move about familiar 
environments and avoids bumping into obstacles. JD uses his 
vision to reach and grasp medium to small objects including 
foods that are highlighted with a contrastive background. 
Usually, JD will shake and wave objects back and forth in 
front of his right eye rather than use them in a more 
typical fashion (e.g., put a puzzle piece into a puzzle or 
put a piece of food directly into his mouth). 

On April 1, 1989, the University of California at Los 
Angeles Neuropsychiatric Hospital team completed a bat·tery 
of assessments estimating JD's abilities and skills. The 
Maxfield-Bucholz Test of Social Maturity yielded an 
equivalent of thirty one months with a social quotient of 
fifty two. The Vineland results were as follows: 
Communication: 2.3 years (overall), Receptive 2.6, 
Expressive 2.2. Daily living skills 1.4, Socialization 2.1, 
Adaptive behavioral composite score was 50. JD's strengths 
were in the area of socialization; weaknesses were in the 
areas of daily living and self help. 

Presently, JD is enrolled in the Cerebral Palsy 
Foundation of Southern Arizona Preschool program. He 
attends school five days a week. Physical, speech and swim 
therapy are included as part of his regular school program. 
JD will attend the Arizona Diagnostic Testing and Education 
Center (ADTEC), for six weeks. ADTEC is a special facility 
for children with multiple and sensory impairments. For the 
past year, his family received services twice a month 
through the Parent Outreach Program for the Visually 
Impaired. A parent adviser worked in the home to help JD 
develop his vision utilization skills. 
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ISOLATED ASSESSMENT (A) 

Results of the Functional Vision Inventory Profile 

Student: JOG Birthdate: 4-18-84 

Assessment Dates: 5-23,89: 5-30-89: 6-1-89: 6-13-89 

Test Environments: Preschool classroom (5-23-89: 6-1-89; 6-
13-89), fluorescent illumination (5-30-89), room with 
natural illumination (5-23-89). JD was not wearing 
prescriptive lenses during any of these sessions. 

EXTERNAL OBSERVATIONS: 

Muscle Impairment 

Nystagmus - right and left eyes - lateral movements in a 
search pattern. 

other Behaviors 

Eye pokes - JD pressed the backs of his hands against his 
eyes during snack time and lunch break. 

Twirls or spins objects - Waves crackers/books/hands in 
front of right eye. 

Mobility 

Overcomes obstacles - avoids stepping on objects 4" in size 
on floor. JD stepped on a toy pink pitcher on the classroom 
carpet. 

Hesitates at stairs - Ascends stairs if cued, JD has no 
difficulty descending stairs. 

Appears to move fluidly about familiar school environment. 

Reflexive Reactions 

Pupillary reactions - The examiner was not able to determine 
whether or not JD had a pupillary reflex in either eye. A 
blink reflex was observed but occurred 2-4 seconds after 
presentation of the hand. 
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Eye Movements 

Convergence: Both eyes move inward toward the nose to look 
at a lighted puppet on a penlight at 2-3". This convergence 
behavior occurred when the penlight was presented below eye 
level. 

Shifts gaze: JD uses his vision to look back and forth from 
one lighted puppet on a penlight to another when they are 
presented four inches away from JD and six inches apart. 

Track light or toy: This assessment item was conducted in a 
dimly lit room. Natural illumination filtered through 
closed horizontal blinds. JD followed fa lighted finger 
popped across a horizontal plane in a jerky discontinuous 
fashion. He moved his head and eyes for several inches 
(left to right), stopped, and then again followed the 
lighted puppet across his midline. He started and stopped 
several times as if to visually relocate where the object 
was in space. 

Tracks toy across table: JD was motivated to look at 
rolling balls of various sizes and colors at a 12-16 inch 
distance from his face. The lighting was the same as that 
with the previous assessment item. JD maintained visual 
contact with a two inch pink fluorescent ball and one inch 
yellow and blue balls. He appeared to visually regard the 
balls' movements from his right to left visual field. As 
the balls approached JD's midline, he momentarily appeared 
to visually lose them. He then followed their movement on 
the table until they were within his left visual field. 

Near Vision 

Reaches for a stationary object: JD pushed aside the pink 
fluorescent ball located fin his left peripheral visual 
field at a 16 inch distance. At eye level, he reached and 
grasped a two inch orange fluorescent ball at a six inch 
distance. 

Regards a cube: JD located different one inch colored cubes 
(red, yellow, orange) when they were placed in his left, 
central and right visual fields at a 12-16 inch distance. 
He tactually located a red cube on his left side one time. 
This assessment item was performed in fluorescent lighting 
conditions. 

Regards 1/4" objects: In fluorescent lighting conditions, 
JD visually and tactually located 1/4" bells, primarily in 
his central to right visual fields at a 12-16 inch distance. 
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We observed some sliding movement of the hand as if to 
tactually identify the location of the next bell. JD did 
not respond to a 1/4" white beat on a white background but 
did visually locate blue 1/2" and 1" beads on the white 
background when they were placed just right of midline. JD 
commented that "There are some beads on the floor" in 
response to hearing some drop. 

Locates dropped object: JD made no attempt to visually 
locate the two and one inch balls as they rolleC off the 
table. 

Distance Vision 

Tracks: JD used jerky discontinuous movements to follow the 
examiner's body movements to a one and a half foot distance. 
He also looked toward his teacher (five foot distance) when 
she asked if he was done using the toilet (sound cue). 

Visual Field Preference 

Turns head to look at stimulus: In a darkened room, JD 
turned to look at a lighted puppet when it entered his left 
peripheral visual field (about 300 off of the horizontal 
plane) and right peripheral visual field (about 600 off of 
the horizontal plane). 

Eye preference: Though JD waves food, books and toys in 
front of his right eye, all other visual behaviors today 
indicate that JED has more useful vision in the left eye. 

Visual field preference: It appears that JD is using his 
vision to look at brightly colored objects in his central, 
left and right visual fields using two rubber puppets, JD 
used his head and eyes together to look at them as they 
moved into his right and left visual peripheral areas. 

Reaches for stationary toy: JD pulled out four colored 
balloons from a thirteen piece puzzle. These pieces were 
located primarily in the center of the puzzle. The pieces 
were blue, orange, green, and yellow in color. 

Visual Perception 

Eye-hand/depth: JD does not put one inch pegs into a board, 
1/4-1/2 inch pellets into a bottle or string large two to 
three inch beads. 
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Form Perception: As stated previously, JD saw one to two 
inch colored balloon puzzle pieces within a thirteen piece 
puzzle. He easily took the pieces out of the puzzle but did 
not replace the pieces. 

Color Perception: JD found the blue balloon when asked to 
do so. We do not know at this time if he is associating 
color names with actual colors because the rest of the 
balloons were removed at random and not by color name. 

Summary Statement: JD uses his vision to follow the 
movement of brightly colored objects at near (6-8 inches). 
He has an accurate reach for colored objects 1 inch in size. 
Lighting and background contrast appear to be factors in how 
efficiently JD uses his vision. JD's teacher commented that 
JD moves toward the sliding glass door that allows natural 
light to filter into the room. Natural lighting appears to 
enhance JD's visual functioning. JD appears to prefer his 
left eye, though he waves food and objects back and forth in 
front of his right eye. JD also uses his vision efficiently 
to travel in familiar environments (e.g., school and 
classroom), especially when the lighting is of average to 
dim intensity. JD avoided bumping into large obstacles and 
stepping onto most toys. He occasionally stepped on toys 
left on the class room carpet. 



CONTEXTUAL ASSESSMENT (B) 

Summary of parent and teacher interviews that determined 
which activities to analyze for JO's use of vision 
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Mrs. G reviewed a typical day for JO from the time he 
awakens, goes to school, and then goes to bed. She 
commented that JO relies on her assistance to eat, practice 
personal hygiene and get dressed. Of all the areas covered 
during a routine day, Mrs. G expressed the most concern 
about JO's ability to eat independently (at any meal) and to 
initiate some independent movement when in a recreation and 
leisure setting. For example, Mrs. G offers JO much 
assistance for eating by sitting next to him, helping him to 
locate his food on the plate, scooping the food and then 
bringing it to his mouth. JO's younger sister has been 
asking for more attention at mealtimes purportedly because 
of the one-to-one attention JO consistently receives. Mrs. 
G would like JO to eat more independently and wonders if 
JO's use of vision would contribute to this independence. 
Additionally, JO has qone to Reid Park on a weekly basis 
when the weather has been cool. Yet, Mrs. G notes that he 
will not initiate movement from the top to the bottom of a 
small incline even when he is given auditory cues about the 
location of a nearby adult. The activities that were 
analyzed for use of vision were based upon Mrs. G's concern 
about JO during mealtime and play behavior in the park. 

The classroom teacher and aide at the Cerebral Palsy 
Preschool expressed concern about JO's visual functioning in 
the outdoors and for table tasks in the classroom. 
Therefore, an outdoor play activity and indoor puzzle 
activity were analyzed for JO's use of vision within the 
context of these activities. 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of Critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

JOG at school on 6-13-89 

Domain: Recreation/Leisure 
Activity: Playing on play

ground equipment 

Environment: School 
Subenvironment: 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

1. Leaves classroom 
and visually locates 
play area which is over 
100 ft. away from JO's 
classroom (play 
equipment and door) 

2. Communicates 
desire to play (sees 
teacher at a two foot 
distance) 

3. Walks to playground 
area five feet from 
door (Ledge separating 
sidewalk from actual 
playground area) 

4. Communicates first 
choice of equipment 
(presence of teacher) 

+ 

Playground 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Insufficient 
distance vision 

Does not always 
respond to 
questions: does 
not look at 
teacher, does not 
use vision to gain 
knowledge of 
choices even 
though JD can 
verbally express 
needs and wants 
with verbal 
prompts 

Visually unable 
to discriminate 
choices because 
of bright sunlight 
physical location 
of equipment and/ 
or lack of 
motivation 



5. Visually locates 
brown and white horse 
50 feet away (rocking 
horse by fence) 

6. Climbs onto horse 
which is white and 
brown, two feet long 
and one foot from the 
ground (rocking horse) 

7. Rocks back and forth 
on horse (visual 
imitation of teacher's 
body movement) 

8. Repeats steps 6 and 7 
or walks to another 
piece of equipment (blue 
swimming pool, swing set, 
rocking horses, slide) 

9. If swing is chosen, 
walks over to the swing 
(large orange pole 
extending twenty feet 
high, chain ten feet 
long connecting chain to 
top horizontal pole) 

10. sits down on swing 
two feet long and one 
foot wide (swing seat) 

+ 

+ 
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Visually unable to 
discriminate 
choices because 
of bright sunlight 
and limited 
distance vision 

Lacks coordination 
visually not 
determining that 
he can put foot on 
play stirrup 

JD rocked after 
teacher gave 
physical prompts 

Insufficient 
distance vision 

Sees orange pole 
on swing set and 
touches, sees 
chain and touches 
but doesn't 
visually locate 
swing 
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Ecological Invent~ry and Discrepancy Analysis 
of critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

JOG at home on 6-14-89 

Domain: Domestic 
Activity: Eating dinner 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

Environment: Home 
Subenvironment: Kitchen 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

1. Walks to kitchen 

2. Visually locates 
kitchen table (natural 
light from east window) 

3. Finds own seat 
(arrangement of seats 
around table) 

4. Obtains food (food 
items on table located 
in JD's central visual 
field 8-12 inches) 

5. Visually locates 
food on table and serves 
self (blue glass 
containing milk, food 
is already on plate) 

6. Pours milk to drink 
(eight inch opaque blue 
plastic glass) 

7. Eats food (spoon on 
napkin and food on 8 
inch round red plate 
with three sectioned 
areas) 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Food is already 
on the table 

Does not use 
vision to identify 
food items 

Milk already 
poured 

Locates silver 
spoon on napkin 
and places spoon 
on food but does 
not bring spoon 
to mouth 



8. Refills plate with 
food for second helping. 
Food plates are 8-12 
inches from JD (empty 
plate and food on table) 

9. Removes plate, glass 
and puts them into kitchen 
sink. Dining areas is 
8-10 feet from kitchen 
sink. 
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Doesn't finish 
first serving, but 
reaches for brown 
bread 

Doesn't initiate 
faction, not asked 
to; doesn't see 
that plate is 
empty 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

JOG at Reid Park on 6-24-89 
Note: JD had his new glasses on today. He has had them for 
one week. 

Domain: Recreation/Leisure 
Activity: Feeding ducks at 
the Park 

Environment: Reid Park 
Subenvironment: 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

1. Walks to pond from 
car. (pond over 50 feet 
away) 

2. Obtains bag of bread 
from mother (bread in 
mom's hand at one inch) 

3. Visually identifies 
location of ducks (ducks 
in and around water near 
pond) 

4. Grasps bread and 
throws toward ducks 

5. Walks to another 
location near duck 
pond (duck pond) 

Duck pond 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Insufficient 
distance vision 
to see ducks or 
duck pond 

No attempt by JD 
to do - may not be 
related to vision 

Insufficient 
distance vision 
and visual dis
crimination for 
detail, but sees 
loose duck feather 
at 12 inches 
*JD was 
frightened today; 
glasses giving 
him more visual 
information? 

JD doesn't want to 
feed ducks; 
visually detects 
their presence 

Insufficient 
distance vision 
and visual dis
crimination for 
detail 



6. Grasps more bread 
and throws toward ducks. 
(bread and ducks) 

7. Indicates to parents 
that he is finished 
feeding ducks (no more 
bread and/or ducks are 
gone) 

See previous 
reason 

"no" response 
indicated by 
shaking head 
back and forth 
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Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of Critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

JDG at school on 7-13-89 

Domain: School 
Activity: Puzzles 

steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

Environment: Classroom 
Sub environment : Small 

group area 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

1. Select puzzle from 
shelf (puzzles) 

2. Place puzzle on 
table and seat self 
to begin work 
(table and chair) 

3. Look and discriminate 
shapes (puzzles pieces
red, yellow and blue two 
inch pieces against a 
light wooden background 
at a 12-16 inch distance) 

4. Remove pieces from 
puzzle (puzzle pieces 
of red, yellow, and blue) 

5. Look at empty puzzle 
(puzzle frame-black back
ground, white puzzle, 
red-taped border around 
puzzle edge) 

6. Reach for each puzzle 
piece (separate puzzle 
pieces on table and 1/2 
filled formboard) 

7. Replace each piece 
into correct spaces 
(places that are still 
empty) 

-,+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Teacher selected 
puzzle 

Teacher placed 
puzzle on table, 
JD found own seat 
and sat down 

Insufficient 
visual discrimi
nation for detail 



8. Return puzzle to 
shelf (complete 
puzzle) 
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JD went to carpet 
area to sit down. 
Did not initiate 
this activity and 
was not asked to 
do this 



Ecological Inventory and Discrepancy Analysis 
of critical Activities Involving Use of Vision 

JDG in the community on 7-24-89 

Domain: Community 
Activity: Shopping 

at Sears 

Environment: Department Store 
Subenvironment: Boys clothing 

department 

Steps as performed by 
nonhandicapped student 

Results of 
student with 
disability 

() = visual cues that prompt behavior 

1. Recognize Sears 
store (Sears sign 
beyond 100 ft.) 

2. Recognize general 
entrance to mall 
(Park Mall sign beyond 
100 ft). 

3. Locate boys clothing 
department (boys clothes) 

4. Visually scan 
shelves for boys 
underwear (underwear) 

5. Locate boys under
wear and correct size 
(numbers on underwear) 

6. Take underwear to 
check-out register and 
present to cashier 
(check-out stand) 

7. Pay for purchase 
with assistance from 
parent (cashier's attention/ 
item on counter) 

8. Receive bought goods 
in bag (bag on counter) 

+ 

Discrepancy 
Analysis 

Insufficient 
distance vision 

Insufficient 
distance vision 

Insufficient 
detail and 
distance vision 

As above 

As above 
Not familiar 
with numbers 

As above, lac]c 
of 0 & M skills 
in unfamiliar 
environment 

No opportunity 
to work with 
money 

140 



9. Find way to main 
entrance/exit and 
leave store (doors) 

141 

Insufficient 
distance vision, 
lack of 0 & M 
skills 
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