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ABSTRACT 

This study aimed to identify the obstacles facing teachers of students’ with learning disabilities in applying 

curriculum-based measurement in learning disabilities resource rooms. The study sample consisted of 121 male and 

female teachers .To achieve the objectives of the study, a questionnaire was used, which in its final form consisted of 24 

items. Its validity and reliability were verified before it was applied to the study sample.The results of the study showed 

that the level of obstacles facing learning disabilities teachers in applying curriculum-based measurement in learning 

disabilities resource rooms was moderate. The results also showed that there were no statistically significant differences 

due to the variables: gender, level of education, and years of experience in the level of obstacles facing teachers of students 

with learning disabilities. However, the results showed that there were statistically significant differences on the two 

dimensions roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities, the school administration attributed 

to those with experience categories less than 5 years, and 5 years to 10 years. 
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1. Introduction 

Measurement and evaluation are used in the educational learning process as essential components of 

making educational decisions, as decision-making is part of the educational system, and is of utmost 

importance in determining the success or failure of this system and judging its quality. Therefore, educational 

decisions must be based on accurate and sufficient information, and teachers themselves must take 

responsibility for collecting and using it. 
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Assessing students with learning difficulties and diagnosing them is the main approach to identifying this 

group, requiring the availability of appropriate sorting and diagnostic tools with acceptable validity and 

reliability that can be trusted in assessment and diagnosis processes. Sorting is considered the first step in 

assessment and plays a fundamental role, as it identifies students at risk of learning difficulties and contributes 

to decision-making, such as the effectiveness of the teaching process and predicting future academic 

performance[1]. 

Shinn[2] consider Curriculum-based measurement as a set of procedures that examine the skills of a student 

with learning difficulties based on his actual performance according to the curriculum[3]. Many studies and 

research have proven that there is no other assessment that can match curriculum-based measurement. In terms 

of its validity and reliability, in addition to its codification procedures, it can be used to make various decisions 

in special education, whether related to sorting, referral, classification, planning, performance monitoring, and 

other educational decisions. 

The curriculum-based measurements have been successfully used for assessment, referral, and diagnosis 

purposes, and have proven their efficiency as an alternative means of identifying individuals with learning 

difficulties. Monitoring students' progress through repeated measurements has shifted the early research in the 

curriculum-based measurement system from being just a tool for monitoring student progress to being used 

for sorting, decision-making, and benchmarking for students with learning difficulties. Curriculum-based 

measurement has become significantly important as a form of standardized measurement associated with 

understanding students' progress levels. Consequently, curriculum-based measurement has become an entry 

point for assessing students' academic growth, with its primary goal being to assist teachers in evaluating the 

learning process for students with learning difficulties. Early research in curriculum-based measurement (CBM) 

has thus focused on the academic performance of students with learning difficulties[4,5]. 

Despite the importance of using curriculum-based measurement and the effective role that teachers of 

learning disabilities play within the school, it faces many obstacles that limit its effective application, as 

teachers of learning disabilities face problems related to how to deal with students with learning difficulties, 

school administration, and the cooperation of education teachers[6]. 

In general, during the application of curriculum-based measurement, Marchand & Furrer[7] indicated that 

there are personal obstacles specific to teachers of learning disabilities, represented by the perceptions and 

attitudes of teachers of learning disabilities towards using curriculum-based measurement, as some teachers of 

learning disabilities consider that curriculum-based measurement is not measurable. Quantitative and requires 

more time to apply and extract results, and its application must be with ordinary students with high 

achievement and not students with learning difficulties, not to mention the need for teachers with learning 

difficulties for adequate training, and the lack of cooperation of the school administration in providing all the 

facilities to enable them to apply measurement based on the curriculum effectively, and as a result, this research 

came to know the obstacles facing teachers of learning disabilities in applying curriculum-based measurement 

in learning disabilities resource rooms. 

Curriculum-based measurement (CBM) emerged in the early 1980s, when the Learning Disabilities 

Research Center at the University of Minnesota developed and evaluated the technical efficiency of methods 

for measuring curricular performance in order to be used in the educational decision-making process for special 

education teachers with primary school students, as it proved its effectiveness in making educational decisions 

in areas of reading, dictation, reading and writing expression, and mathematics[8].  

As a result, curriculum-based measurements were designed, and therefore curriculum-based 

measurements can be defined as tools that show their effectiveness towards direct assessment and monitoring 
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of the student’s academic level , and it can be used repeatedly to monitor the level of academic growth in an 

evaluative manner [9,10]. 

It is also an assessment tool with regular procedures that result in a database that helps in making 

educational decisions that develop the educational process and helps students and teachers to achieving the 

educational objectives required in the curriculum, and it has three types: measuring general outcomes, skills-

based measurements, and level measurements for students [11]. 

Clarke[12] Hosp et al [13]; have pointed out a set of features of curriculum-based measurement, which are: 

it saves time for teachers, is standardized in the process of applying and correcting it, is a reference source 

where the student’s performance is compared to himself, and is effective in that it is It is applicable once 

practiced, follows regular repeated measurement, gives feedback to teachers, and displays results in the form 

of graphs. 

Curriculum-based measurements have been developed in order to provide those interested with recurring 

information, especially on what should be focused on in teaching students the various curriculum skills. 

Curriculum-based measurements have also been designed to provide efficient means for teachers to know and 

monitor students’ progress towards achieving important educational outcomes[14]. 

As a result of collecting educational evidence about students who are subject to curriculum-based 

measurement, teachers are able to make more frequent decisions about changing or continuing their teaching. 

Consequently, teachers who apply curriculum-based measurements make their students achieve greater 

progress in reading, decoding, and comprehension. As a result of repeatedly making decisions. The presence 

of educational changes by teachers as a result of curriculum-based measurements has increased significantly 

in response to the unsatisfactory progress of students[13] . 

Many studies, such as Espin et al[15], Graney&Shinn[16] have proven that teachers who use (CBM) to 

monitor the effectiveness of educational intervention have their students’ progress at a much higher level than 

those who rely on traditional tests. 

By applying curriculum-based measurement, students with learning difficulties are compared with the 

performance of their peers in the same classroom. Deno[17] suggests that the teacher take random measurements 

from ordinary students so that comparison can be made and conducted. Comparison with a transitional group 

at the grade level is one of the best comparisons with national groups used as a standard in standardized tests. 

Curriculum-based measurement is considered an indicator of a student’s possession of the direct academic 

skill because it works to target specific academic skills, which means that it has a high prediction of possession 

of the skill. Curriculum-based measurement is also more sensitive to identifying academic weakness at an early 

age than other measurements in various skills. Academic skills, such as reading, writing, and mathematics are 

applied in standardized procedures through which the skills likely to be acquired by students are measured. 

Curriculum-based measurement can be used repeatedly, and its application sometimes requires one teacher in 

most of its procedures. It has reliable and valid psychometric properties during teaching intervention[5, 18]. 

The importance of using curriculum-based measurement becomes clear through the early identification 

of students who are at risk for academic risk, as it represents a source of confidence when used to determine 

the probability that these students are likely to be successful or at risk of learning difficulties, as studies indicate 

the importance of early detection of students who are at risk for learning difficulties in Different academic 

subjects, and teachers should be able to quickly and efficiently identify students who are facing academic 

difficulties, as this early intervention can change the course of students’ performance[19] 
. 
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One of the main goals of curriculum-based measurement in reading from the beginning is to determine 

the level of real academic development of students in the field of reading. Studies Deno et al.(2001), 

Chirst(2003), Marston(1989) indicated that the most widespread use of curriculum-based measurement is to 

monitor students’ progress in reading performance, when the teacher monitors students with reading weakness 

to document their progress and uses measurement data to track Students’ performance toward academic goals 

and objectives. Each student’s progress is compared to his or her own goal and previous performance or to the 

performance of peers at the same age. Because data is taken repeatedly, the teacher determines how well the 

child is performing at any given time. 

Popham [20], Deno[21] also explain that reading progress can be monitored through actual measurement of 

performance individually, and over different time periods, as it begins by determining the baseline of skills for 

each student, then following up on his progress through repeating measurements and comparing actual reading 

performance with expected performance and standards. Universal, codified and specified for each academic 

level. Curriculum-based measurement also relies primarily on the use of Oral Reading Fluency, which appears 

simple in form and quick to apply and administer, but its results are more sensitive to students’ short-term 

gains in reading skills and to predicting long-term reading success, which makes it a tool. Ideal for monitoring 

progress for use in the classroom, as Hospe et al[13] explains, a student's accuracy and speed in reading aloud 

are a clear, easily observed indicator of a student's reading ability. 

Mathematics is one of the important applications of curriculum-based measurement in the academic field, 

as curriculum-based measurements in mathematics have emerged as an indicator of students’ progress towards 

achieving educational goals[22]. Curriculum-based measurement in mathematics is characterized by a 

standardized method and specific standards, and uses tests. Equitable to monitor students' progress. It is also 

one of the assessments that can help teachers review their teaching and remedial procedures, direct them to 

specific skills, and then improve the level of achievement for students with learning difficulties[23]. One of the 

most important features of curriculum-based measurements in mathematics is that they are easy to apply and 

record results. It can be applied individually or collectively to students, and it can also be designed to measure 

three areas of mathematics: early numerical ability, arithmetic operations, and mathematical concepts and 

applications. 

There are two types of curriculum-based measures in mathematics that are used as screening tools for 

students at risk of academic difficulty. The first type is measurements based on mathematical arithmetic, which 

is used to measure a student’s ability to perform mathematical calculations for his grade level, and the second 

is measurements based on mathematical concepts and applications, which is used to evaluate applied skills 

where concept and application measures are used by teachers and school specialists, for the purposes of rapid 

surveying and monitoring students’ progress in mathematics. These standards evaluate different journals in 

mathematics, namely: numerical arithmetic and operations on numbers, patterns and relationships, data and 

probability, and geometry and algebra, which represent the fields most used by teachers in teaching 

mathematics[11]. 

The mechanism for implementing and applying curriculum-based measurements faces many challenges 

and obstacles that prevent teachers of students with learning disabilities from implementing them to the fullest 

extent. Despite the effective role provided by teachers of students with learning difficulties, they face many 

obstacles in applying curriculum-based measurement that affect  the outcome of the educational and 

pedagogical process, where a teacher with learning difficulties faces different problems and pressures to a 

greater extent than other teachers, which affects his performance and results with students with learning 

difficulties. Among these challenges are those related to the administrative aspects of the school and the lack 

of support from supervisors and administrators[23]. 



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v9i7.6184 

5 

Many teachers with learning difficulties feel unprepared, or lack good numbers, qualifications, training, 

and practices to work with students with learning difficulties, which makes the advanced preparation process 

for teachers with learning difficulties an urgent necessity[24]. 

1.1. Other assessment methods 

Providing accurate and effective assessment of students with learning disabilities represents an important 

challenge in the field of special education. Assessment for these students varies according to their needs and 

reflects the diverse nature of the learning difficulties they may face. One common type of assessment is 

diagnostic assessment, which is based on gathering detailed information about the student's level of academic 

and behavioral performance and skills. This type of assessment aims to accurately identify learning problems, 

enabling teachers to provide appropriate support[25]. 

Moreover, performance-based assessment can be used to determine the level of students’ progress in 

academic and applied skills. This includes evaluating their performance on daily tasks and tests, with a focus 

on understanding each student’s individual learning methods. This type of assessment contributes to directing 

educational guidance to achieve optimal results[26]. 

As for integrated assessment, it includes evaluating multiple aspects of learning, such as mental, social, 

and emotional aspects. This type of assessment helps in a deeper understanding of students’ needs and 

aspirations, which leads to the application of integrated educational strategies that enhance their 

comprehensive development[27]. 

Providing effective assessment for students with learning disabilities also includes the use of various 

assessment techniques. Formal assessment can be used to examine students' progress in specific skills at 

specific time intervals, enabling teachers to identify strengths and weaknesses and direct instructional efforts 

more effectively. In addition, continuous assessment techniques can be used to monitor students' progress 

periodically, allowing educational programs and support measures to be adjusted according to their changing 

needs[25]. 

Life skills assessment, such as social interaction and self-skills, can also be used to understand 

comprehensive aspects of learning. Life skills assessment is an essential part of identifying students' needs and 

providing interventions that help them develop their personal and social capabilities[28]. 

Velasco & Campbell[29] pointed out that it is important to consider evaluating students' response to 

educational measures, as response assessment techniques can be used to determine the effectiveness of 

educational programs and adjust them to students' needs. This type of assessment helps provide quick feedback 

and modify instructional strategies to improve the learning experience for students with learning disabilities. 

High-stakes assessments can also be used to assess students on tasks that contain significant challenges 

and complexity, and are intended to measure their ability to be flexible and solve problems in advanced 

learning contexts. This type of assessment enhances the development of students’ intellectual and analytical 

skills[30]. 

Summative assessment is considered vital to the teaching and learning process, as it is conducted at the 

end of a specific educational period to measure students’ performance and achieve specific educational goals. 

This type of assessment aims to provide a comprehensive overview of students’ development over the specified 

period of time and their ability to achieve specified educational goals[25]. 

Informal feedback provided by teachers can also be used. These assessments represent a vital part of 

communication between teacher and student. These feedback reflect details of the student's personal 

performance and progress, and provide immediate guidance to improve their performance. This type of 
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assessment promotes effective communication between teacher and student, which contributes to stimulating 

effective learning[28]. 

Peer assessment is also based on the principle of evaluating students by their peers. These assessments 

provide a diverse and independent point of view on students’ performance, and contribute to developing 

communication and cooperation skills among students. These assessments can be effective in enhancing self-

awareness and developing teamwork skills[26]. 

1.2. Difficulties facing teachers of students with learning disabilities 

Teachers of students with learning disabilities face many challenges in applying curriculum-based 

measurement within learning resource rooms. First and foremost, difficulties arise in determining the level of 

academic achievement of these students as a result of their different needs and learning styles. This is partly 

because abilities and skills vary among students, making assessment challenging and requiring different 

methods to be tailored to suit each individual's needs[31]. 

Second, providing an appropriate environment for assessment is an additional challenge, as this requires 

careful attention to providing additional support for students with learning difficulties, whether this is 

providing appropriate tasks or customized assessment techniques. In addition, teachers must carefully analyze 

data generated from assessments to understand students' progress and weaknesses, which requires a deep 

understanding of the needs of students with learning disabilities [32]. 

Applying curriculum-based measurement requires teachers to continuously work to develop assessment 

strategies that meet the needs of diverse students; processing data resulting from assessment processes is one 

of the important challenges facing teachers of students with learning disabilities in applying curriculum-based 

measurement. Analyzing this data requires a deep understanding of students’ needs and interactions with 

educational content. Standard, paper-based assessment can be ineffective in this context, as teachers need to 

adopt comprehensive assessment methods that include a variety of skills and abilities[33]. 

In this context Kontu&Pirttima[34] pointed out that  interactive and continuous assessment techniques are 

vital tools for addressing the challenges of assessing students with learning disabilities. These techniques can 

be integrated into daily classroom work, allowing teachers to identify students' strengths and weaknesses over 

time and thus guide teaching effectively. Moreover, the influence of the educational environment on 

assessment processes poses another challenge. 

Teachers must ensure a supportive and stimulating environment for students, taking into account their 

individual differences in learning needs. Achieving this requires close cooperation with all faculty members 

and parents to ensure comprehensive support for students[31]. 

Welch[23] also believes that teachers of students with learning disabilities suffer from ambiguous and 

contradictory responsibilities, unclear expectations from the administration, lack of administrative support, 

and the huge amount of written work carried out by the learning disability teacher, in addition to the barriers 

between teachers of learning disabilities and general education teachers, all of them limit the possibility of 

employing method-based measurement in a systematic, scientific manner. The need for teachers of learning 

difficulties to invest time, information, and skills in implementing curriculum-based measurement, and that 

teachers do not receive adequate training in the curriculum, nor do they receive data-based evaluation results 

in a timely manner that enables them to make decisions regarding the intervention process early, teachers with 

learning disabilities do not receive sufficient support from students’ families, general education teachers, and 

educators to effectively implement curriculum-based assessments. 
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Werts et al.[35] study  aimed at finding out teachers’ perceptions of the benefits and obstacles of responding 

to intervention, also indicated that there is a lot of paper work, a lack of sufficient time, and that there is 

weakness in training and a lack of knowledge about the processes of responding to intervention. Therefore, the 

use of existing curriculum-based measurement (CBM) may pose a challenge to public and private education 

teachers in several aspects: 

First: Teachers’ participation and training in professional development: This is represented by the 

unwillingness of many teachers to participate in professional development as a result of the lack of incentives 

for this development, according to their point of view, despite the efforts of educational institutions to reform 

the education system through the participation of school principals and teachers in developing the educational 

process, students, and curricula, to improve the educational environment and learning resources in accordance 

with scientific standards, however, there is a division in teachers’ perceptions of professional development into 

two halves: the first is aware of the importance of development and supports it, and the other is opposed to it, 

due to their lack of participation in determining educational topics and the content of training activities [36]. 

Second: Building and applying curriculum-based measurement tests: Most educational systems rely on 

the use of informal tests derived from the reading, writing, and mathematics curriculum as a diagnostic 

assessment tool for students with learning difficulties, although studies have proven that the effectiveness of 

using standardized official tests returns more reliable results[36] . 

1.3. Previous studies 

There is a scarcity of Arab and foreign studies that have addressed the obstacles facing teachers of learning 

difficulties in applying curriculum-based measurement. Therefore, researchers will address studies directly 

related to the topic. Below are some of the studies that were accessible: 

Welch[23] conducted a study in the United States aimed to identify the challenges facing teachers when 

using curriculum-based measurement. The study was applied to (10) teachers who teach students with learning 

difficulties. The results concluded that teachers of students with learning difficulties suffer from 

responsibilities. Ambiguous, contradictory, unclear expectations from the administration, lack of 

administrative support, and the huge amount of written work performed by the learning disabilities teacher, in 

addition to the barriers between learning disabilities teachers and general education teachers, all limit the 

possibility of employing curriculum-based measurement in a systematic, scientific manner. 

Alshammari[37]conducted a study aimed at identifying the Difficulties of applying the continuous 

evaluation to the upper primary students from the point of view of teachers in. The study population consisted 

of all primary school teachers, so the study sample consisted of (354) teachers. The study found that there is 

difficulty in applying continuous measurement due to the lack of financial and technical support provided to 

teachers, and the large number of students in the classes. The results also indicated that there are differences 

attributed to the variable of specialization and the absence of differences attributed to the variable of experience 

among teachers. 

Adams[38] also conducted a study that aimed to determine teachers’ acceptance of curriculum-based 

measurement and the extent of using curriculum-based measurement as a global testing tool in reading. The 

study sample consisted of (83) teachers for grades one to five in primary school in the state of Washington. A 

questionnaire was applied to them using the Internet measures the degree of their acceptance of using 

curriculum-based measurement and its effectiveness as a means of testing reading. The study found that 

teachers had little acceptance of curriculum-based measurement to identify students at risk of reading 

difficulty. 



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v9i7.6184 

8 

Zhao[39] aimed to identify the viewpoints of mathematics teachers in Chinese primary schools. The study 

sample consisted of (1101). The results concluded that the most important difficulties facing the application 

of continuous measurement are the presence of negative attitudes among teachers towards the application of 

continuous measurement due to their lack of conviction in it, in addition to the weakness of communication 

between the administration and teachers to provide them with continuous evaluation mechanisms. The study 

also found that 20% of teachers do not meet the conditions and criteria for evaluation. 

Seymour[40] carried out a study to identify the practices of special education teachers for the primary stage 

and their perceptions regarding the use of curriculum-based measurement. The study sample consisted of (86) 

teachers with special needs in USA. A questionnaire was used to collect data from the study sample. The 

results were as follows: The majority of the study sample (92%) have confidence in using curriculum-based 

measurement, especially which reflects positively on students’ achievement. The results also indicate some 

obstacles in using curriculum-based measurement, which are the lack of sufficient time for teachers, and the 

lack of knowledge of some teachers about curriculum-based measurement.  

Abongdia et al.[41] conducted a study entitled the challenges facing teachers in identifying students with 

learning difficulties in two primary schools in East London. The study sample included (10) teachers with 

learning difficulties. The study used a qualitative case study approach based on semi-personal interviews. The 

results of the study concluded that the most important challenges facing teachers of learning difficulties in 

identifying students with learning difficulties is the lack of actual training among teachers and the methods 

used in identifying students with learning difficulties, and the lack of cooperation between teachers. 

Swain & Allinder [42] conducted a study that included (517) psychologists practicing in schools. 18.3% of 

those with more than 12 years of experience received training in curriculum-based measurement, while it was 

reported 90.8 of the new graduates with less than 4 years of experience reported receiving training in 

curriculum-based measurement. The results indicated that although more than 60% of experienced school 

psychologists had received training in curriculum-based measurement in the form of service presentations or 

conferences, recent graduates who received training in curriculum-based measurement were more likely to use 

this type of curriculum-based measurement than school psychologists with long experience. 

2. The study problem 

Learning difficulties teachers are responsible for providing educational and pedagogical services to 

students who have learning difficulties in resource class rooms. These services include the measurement 

process in basic learning subjects such as reading, writing, and mathematics, through which the progress 

achieved by students in these subjects is known. Especially if we know that teachers with learning difficulties 

find it difficult to define an evaluation system that helps them monitor the performance levels of students with 

learning difficulties and improve their educational achievement because they encounter many obstacles, and 

in the absence of tools based on the results of scientific research, the process of identifying the levels of students 

with difficulties becomes Learning is fraught with risks, and the use and application of modern measurement 

tools, such as curriculum-based measurement, by teachers of learning disabilities may face some obstacles and 

challenges, and this is aligned with what  Rowe et al[43] indicated that teachers of learning disabilities feel 

concerned about the possibility of applying measurement based on The curriculum in light of the many 

obstacles they face. 

Swain & Allinder[42] reported that less than half of the teachers of students with learning disabilities who 

had knowledge of curriculum-based measurement (CBM) did not use it for any educational purpose with 

students with learning difficulties, due to the presence of some obstacles. Which limit its application, such as 
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the lack of time to implement curriculum-based measurement procedures, the lack of the necessary skills to 

implement it, and teachers’ perceptions of the validity of curriculum-based measurement procedures[43].  

From the above, the study problem can be formulated in the following questions: 

(1) What are the obstacles that teachers of learning disabilities face in applying curriculum-based 

measurement in learning disabilities resource rooms? 

(2) Are there statistically significant differences at (α= 0.05) in obstacles facing teachers of student with 

learning disabilities according to the variables (gender, educational qualification, and experience)? 

2.1. Objectives of the study 

 Identifying the obstacles facing teachers of students with learning disabilities in resource rooms 

 Identifying the obstacles facing teachers of student with learning disabilities in resource rooms 

according to variables (gender, academic qualification, and experience) 

2.2. The importance of the study  

The importance of this study can be displayed in two forms as following: 

2.2.1. Theoretical importance 

Curriculum-based measurement receives great attention due to its effectiveness in sorting and monitoring 

the progress of students with learning difficulties and determining the level, remedial methods, and appropriate 

educational strategies for students with learning difficulties. In light of the limited Arab studies that addressed 

curriculum-based measurement, studying the issue of obstacles facing teachers of learning difficulties is In 

applying curriculum-based measurement and identifying its concept, practices, and content, it may help 

teachers of learning difficulties to overcome those obstacles that may prevent them from identifying the levels 

of students with learning difficulties, monitoring their progress, and appropriate strategies for them, and this 

is the important role played by curriculum-based measurement, as these are The study is one of the first studies 

in this field in Jordan. 

2.2.2. Practical importance 

The practical importance of this study is to direct attention towards curriculum-based measurement and 

practical obstacles for the purpose of activating and applying it to students with learning difficulties. Moreover, 

addressing curriculum-based measurement may contribute to raising the efficiency of teachers of learning 

difficulties in applying curriculum-based measurement to their students, and it is expected this study 

contributes to preparing a scale to detect the obstacles facing teachers of learning difficulties in applying 

curriculum-based measurement that has acceptable psychometric properties. 

2.3. Study Limitations 

2.3.1. Spatial boundaries 

This study was applied to teachers of learning difficulties in Mafraq Governorate. 

2.3.2. Temporal boundaries 

This study was applied during the second semester of the academic year (2022-2023). 

2.3.3. Objectivity border 

The current study included the obstacles facing teachers of learning disabilities in applying curriculum-

based measurement 



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v9i7.6184 

10 

2.3.4. Human limits 

The study includes all teachers of students with learning disabilities in Mafraq Governorate, whom 

numbered 121. 

2.4. Procedural and conceptual definitions 

2.4.1. Obstacles 

Operationally defined as elements that act as barriers to the implementation of curriculum-based 

assessment as required, hindering the educational path of students with learning difficulties. 

2.4.2. Learning difficulties teachers 

A specialized teacher in special education with a bachelor's or postgraduate degree in learning difficulties, 

providing therapeutic education programs for students with learning difficulties in the Mafraq Governorate. 

2.4.3. Curriculum-based assessment 

An evaluation tool that provides direct and continuous information about students' performance in various 

areas such as reading, spelling, mathematics, and other subjects. Derived from the prescribed curriculum, it 

generates a database that aids in making educational decisions and understanding the needs and capabilities of 

students[8, 44]. 

3. Method and procedures 

This study adopted the descriptive survey method, which is one of the forms of organized scientific 

analysis and interpretation. 

3.1. Study population and sample 

The members of the study population consisted of all male and female teachers working in the resource 

rooms and affiliated with the Directorate of Education in the city of Mafraq, who numbered (121) male and 

female teachers during the first semester of the academic year 2022/2023. All members of the study were 

selected using a comprehensive survey method, thus forming the study population. Table 1 shows the 

distribution of the study sample participants. 

Table 1. The study sample according to its demographic variab. 

Variable Category No Total 

Gender 
Male 73 

121 
Female 48 

Scientific Qualification 
Bachelor's degree or less 87 

121 
Postgraduate 34 

Years of Experience 

Five years or less 57 

121 5 years-10 years 38 

More than ten years 26 

 

3.2. Study instrument 

To collect data about the obstacles facing teachers of students with learning disabilities in applying 

curriculum-based measurement in learning disabilities resource rooms, researchers developed a scale to 

identify these obstacles by reviewing theoretical background and the previous studies such as Seymour [40]and 
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Nevenglosky [45]the study of  Kate et al[46] and Welch[23] study, the scale in its initial form consisted of (28) 

items. 

3.2.1. The instrument validity 

A- Content Validity: 

The content validity of the scale, which initially contained (28) items, was verified by (10) arbitrators 

with experience and expertise in psychology, psychological counseling, and special education in a Jordanian 

universities. The proposed amendments, which were approved by 80% of the arbitrators, were taken into 

account, as (5) item were deleted for not being suitable for the scale purposes at the end the scale consisted  of 

(23) divided on three dimension (Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities, 

The school administration, and Collaboration of general education teachers with learning disabilities teachers). 

3.2.2. The instrument reliability  

Reliability was verified by applying the scale to a pilot sample consisting of (30) male and female teachers 

from outside the study primary sample over two time periods separated by two weeks between the first 

application and the reapplication (test-retest), then the reliability coefficient was calculated using the Pearson 

correlation coefficient. The reliability equation using Cronbach Alpha was also extracted from the pilot study 

data and from the final sample  n=121, as Table 2, illustrate. 

Table 2. Cronbach alpha coefficients and test-retest values 

No Dimension 
Cronbach 

Alpha, n=30 
test-retest 

Cronbach Alpha, 

n=121 

1 
Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
0.83 0.79 0.87 

2 The school administration 0.80 0.83 0.88 

3 
Collaboration of general education teachers with 

learning disabilities teachers 
0.85 0.80 0.89 

It is noted from the results of Table 2, that all reliability values using Cronbach Alpha and test-retest 

were all acceptable for the purposes of the current study. 

3.3. Correcting the study instruments 

The scale items were answered using the following five-point Likert grading: very large, large, moderate, 

little, very little. The arithmetic means of the sample members’ responses were classified into three levels by 

using the statistical criterion, using the following equation: (Sekaran & Bougie ,2016). 

Category length = highest alternative of values - lowest alternative of values = 5 - 1 = 4 = 1.33, Number 

of levels 3 3. 

Therefore, the arithmetic mean can be judged according to the following cut scores: 

1 to  2.33: Low   2.34 to 3.67 : Moderate, 3.68 to 5  :High. 

3.4. Statistical procedures 

- To answer the first and second questions, arithmetic means and standard deviations were used. 

- To answer the second question, the multiple two-way analysis of variance test was used 
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4. Study findings  

4.1. Results related to the first question which state: What are the obstacles that teachers of 

learning disabilities face in applying curriculum-based measurement in learning disabilities 

resource rooms? 

To identify the obstacles facing teachers of learning difficulties in applying curriculum-based measurement, 

arithmetic means and standard deviations were calculated for the responses of the study individuals to the 

dimensions of the obstacles facing teachers of learning difficulties in applying curriculum-based measurement, 

as shown in the following table as Table 3, demontsrate. 

Table 3. Arithmetic means and standard deviations of the study members’ responses to the areas of obstacles facing the application 

of curriculum-based measurement. 

No Domain Rank Mean STD Level 

1 
Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning 

disabilities 
1 4.32 0.37 High 

2 The school administration 2 4.08 0.46 High 

3 
Collaboration of general education teachers with teachers of 

student with learning disabilities 
3 3.47 0.31 High 

It is clear from Table 3, that the most prominent obstacles facing the application of curriculum-based 

measurement were the obstacles related to the dimension “roles and responsibilities of teachers of students 

with learning disabilities”, with an arithmetic mean of (4.32) and a high degree, followed by the obstacles 

related to school administration, with an arithmetic mean of (4.08) and also a high degree, and finally came 

dimension three which state” Collaboration of general education teachers with teachers with a mean of (3.47) 

and a moderate degree. This means that most of the obstacles facing teachers of students with learning 

disabilities are related to the roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities. The 

arithmetic means and standard deviations were also calculated for each dimension as following: 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities  

The means and the standard deviation and the level this dimensión ítems were calacluated as Table 4, 

demonstrate.  

Table 4. Arithmetic means and standard deviations of the domain “roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning 

difficulties” items arranged in descending order. 

No item Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
level 

q1 A large quorum of learning difficulties teachers from classes 4.55 0.56 high 

q2 The many administrative burdens assigned to teachers of learning disabilities 4.40 0.76 high 

q5 
Lack of participation of learning disability teachers in the participatory teaching 

process at school to implement curriculum-based assessments 
4.40 0.56 high 

q3 
Learning disability teachers do not receive adequate training in curriculum-based 

measurement to implement it effectively 
4.31 0.90 high 

q4 
Weak knowledge of learning disabilities teachers about curriculum-based teaching 

methods 
4.26 0.60 high 

q8 
Lack of awareness of learning difficulties teachers about the importance of using 

curriculum-based measurement in the evaluation process 
4.26 0.64 high 

q6 
I find it difficult to evaluate and monitor continuously using curriculum-based 

measurement 
4.21 0.65 high 

q7 
Learning disabilities teachers do not receive the results of curriculum-based 

assessment directly to enable them to make appropriate decisions 
4.14 0.78 high 



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v9i7.6184 

13 

Table 4 shows that the arithmetic means ranged between  4.55 to 4.14, where item 1, which states “a large 

quorum of teachers with learning difficulties in classroom lessons”, came with an arithmetic mean of (4.55), 

while ítem 7, which state “Learning disabilities teachers do not receive the results of curriculum-based 

assessment directly to enable them to make appropriate decisions” came with the lowest arithmetic mean 

reaching  4.14, Which means that the large quorum of teachers with learning disabilities in the classroom is 

one of the most important obstacles for teachers with learning disabilities to applying curriculum-based 

measurement. This may be attributed the fact that the increase in the academic load placed on teachers with 

learning disabilities depletes their energies and abilities and consumes a lot of time from them in teaching 

students with learning disabilities, which It constitutes an obstacle to the application of curriculum-based 

measurement. This result is consistent with the findings of  Welch[23] study which showed that the suffering of 

teachers of students with learning difficulties in applying curriculum-based measurement is due to the huge 

amount of written work performed by the learning disability teacher. 

Dimension: The school administration 

The means and the standard deviation and the level this dimensión ítems were calacluated as Table 5, 

demonstrate.  

Table 5. Arithmetic means and standard deviations of the dimension “The school administration” items arranged in descending 

order. 

No Item Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Level 

Q1 
The school administration ignored the needs of learning disability 

teachers to help them implement curriculum-based measurement 
4.20 0.86 high 

Q7 
The school administration has limited information about the nature of 

curriculum-based measurement 
4.18 0.74 high 

Q5 
Lack of material and moral incentives provided by the school 

administration to teachers of learning difficulties 
4.17 0.95 high 

Q3 

Lack of knowledge (ignorance) of the school administration about the 

nature of the work of teachers of learning disabilities in applying 

curriculum-based measurement 

4.11 0.86 high 

Q2 

The school does not conduct training activities that increase the ability 

of teachers with learning disabilities to apply curriculum-based 

measurement 

4.08 0.69 high 

Q4 
Lack of school administration awareness of the importance of 

curriculum-based measurement 
4.02 0.71 high 

Q6 
Class time is insufficient to apply curriculum-based measurement to 

students with learning difficulties 
3.77 0.67 high 

Table 5 shows that the arithmetic means ranged between  4.20 to 3.77 , where ítem 1 , which states: “The 

school administration ignores the needs of teachers with learning difficulties to help them apply curriculum-

based measurement,” came with a arithmetic mean of  4.20 , while ítem 6, which state “Class time is 

insufficient to apply curriculum-based measurement to students with learning difficulties,” with the lowest 

arithmetic mean reaching  3.77 . Which means that the lack of awareness of the school administration and its 

neglect of the needs of teachers with learning disabilities is one of the most important obstacles to the school 

administration for teachers with learning disabilities in applying curriculum-based measurement, and it may 

be attributed to the school administration’s belief that teachers with learning disabilities do not differ in their 

tasks and roles from general education teachers and that they have special needs. Educational materials, tools, 

educational means, and training and psychological needs must be provided. Therefore, ignoring such needs is 

an obstacle for teachers of learning difficulties to implement curriculum-based measurement. This result is 
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consistent with some of the results of  Welch[23] study which found that teachers of students with learning 

difficulties suffer from ambiguous and contradictory responsibilities, unclear expectations from the 

administration, and the lack of administrative support, which are among the obstacles to applying curriculum-

based measurement. 

The third Dimension: Collaboration of general education teachers with teachers of student with 

learning disabilities  

The means and the standard deviation and the level this dimensión ítems were calacluated as Table 6 

demonstrate.  

Table 6. Arithmetic means and standard deviations of the dimension “Collaboration of general education teachers with teachers of 

student with learning disabilities” items, ranked in descending order. 

NO Item Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Level 

Q1 
Lack of participation of general education teachers in implementing curriculum-

based measurement for students with learning difficulties 
3.80 0.59 high 

Q7 
The scarcity of training courses received by general education teachers on the 

importance of curriculum-based measurement 
3.60 0.99 moderate 

Q2 
Lack of sufficient time for general education teachers to communicate with 

teachers of learning disabilities 
3.53 0.71 Moderate 

Q5 
Lack of experience of general education teachers in dealing with students with 

learning difficulties 
3.51 0.53 Moderate 

Q4 
General education teachers neglect their role in implementing curriculum-based 

measurement 
3.37 0.80 Moderate 

Q6 
Learning disability teachers do not receive adequate support from general 

education teachers to implement curriculum-based measurement 
3.34 0.63 Moderate 

Q3 
There are negative attitudes among general education teachers towards teachers 

with learning disabilities 
3.33 0.66 Moderate 

Q8 
Lack of general education teachers’ knowledge of the importance and objectives 

of curriculum-based measurement 
3.26 0.54 Moderate 

Table 6 shows that the arithmetic mean ranged between (3.80 to 3.26, where item 1, which states “Lack 

of participation of general education teachers in implementing curriculum-based measurement for students 

with learning difficulties”, came with a arithmetic mean of 3.80, while item 8, which state “Lack of general 

education teachers’ knowledge of the importance and objectives of curriculum-based measurement “ came in 

the last rank with 3.80 mean and 0.54 standard deviation. 

Which means that the lack of participation of general education teachers of students with learning 

disabilities is one of the obstacles to the application of curriculum-based measurement, and may be due to the 

lack of cooperation between general education teachers and teachers of students with learning disabilities 

within the school or to their lack of knowledge at all about curriculum-based measurement despite the 

important role it plays. General education teachers support teachers with learning disabilities in following up 

students with learning disabilities in the regular classroom and implementing various educational activities in 

cooperation with teachers with learning disabilities. This study is consistent with the study [23], which indicated 

the presence of barriers between teachers of learning disabilities and general education teachers in 

implementing curriculum-based measurement. 
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4.2. Findings of the second study question: Are there statistically significant differences at (α= 

0.05) in obstacles facing teachers of student with learning disabilities according to the variables 

(gender, educational qualification, and experience)? 

To answer this question, the arithmetic means and standard deviations of the obstacles facing teachers of 

learning disabilities in learning disabilities resource rooms were extracted according to the variables (gender, 

educational qualification, and experience), and the Table 7 shows this. 

Table 7. Arithmetic means and standard deviations of “obstacles facing teachers of students with learning disabilities according to 

variables (gender, education level, and experience). 

Dependent Variable gender Mean 
Std. 

Error 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students 

with learning disabilities 

male 4.30 .045 

female 4.30 .055 

The school administrati 
male 4.02 .045 

female 3.98 .055 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 

male 3.42 .038 

female 3.48 .046 

Dependent Variable Education Level Mean 
Std. 

Error 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students 

with learning disabilities 

Bachelor's degree or less 4.23 .067 

Postgraduate 4.37 .092 

The school administration 
Bachelor's degree or less 3.96 .067 

Postgraduate 4.04 .092 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 

Bachelor's degree or less 3.43 .057 

Postgraduate 3.47 .078 

Dependent Variable Years of experience Mean 
Std. 

Error 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students 

with learning disabilities 

1 to 5 4.51 .086 

5 to 10 4.27 .072 

More than 10 4.12 .100 

The school administration 

1 to 5 4.43 .086 

5 to 10 3.81 .072 

More than 10 3.76 .100 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 

1 to 5 3.56 .073 

5 to 10 3.47 .061 

More than 10 3.32 .085 

It is noted from the results of Table 7, that there were apparent differences between the arithmetic 

averages of the obstacles facing teachers of learning difficulties according to the variables (gender, academic 

qualification, and experience). To find out whether these differences are statistically significant, the multiple 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) test was extracted as Table 8 illustrate.  
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Table 8. The results of Manova test to examine the significance of the differences between the arithmetic means of the obstacles 

facing teachers of learning difficulties according to the variables (gender, educational qualification, and experience). 

Source Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 

of Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

gender 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
.002 1 .002 .013 .909 

The school administration .040 1 .040 .314 .576 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 
.091 1 .091 .990 .322 

Education 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
.129 1 .129 1.014 .316 

The school administration .043 1 .043 .337 .563 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 
.006 1 .006 .070 .792 

Experience 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
1.240 2 .620 4.871 .009 

The school administration 7.664 2 3.832 30.004 .000 

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 
.305 2 .152 1.665 .194 

Error 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
14.770 116 0.127   

The school administration 14.815 116 0.128   

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 
10.615 116 0.092   

Total 

Roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with 

learning disabilities 
2273.734 121    

The school administration 2036.714 121    

Collaboration of general education teachers with 

teachers of student with learning disabilities 
1466.734 121    

It is noted from the results of Table 8 that there are no statistically significant differences between the 

arithmetic averages of the obstacles facing learning difficulties teachers in learning difficulties resource rooms 

according to the variable of gender and practical qualification, as the significance values for the “F” values 

were greater than 0.05 for each case. 

While the results showed that there were statistically significant differences between the arithmetic 

averages depending on the experience variable on the two dimensions: “roles and responsibilities of teachers 

of students with learning disabilities” and “school administration.” To determine the reliability of the 

differences on these dimensions, the Scheffé test was extracted, and Table 9 shows this. 

Table 9. Scheffé test results to examine the returns of differences between the arithmetic means of the obstacles facing teachers of 

students with learning disabilities in resource rooms according to the variable of experience. 

Dependent Variable Experience Mean 1 to 5 6 to 10 More than 10 years 

Roles and responsibilities of 

teachers of students with learning 

disabilities 

1 to 5 4.51 - **0.24 **0.29 

6 to 10 4.27 - - 0.15 

Greater than 10 4.12 - - - 

The school administration 

1 to 5 4.43 - 0.62** 0.67** 

6 to 10 3.81 - - 0.05 

Greater than 10 3.76 - - - 
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It is noted from the results of Table 9 that the differences between the arithmetic averages of the obstacles 

in the dimension “roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities “and the dimension 

“school administration” that teachers of students with learning disabilities face in resource rooms according to 

the experience variable are attributed to those with less than five years of experience, and from 5 to 10 years. 

5. Discussion 

The most prominent obstacles facing the application of curriculum-based measurement were the obstacles 

related to the roles and responsibilities of teachers of students with learning disabilities, followed by the 

obstacles related to school administration. General Education teachers cooperated with learning disabilities 

teachers and a moderate degree. This means that most of the obstacles facing teachers of learning disabilities 

are related to the roles and responsibilities of teachers of learning disabilities. This may be due to the fact that 

teachers of learning disabilities lack appropriate experience and sufficient training to apply and implement 

curriculum-based measurement, not to mention the large teaching and administrative burdens assigned to them 

and the lack of knowledge of some of them in existing measurement methods. On the curriculum makes it 

difficult to apply this type of repeated measurement in an effective practical manner and the field of school 

administration is one of the clear obstacles to learning disability teachers’ application of curriculum-based 

measurement. This may be due to the school administration’s low knowledge of the characteristics of students 

with learning disabilites and not giving them adequate educational attention. Compared with ordinary students, 

in addition, the school administration ignores the needs of teachers with learning disabilities to help them apply 

curriculum-based measurement, and the school administration does not provide training programs and 

financial incentives to teachers with learning disabilities in order to encourage them to apply curriculum-based 

measurement. 

As for the dimension of general education teachers’ cooperation with teachers of learning disabilites, the 

obstacles were to a moderate degree, which means that there is a type of obstacle that affects the application 

of curriculum-based measurement, which may be attributed to the lack of participation of general education 

teachers in implementing curriculum-based measurement for students with learning disabilites, in addition to 

the neglect of teachers. General education for their role in applying curriculum-based measurement and their 

lack of knowledge of the nature of the tests applied to students with learning disabilites. 

These results are consistent with the results of the study (Seymour, 2016), in which the results indicate 

some obstacles in using curriculum-based measurement, which are the lack of sufficient time for teachers, and 

the lack of knowledge of some teachers about curriculum-based measurement, and the Zhao (2018) study, 

which indicated a weak communication between the administration and teachers to provide them with 

mechanisms for continuous evaluation. The study also found that 20% of teachers do not meet the conditions 

and standards for continuous evaluation. 

Moreover, Manov test showed that teachers of students with learning disabilities whom experience is less 

than five years, and from 5 to 10 years, face many different obstacles that limit their application of curriculum-

based measurement, which may be due to their weak competence in applying curriculum-based measurement 

on the one hand, or their lack of exposure to courses. Adequate training is provided for adequate training in 

applying curriculum-based measurement, while more experienced teachers are able to overcome the obstacles 

that limit their application of curriculum-based measurement. This result was not consistent with the study of 

Swain & Allinder[42], which found that although more than 60% of experienced school psychologists had 

received training in assessment-based In the form of in-service presentations or conferences, recent graduates 

who received training in curriculum-based measurement were more likely to use this type of curriculum-based 
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measurement than school psychologists with long experience this findings alligned ina with Alshammari[37] 

study whicg indicated that there are no differences due to the variable of experience among teachers. 

In addition the finding of the Manova test showed that teachers of students with learning disabilities face 

the same difficulties in classroom, regardless of the variables of gender and academic qualification, which 

means they are all exposed to the same obstacles that limit their application of curriculum-based measurement 

in learning difficulties resource rooms. This may be due to the fact that male and female teachers with different 

educational qualifications suffer from the lack of training and knowledge of curriculum-based measurement, 

in addition to the administrative obstacles within the school represented by administrative and teaching burdens 

and the lack of cooperation of general education teachers, in addition to the obstacles related to teachers of 

learning difficulties, which limit their application of curriculum-based measurement. 

6. Recommendation 

 Reducing the educational and administrative burdens assigned to teachers of learning disabilities, 

so that they can implement curriculum-based measurement programs. 

 Activating cooperation between the school administrations on the one hand and general education 

teachers on the one hand with teachers of students with learning disabilities to successfully 

implement curriculum-based measurement. 

 Providing training courses and educational workshops for teachers of learning disabilities to 

introduce and train them on applying curriculum-based measurement. 

7. Limitation 

While the study used the complete population as a sample, the sample's homogeneity may limit the 

findings' applicability to other varied groups. The findings may be more applicable to the unique qualities 

and attributes of the examined population, reducing the generalizability of conclusions to larger and more 

diverse populations. 
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