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Nine documents report on activities of Project RETAP

(Regular Education Teachers and Principals), an inservice training
program which focuses on the development of teacher competencies
necessary for the successful integration of the mildly handicapped
child. The ultimate goal of the project is the assimilation and overt
application of a variety of psychoeducational techniques and
curricular approaches, which would provide a supportive learning
environment for the exceptional child. "Assessing the Impact of an
Intensive Inservice Training Model on Regular Teachers and
Mainstreamed Students" is a research report on the effectiveness of
Project RETAP in terms of affective and cognitive student outcomes
and attitudinal and behavioral teacher outcomes. Findings from data
on 27 kindergarten through sixth grade regular classroom teachers
show that teachers receiving comprehensive training were able to
bring about positive growth for mainstreamed students while

simul taneously accomplishing similar gains for all their students.
Seventy competencies important for teaching special needs students
are identified in "ldentifying Effective Teaching Behaviors for
Mainstreaming." The instruments used to obtain the 70 variables are
explained and samples are offered in "Instrumentation for Data
Collection." It is noted that from classroom observation instruments,
teacher daily record instruments, teacher self report instruments,
and interview instruments, wvariables were identified and
conceptualized within a framework of seven categories: classroom
management, questioning style, academic learning time,
individualization, teaching style, classroom climate, and attitudinal
variables. Results of two more studies are reported in "A Comparison
of Academic Learning Time (ALT) f£or Mainstreamed, Low, Average, and
High Ability Students" and "Identifying Teachers Effective with
Special Needs Students in the Regular Classroom Setting." Another
document contains "Descriptive Tables for Specified Teaching
Behaviors of Selected Effective Teachers." Two additional research
reports are included which are entitled "Data Summary for the
ldentified Effective Teachiny Behaviors for Mainstreaming" and

"Ef fective Teaching Behaviors for Mainstreaming--A Descriptive

Teacher Profile." A final performance report is offered for the

‘validation phase of Project RETAP. Tables with statistical data are
given. (SW)
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BACKGROUND

The indispensable professional who will carry the primary

responsibility for mainstreaming is the regular classroom teacher,
While mainstreaming may be imposed by binding laws, the manner in which
the regular classroom teacher responds to the needs of the special child
may be a far more potent variable in ultimately determining the success
of mainstreaming than any administrative or organizational structure,

In accordance with its advocacy role in support of adequate
training for personnel serving the handicapped, the Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped (BEH) provides funds for the re-training of regular
educators to facilitate the mainstreaming process. The project to be
descrited in this paper was funded as a regular education inservice train-

ing project for the three-year period from 1975 to 1978,
o Overview

Project RETAP (Regular Education Teachers and Principals) was
an inservice training program for regular teachers and principals which
had as its primary focus the development of teacher competencies necessary
for the successful integration of the mildly handicapped child. The ultimate
goal of the Project was the assimilation and overt application of a variety
of psycho-educational techniques, as well as curricular approaches, which

would provide a supportive learning environment for the exceptional child,

Operational Plan

The Project accepted five schools to participate each year. The

format for the Project required the participation of the building principal
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and two regular education teachers from each school, Principals were re-
sponsible for choosing participant teachers from their buildings. The
operational plan for the Project called for the participants to conduct

a workshop for the staff in their building on a monthly basis. The

mater ial covered during the course of the year was adapted into a workshop
format and presented by the three-member teams to their regula; education

peers.

Inservice Training Content

Training began with an intensive six-seek summer workshop which
met daily for four-hour sessions. During the school year, participants took
part in weekly inservice sessions held at their individual schools designed
to provide them with the consultation and support necessary for implementation
of appropriate educational and behavioral strategies. These sessions occurred
before and after school and during free periods and were accompanied by
both classroom demonstration and observation by the teacher trainer,

The training activities involved three levels. The first level
was general exposure to special edu&ation, including categorical definitioms,
characteristics of children with special needs, and background and
ratiorale for maihstreaming. A second level of the teacher training was
concerned with management of the total classroom and involved assessing
and modifying teaching style and classroom management practices, as well
as accommodations for individualizing instruction, The final training
objective was to develop competencies in informal diagnostic assessment
and subsequent appropriate instructional strategies. To facilitate this
phase of the training process, a target group of children was selected in
each classroom. Using a variety of assessment instruments, those children

were identified whose academic, social, and behavioral needs required

specific intervention, Weekly training sessions during the school year
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dealt in particular with targeted students and concerns related to
meeting their individual needs,

Activities utilized for training were specifically planned

to allow for extensive hands-on experience in order to maximize participant
involvement during training sessions. The format for the training included
various sensitizing experiences, simulation activities, games, audio-visual
presentations, problem solving exercises, task sheets, case studies, and
planning sessions,

At the onset of the summer workshop, P;;ject participants completed
a needs assessment to ascertain training needs. Based on this information,
priority training topics were determined for the group as well as for in-
dividual schools, teachers, and principals. Subsequent training sessions
addressed the identified topics of concern. The needs assessment data

¥

reflected a wide range of differences among individual training priorities.
A prioritizing of the areas identified by the participants revealed four
topics of general concern: (1) Behavior management; (2) self diagnosis
of teaching behaviors and styles; (3) building independent learning
skills; and (4) diagnosis and remediation of reading problems. Since
behavior management techniques were of prime concern, major emphasis was
devoted to this topic. The overall intent was to acquaint the participants

with the basic principles and procedures necessary for the development
of effective intervention programs for targeted behaviors.

Additionally, much effort was extended in developing and monitoring
individual programs for targeted children. Specific programs of inter-
vention covered such areas as extinction and/or reduction of problematic

behavior, emotional and social adjustment, and remediation of specific




skill deficits., Teachers were assisted by the Project trainer in the

impiementation of effective strategies, procedures, and curricular.

EVALUATION OF PROJECT'S IMPACT
Introduction
Although the evaluation design was basically consistent across the
three-year period, specific changes were made in certain instances when it was

considered necessary to enhance the overall quality of the Project's design. For

utilized a semantic differential technique which required students to respond to

|
|
\
|
|
1
example, during the first year the instrument used to assess attitude toward school
|
pairs of opposite adjectives (i.e., good/bad) on a five-point scale. However, the
resulting data was so highly skewed in the positive direction at pre-test |
administration that post-testing was considered to be inappropriate., Therefore,

pre-post data for the school attitude variable is available for only the last two |

years of the Project. Also, the Cooper-Smith Inventory was initially used to

provide a measure of self-concept. The format used required students to indicate
whether or not a statement was "like" or '"not like'" them by marking the appropriate
"face" provided. In this case, the lie scores were so high on the pre-test

administration that interpretation was rendered meaningless. |

Evaluation Design

|
|
The effectiveness of the RETAP inservice training program for regular 1
|
|

educators dealing with special needs children was assessed primarily in terms of

aff ective and cognitive student outcomes and attitudinal and behavioral teacher |
outcomes., The evaluation design was principally concerned with determing the

impact of the training in terms of the degree to which: (1) Project teachers would
demonstrate a pattern of behavior more appropriate for meeting the needs of mildly
handicapped learners; and (2) targeted children would benefit as a result of the

specific intervention strategies employed by their teachers.




Instrumentation

Teacher Assessment Instruments

The classroom observation instrument used was the Learning Eunvironment

Dimensions Index (LEDI). The LEDI was used to assess both the amount of

teacher-directiveness and the degree of learner support provided by the
teacher. It consists of fifteen categories of verbal behavior. The focus
of the instrument is to record the teacher's verbal behavior in terms of the
intended effect on the student or group. Since overall climate for learn-
ing is a group phenomenon, observations are made of students collectively.

The learner support dimension, often referred to as teacher warmth,
is operationally defined in terms of the tendency of the teacher to be ap-
provirg, provide emotional support, encourage, reassure and commend, express
considerable urderstanding, and accept the feelings of students. The direc-
tive dimension is defined at one end with the teacher as a dominant, con-
trolling figure, providing overall organization, issuing directives, lec-
turing, providing factual information, and asking factual recall questions.
At the student-centered extreme, the dimension represents the tendency to
involve students in discussion and decision-making, challenge students by
asking open-ended questions which stimulate thinking, and facilitate stu-
dent problem-solving, self-direction, and initiation.

A questionnaire entitled "A Survey of Teacher's Opinions Relative
to Mainstreaming Special Needs Children" was designed to address teacher
attitude toward the concept of mainstreaming, its benefits and relative mer-
its compared to special class placement for the handicapped. The instrument

contained 41 statements requiring the respondents to indicate their degree of

agreement.




Student Assessment Instruments

The California Achievement Test (CAT) (Reading, Math, and Language

Subtests) was given to pupils at the appropriate levels on a pre-post basis.

In addition, the Short Form Test of Academic Aptitude (SFTAA) was given in

the Fall as a measure of ability (IQ) and was used to generate expected
scores on the CAT. This, in turn, generated discrepancy of achievement
scores for pupils in participating classrooms for selection purposes.

The Behavior Rating Scale (adapted from the Devereux Elementary

School Behavior Rating Scale) was used to determine an individual's be-

-~

havioral standing within the class based on teacher judgment. Students
were rated on 47 items pertaining to their overall classroom adjustment.
Twer.ty-six items are rated on a 5-point scale dealing with frequency of
occurrence (Very frequently to Never); the remaining items are rated on

% 7-point scale indicating the degree to which the behavier is true of a
given child (Extremely to Not at all). Additionally, clusters nf approxi-
mately four items each yield 1l interpretive factor scores. For analysis
purposes a summative score was used. The potential range of scores was 47 to 277.

The Survey of School Attitude (SSA) was also administered. This &tand-

ardized instrument requires students to indicate whether they like, disliké;
or are neutral toward different activities in four academic areas. The sﬁm
of a student's responses to a sample of activities typically encountered in a
curricular area is considered an indication of the student's overall affect-
ive reaction to that area. For the purpose of this evaluation, responses to
all four arcas were merged to provide a single average score indicative of
general attitude toward school. Scores could potentially range from 0 to 30.

The Perception of Social Closeness Scale (PSCS) was used to provide

an indication of the degree of peer acceptance for an individual student within



a given classroom. Each student was asked to make a judgment for every

student in his or her class relative to the level of acceptance they felt

toward each of their classmates. Ail responses for an individual child

were considered collectively to arrive at a score. The range of scores was

0.70 to 2.43. An individual's Self Rating on this scale was used inde-

pendently as a measure of perception oﬁ self. In responding to éheir own .
name on the sociogram, -students were directed to choose the regponse they

thought the majority of their classmates would select for them. The re-

sponses ranged from ''would like to invite to my home' which was the most

positive response {scored as a "l1") to "would like to leave me alone'" as

the most negative response (scored as a "5'").

Selection of Target Population

As mentioned earlier, a target group of children within each class-
room was identified based on a compilation of the aptitude, academic, social,
attitudinal, and behavioral data. The CAT Achievement scores and the SI'TAA
aptitude score on an individual were jointly considered to obtain a discrep-
ancy score representing the difference between an individual's actual achieve-
ment and his or her expected achievement based on genmeral ability. The
comparison of the CAT scores with the SFTAA score is made possible because
of their joint standardization. The SFTAA score was used to produce an
anticipated achievement grade equivalent score using age, grade in school,
sex, and SFTAA raw score as predictors. Once this score was computed, it was
subtracted from the actual grade equivalency score, obtained on a given
subtest of the CAT, to produce the desired discrepancy score. ‘

After all students in the participating classrooms had completed the

testing, the actual range of scores obtained om the behavieral, social, and

ERIC
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attitudinal instruments was determined for each test based on the total
results for all the classrooms considered collectiveiy. The actual range
was used to calculate the thirtieth percentile cut-off score. To further
specify the severity of a student's discrepancy, cut-off scores were also de-
termined for the twentieth and tenth peicentile. For the reading, math, and
language discrepancy scores, a cut-off point of five or more months discrep-
ancy was usa2d for selection purposes. |

In order to provide for a uniform procedure for selection across

all classrooms,a point system was devised which was based on the severity of

the discrepancy. Figure 1 illustrates the manner in which points wvere

assigned to individual students. After the point system had been applied

to each classroon of students, those four students receiving the highest
"score' were designated as the target children within an individual classroom.
(In a fev instances the number of target children selected deviated slightly,

l1.e., three or five because of the number of children receiving high scores.)
ANALYSTIS AND RESULTS
Data Source

Over tne three-year period,27 kindergarten through sixth grade
regular c<lacsroor Lga;hars participated for the duratfon of a school year.
Since little data was available for the kindergarten classrooms, the data
source includes 25 teachers, 17 female and eight male, from 15 schools
within eight communities inclusive ¢f urban, suburban, aad rural areas. Eight
of the schools served low socio-economic status students and weire eligible

for Title I funds. The classroom size ranged from 2C to 34, with an average
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of 26 students.

Description of Target Population

Descriptive data for the target and non-target groups are provided

in Table 1. As can be readily seen,the most common characteristic of
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targeted students was their academic discrepancy. Of the total 101
students in the target group, 16 were not considered in the one-year dis-
crepant category due either to grade one status or missing d¥na. Likewise,
grade two students were also omitted from inelusion in the two-year dis-

crepant category. Thus, cnange in eligibility by category explains the

non-additive nature of the percents reported. *Considering only students

above grade two, 407 of the target group were two Or more years discrepant
in at leash\oqg subject area according to pre-test scores. Eliminating all
occasions where an in@ividual student could have been included in more than
one category (i.e., a student could be one year discrepant in one subjcc
and two Or more years discfepant in one or two other subjects), a total of
71% of all targeted students were discrepant one or more years in at least
one subject area. An additional 14 students, or 16%., of the targeted stu-
dents were achieving one * 1r or more below grade level in at least one
subject area. Five studeats (6%) wer: targeted based solely on discrepancy
{n either or both behavior and social status. The remaining six target
students (7.) were selected based on teacher Judgment of need for specific
intervention. Thu3,93% of the targeted students exhibited discrepancy in

either (or a combination of) academic achievement, behavioral adiustment, or




social status. Twenty-three (38%) of the academically discrepant targeted
students also exhibited discrepancies in the behavioral and social domains.
Males were favored nearly three to one in the total target group (73 vs 28).
N

Considering the characteristic deficits of the children identified
as target, they appear to be representative of a mildly handicapped popula-
tion, i.e., those earmarked for mainstreaming. Although only a few of the
stuéen:s in the target group had actually been returned to the regular class-
room from special classes, many of the targeted students would most likely
have been formerly identified as handicapped based on their discrepant pro-
files had they been in school prior to the recent movement toward main-
streaming mildly handicapped students. Referring to recent cefinitions of
handicapping conditions, the targeted youngsters are most characteristic of
the specific learning disabled and educable mentally retarded populations
(i.e., 31% with I.Q.s below 90; 40% with average I.Q.s but functioning at
least two years below expectency). It should also be mentioned that accord-
ing to USOE, BEH statistics (1975), 887 of learning.disabled students are

reported s unidentified by local special education agencies.

Student Outcomes

In order to determine if the Project objectives were met, the
appropriate analysis was to compare the gain scores across the target and
the non-target groups. Since the target group and the non-target group
were strictly not comparable, a discrepant group from the non-target group
comparable to the target group was formed for comparison purposes. Futher-
more, formation of such a group would facilitate the determination of carry-

over effects to students who were potentially target students but were not

assigned to the target group. In order to determine non-target but discrepant

-10-




students, a frequency score distribution for each of the seven variables

was obtained for tne target group. In general, students scoving below the
3uth jercentile in the non-target group on each of the variables compared
well with the students in the target group. Thus, three groups were formed,
the target group, the discrepant group (consisting of students in the non-
target group who might have been assigned to the target group) and the non-
target group. The discrepant group varied for each of the seven variables
considered.

It should be mentioned that due to the lack or cortrol of the type
of student to be found in the classrooms of the participating teachers, the
range of severity of targeted students varied considerable from class to
class. In some classroums there were several students with very discrepant
profiles who were not selected as target students since there were other
students with more discrepant profiles. Conversely, in other classrooms,the
targeted students were only mildly discrepant. An examination of Table 1
indicates that approximately 20% of the non-target group were academically
discrepant; an equal number were behaviorally or socially discrepant. These
figures lend further support for the evaluation design in which the impacc
of the training on non-target discrepant students was considered.

Although grade equivalent scores were used initially to determine
discrepancy scores, they were not appropriate for analysis. The typical num-
ber of students in the target group was 4, with missing observations frequently
occurring. Since this number was considered too small to permit meaningful
comparisons of gain scores over the groups, it was necessary to combine the
grades to compare the gains of the three groups, and to combine over years to
compare the gains of the three groups for each of the six grades. In either

case, the use of grade equivalent scores was not appropriate due to the non-
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equivalence of tests across grades. Fu-thermore, in order to minimize

carry-over effects, different forms of the CAT were administered during the
pre-testing and the post-testing phases. These strictly non-equivalent
forms further rendered the grade equivalent scores inappropriate for analysis.
The Achievement Development Scale Scores (ADSS), which are rescalings of the
raw scores and the grade equivalent scores, are invariant across’different
forms of the CAT and also across grades and, thus, are ideally suited for the
compar ison of gains across groups. Hence, the grade equivalent scores were
transformed to ADSS and these scoves were emploved in the analysis. For be-
havior rating, self-rating of social acceptance, and schonl attitude, raw
scores were used for analysis purposes. For peer acceptance, & score was
derived by applying differential weights to the response options.

Statistical analysis of the data involved carrying out univariate
analysis of variance for each of the seven variables. Univariate analysis
of variance as opposed to multivariate analysis of variance was deemed
appropriate due to the great number of missing observations for each variable.
Deletion of missing observations across all seven variables simul taneously
would have greatly reduced the number of available observations, rendering
the multivariate analysis less powerful than the univariate analyses.

Althoigh numerous comparisons were examined, both by grade collapsing
across years as well as by year collapsing across grades, only summary data
are provided here. However, several trends in the data warrant mention. While
no by-grade patterns were apparent in math and language gains, in reading
target students tended to have the greatest gains in the lower grades, while
discrepant students had the greatest gains in the upper grades. In terms of
behavior ratings, in five of the six grddes (all except grade two) discrepant
students showed the greatest gains, with the differences being significant at

three grade levels. Targeted studeats improved their sociogram scores more than

- 1
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discrepant or non-target students in four (2,4,5,6) of the six grades.
Mean gains collapsed across grade and years for each of the seven

variables for the three groups considered are shown in Table 2. In terms

of academic gains, Jdiscrepunt students showed gains in excess of those made
by target and non-target students in both reading and language. Although the
gains were not significantly different from those of the other two groups,
these results indicate a carry-over effect. That is, the teaching strategies
implemented by the participating teachers to help target students also posi-
tively effected less discrepant students as well. In math,non-target students
made significantly greater gains than both target and discrepant students.
Nonetheless, the gains made by the targeted and discrepant groups were
appreciable. These results indicate that the teachers were less successful
with targeted youngsters in increasing their achievement in math. This may
in part be attributed to a more concentrated training emphasis in remedial
strategies relative to reading and language arts in response to expressed
teacher ~prioritized need for training in these areas. Additionally, teachers
more readily implemented individualized instructional strategies in these
curricular areas since thev were already providing small group instruction,
whereas in math,instruction was primarily large group.

In the area of behavioral adjustment, significant carry-over effects

were also apparent. While both targeted and Jiscrepant students showed gains

in the expected direction, non-target students' maladjustive behavior increased

slightly. However, this increase is insignificant in light of the fact that

post-test mean scores @ reraged about 60 for the non-target group,

-13-




while averaging about 100 for the target group. These results demonstrate
that while there was hardly any room for the scores of the students in the
non-target group to decrease, there was considerable room for the scores of
the students in the target and discrepant groups to decrease and their

o scores did indeed decrease substantially. The extent of the impact on the
behaviorally discrepant group is indicative of the effectiveness’of the
emphasis in the training on classroom management procedures related to in-
creasing productive learning time.

Peer acceptance ratings changed in the desired direction for all

students indicative of a more supportive social environment uy the end of the

school year. In terms of students' self-ratings on the sociogram, only the
target and non-target students felt more accepted by their peers. Non-target
students with initial low self-ratings (i.e., the discrepant group) felt
slightly less accepted by their peers. These results may indicate that

the intervention programs for targeted students geared to increasing their
self-perception were of a more personal, individualist:zc nature and thus did
not serve to enhance the self-perceptions of other students for whom system-
atic procedures were not implemented. Finally, school attitudes were some-
what more positive by the end of the year for all three groups, with tar-

geted students having the greatest gains.

Teacher Outcomes

Teachers who participated in the Projec. were expected to implement
management and instructional procedures necessary to better accommodate the
special needs learner within the regular classroom environment. Of course,
the ultimate measure of the teachers' success in accomplishing this goal is
in terms of pupil performance. The data reported in the previous section

indicate that positive change did occur for targeted as well as discrepant

~14~
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students as a result of the intervention strategies implemented by their
teachers.

Further evidence of the success of programs intended to promote
positive change for targeted students, especially in the behavioral domain,
is available from a review of the anecdotal records kept throughout the vear.
Teachers completed an individual "Behavioral Anecdotal Record" f;r each
targeted child. While formal summary of the data is not meaningful due to
the personal nature of each intervention program, the results of specific
behavior modification programs indicate a high degree of success in elimina-
ting or decreasing behavior which interferred with a student's learning poten-
tial. Other programs were successful in increasing productive learner
behavior. Teachers also completed a "Behavior Management Checklist" for each
target behavior. This form was developed to facilitate tne implementation

of a systematic procedure for intervention.

Teacher Behaviors

In order to determine the degree to which Project teachers would
make use of behaviors considered appropriate to promote a more productive
climate for accommodating the mildly handicapped learner, classroom observa-
tions were conducted utilizing the LEDI, a low-inference classroom observa-
tion instrument. The purpose of the LEDI was to assess the degree to which
teachers would engage in student-centered and learner-supportivz teaching
behaviors.

Due to the non-uniform criteria utilized by principals to select
participating teachers across schecols, great variability existed among the
teachers on such dimensions as amount of teac..ing experience, coursework in
speeial education, previous exposure to mildly handicapped students in their

classrooms, etc. Therefore, since entry level of the participating teachers

o -35-
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could not be assumed comparable, coupled with the small number of teachers,
analysis of the observational data collected was problematic. Additionally,
due to ghe extent of initial variability, on-site training was, in part, a
function of the individual teacher's needs, both as stated by the teacher
and as observed by the teacher trainer. Furthermore, the needs of a teach-
er's targeted students also played a part in defining the nature of the
training an individual teacher received. It should be clear at this point

that the observational data cannot be readily combined across teachers and,

therefcre, no summary table of the results is included.

Due to the Project timelines and previous changes in persomnel, the
final year of the Project afforded th: first opportunity to observe teachers
before the intensive summer workshop. Since participants were selected in
May, classroom observations could he ccnducted prior to traininmg. Observa-
tions were conducted again midway through the Project and finally during
the last month. Therefore, data are available at three points in time and can
be used to make comparisons over time.

The LLbI provides a frequency count for fifteen types of verbal be-
navior. Tlnus, collapsing acress time, 45 "scores' were provided for each
teacher. (lassroom observations were approximately 30 minutes in length and
occurred during academic lessons.

Review of this wealth of data can be summarized in the following
generalizations:

(1) The greafrest chnange in teaching behaviors occurred between
Time 1 and Time 2, that is, after the intensive summer workshop.

(2) Project teachers exhibited continued grecater use of student-
centered as opposed to teacher-directive behaviors across time.
Specifically, they made greater use of behaviors which stimu-
lated thinking and facilitated student problem-solving, self-
direction, and initiation.

(3) Project teachers increased their use of positive reinforcement
over neutral reactions and use of punishment,

ERIC e 19
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Teacher Attitudes

'

In order to assess tﬁg impact of the inservice training program on
teacher's attitude toward mainstieaming, the attitudes of three groups of
regular education teachers were compared: (1) The participating teach-
ers who received intensive inservice training over a one-year peripd; (2) the
teachers who attended the monthly inservice training sessions during the
school year; and (3) a random sample of teachers.

The random sample of teachers used for comparison purposes consisted
of a sample of nearly 1000 regular classroom teachers in kindergarten through
grade 12, representing urban, suburban and rural areas of New England. The
sample was selected using a multi-stage random sampling process. The six
New England states were employed as the stratification variable; within these
states, schools, serving as clusters, were selected randomly. The final stage
of sampling was the selection of teachers within schools.

The scale employed to assess teacher attitude was constructed by the
Likert method of summated ratings. The reliability of the scale, as determined
by the Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficient, was .92, Mean
attitude scores were obtained for the three groups of teachers considered and
an analysis of variance was conducted to determine the effect of level of

inservice training on teacher attitude. Table 3 presents the results of the
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Examination of Table 3 indicates -a significant treatment effect
(p. €.003). Wklle the mean attitude score for teachers receiving iutensive
training was considerably greater (more positive) than for either of the
other two groups of teachers, the mean attitude score for those attending
monthly sessions was slightly less positive than that for the untr;ined
sample. Contrasts were considered to determine which group differences led
co rejection of the null hypothesis (no group differences). As was expected,
the significant differences were found to be between the intensive training
group and the random sample of teachers and between intensively trained teach-
ers and moderately trained teachers. These findings strongly indicate that
teachers exposed to the intensive inservice training supplemented by continu-
ous support through consultation, developed a positive attitude toward main-
streaming in general and toward their self-perceptions of ability to teach

special needs children.




DISCUSSION

The research design employed to study the impact of the training
Project can at best be described as a quasi-experimental design. Hence,
such sources as maturation, regression, interaction of selection and matura-
tion, to name a few, may operate as plausible rival hypotheses when attempt-
ing to attribute the changes or gains thét accrued to the effect of the
training received by Project participants. Since students with extreme
scores were chosen to be in the target group, regression may serve as a
possible rival hypothesis. However, the students were chosen with re-
spect to their discrepancy between observed and anticipated scores; hence,
the regression phenomenon can be expected to exist only to a small extent.
The effects of selection and the interaction of it with other variables can
also be expected to be minimal since all the students in the class, target,

discrepant, and non-target, werc exposed to the treatment simultaneously.

Any inservice effort intended to enhance teaching skills by
providing teachers with specific strategies and techniques appropriate
for managing special needs students within the regular classroom
environment should serve to enable teachers to accommodate a wider range
of individual differences among students. The results reported here
provide supporting data that teachers receiving comprehensive training
were able to bring about positive growth for mainstreamed students while
simultaneously accomplishing similar gains for all their students. This
finding does not lend support to the commonly accepted notion that the
extra time required to effectively educate mainstreamed students will
be to the detriment of their regular classroom peers. Indeed, effective
delivery of inservice teacher training will necessarily improve the

quality of education for all students.

L
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Several components incorporated into the training model
undoubtedly had a positive affect on the Project's accomplishments.
One such factor was the interactive involvement of the school principal
with the participating teachers. The focal role of the principal as a
catalyst for change has been well documented. Participation was viewed
as a team effort linked directly to a general effort of the school. The
three-member teams provided mutual support and assistarce to one another
and assumed a leadership role in the planning and delivery of the in-
service training. A second key component was on going needs assessment
in order to ensure responsiveness to their changing needs, An equally
important element of the model involved offering teachers training which
was relevant to their daily needs and concerns. Focusing cn actual problems
which they were encountering on a day-to-day basis enabled th= teachers
to deal more effectively with their special needs students. Additionally,
on-site consultation with the trainer on a regularly-scheduled basis
afforded an opportunity for immediate feedback and frequent evaluation of

strategies being implemented.

In summary, in excess of 100 special needs children were identified
and subsequently became the recipients of specific intervention programs
tailored to their individual needs. The training Project was successful in
providing its participants with specific training and assistance which enabled
them to create a learning enviromnment which met the psychological as well as
educat ional needs of their mildly handicapped students. The data summarized
here reflect the positive impact that the intensive training model had not
only in effecting change in teaching behaviors but in pupil performance as
well. The close alignment of the training to teacher-perceived needs, the

extensive opportunity for immediate implementation of intervention strategies
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with targeted youngsters, and the continuous feedback and supportive assist-
ance provided by the trainer no doubt contributed significantly to the

success of the inservice training.




Figure 1

Target Selection Criteria

Assigred

Criterion Points
Reading, Math, and Language Discrepancy
.35 - .9 Yrs. Discrepant 1
1.0 - 1.5 Yrs. Discrepant 2
1.6 or more Yrs. Discrepant 3

Behavior, Social and Attitude Discrepancv

Botton Juth Percentile 1

ro

Bottom 2U0th Percentile

Bottom lUth Percentile 3
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Table 1

”

a
Number and Percent of Target & Non-Targst Students
Discrepant by Variable

Academic Discrepancy

Group IQ 1.0 to 1.9 Years 2.0 & Above Years
Below 90 Discrepantb Discrepant®
‘ 1 Area 2+ Areas 1 Area 2+ Areas
n # % n # % # % n i % # %
Target 70 22 31 35 24 28 20 24 72 12 16 17 24
Non-Target 457 73 16 510 52 10 36 7 443 26 S 11 2

—Ez.—
l

Other Discrepancy

Behavior Rating Social Status Self~Rating School Attitude
(below 20th %ile) (below 20th %ile) (rating of "4" or "5") (below 20th %ile)
n { % n i % n it % n # )3
{
Target 101 11 11 101 18 18 85 28 33 60 11 18
Non-Target 642 10 2 642 10 2 ) \ 539 89 17 355 60 17

The denominator used to calculate the percent varies considerably due to missing data.
Grade 1 students omitted.
Grade 1 and 2 students omitted. . N




Table 2

Comparison of Mean Gains by Group

Group
Standard
Variable Target Discrepant Non-Target Deviation Value
Reading 29.60 33.50 23.80 38.83 LX)
(62) (67) (139)
Math 4G.381 35.09 49,04 62.17 S50%
(54) (65) (152)
Language 55.59 59.23 50.59 73.52 .36
(54) (79) (138)
Behavior ~4.47 -15.40 8.74 76.74 . 33%
Ratings? (31) (115) (294)
Peer Ratingsa -.11 ~-.03 -.11 .89 .22
(Sociogram) (80) (138) . (267)
Self-Ratings? ~-.11 .35 -.73 1.67 LT
(Sociogram) (40) (79) (118)
School 3.42 2.59 2.83 11.067 .10
Attitude (65) (95) (217)

a
* p<.0l

2
24~

A negative gain is indicative of change in the desired direction.
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Table 3

ANOVA Table of the Attitude Score
by Level of Inservice Training

8§ df mss F
Between Groups 4462.64 2 2231.32 5.57%
Within Groups 427663.26 1068 400.43
Total 432125.90 1070

*p £ .003
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With the enactment of P.L. 94-142 regular educators are being called
on to meet new instructional and management challenges. State and local
educational agencies have begun the process of retraining regular education
teachers. However, no real body of knowledge exists to aid educators in
selecting appropriate inservice training. Currently a variety of commercial
materials are available ranging from comprehensive programs designed as
total curriculums to individual modules and workshops concerned with a
particular skill, attitude, or competency deemed relevant by their respective
author. Yet it has not been established which skills are impocrtant for
regular educators to master in order to effectively educate special needs
children.

To date the requisite research has not been conducted which would
clearly identify these essential teaching skills. In order to address this
concern, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) has funded a
regular education inservice training project which will attempt to validate
teaching behaviors which effect positive change in the special needs child's
perforﬁance in the regular classroom and subsequently match inservice train-
ing to the identified behaviors.

The operational plan for the project called initially for the selection
of regular classroom teachers who had previously demonstrated their effective-
ness with special needs students functioning in the regular classroom setting.
Teachers were selected based on the actual performance of special needs
students in their classrooms. Student were assessed on a pre-post basis on
academic, beha;ioral, social, and attitudinal variables. A series of criteria

were established considering gains made by the special needs students as well

as gains made by the class at large for selection purposes. From an original




pool of 33 elementary teachers, twelve teachers were identified as effective.
Subsgquently, these twelve teachers participated in the initial validation
phase of the project. Extensive classroom observations were conducted in
these classrooms in an effort to isolate characteristic teaching behaviors
for the effective teachers.

Following a comprehensive review process, over 70 variables were
identified as worthy of consideration. These variables represented those
that had been found to consistently relate to student performance outcomes
based on previous process-product research findings. The specific variables
chosen for inclusion are shown in Figure 1. The variables have been conceptu-
alized within the framework of seven general categories: (1) Classroom
Management; (2) Questioning Style; (3) Academic Learning Time; (4) Indi-
vidualization; (5) Teaching Style; (6) Classroom Climate; and (7) Attitud-
inal Variables. Instrumentation was designed specifically for the project
in order to provide data on each of the 74 variables being considered. Four
modes of data collection were implemented: (1) Direct classroom observa-
tions; (2) teacher daily records; (3) teacher self-report; and (4) teacher
and student interviews. Sixteen instruments were developed to provide the
data necessary for assessing all of the selected variables. Figure 2 includes
a 1{;t of all instruments and the corresponding data collection mode.

Data were collected during the second-half of the school year -
February to June, 1979. A winimum of 20 classroom observations were con-
ducted in each of the 12 classrooms. Additionally, the teachers completed
daily record forms providing information on their selected mainstreamed
student as .ell as a sample of students of varying ability levels.

Extensive data analysis was performed in order to determine the

degree of variability across teachers for each variable under consideration.




Since only 12 teachers were selected as effective, the data analysis was
primarily based on means, ranges, and standard deviations. For each vari-
able the following were considered: (1) actual range of scores within a
20% range; (2) position of scores at either the high or low end of the
continuum; and (3) a minimum of 10 of the 12 teachers within the range.
Ultimately forty-two of the teaching behaviors were determined to be
characteristic of teachers effective with mainstreamed students. These
behaviors are designated in Figure 1 by one asterick (*) indicating that
the effective teachers engaged in a high amount of the behavior and two
astericks (**) indicating a low amount of the behavior to be characteristic
of the effective teachers. Statements summarizing the results are offered
for each category of behavior in Figure 3.

Currently the identified teaching behaviors have been organized into
a series of training modules to be offered to regular education teachers.
Additionally, a "Teacher Profile' has been developed showing the critical

ranges for each behavior to be used for teacher assessment purposes.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure 1
Teaching Variables?

QUESTIONINGSTYLE

Volunteer Respondent (QP) . * Content Questions {QP)

Student Setection (QP) * Low-order Questions {QP)

Narrow Questions (QP) * Correct Student Response (QP)
*Positive Feedback {QP) ** Criticism of Response (QP)

*Sustaining Feedback (QP}

CLASSROOM CLIMATE

Movement Free vo Restricted (SO} Awareness of Feelings (ORS}
Affective Environment (TOI) *Warrnth {S1)

Physicai Environment (CM) * Teacher Responsiveness {ORS)
Noiwe Level Appropniateness (S1) * Teacher Farness (ORS)

Non Permussiveness (ORS) * Performance Expectation (ORS)
Conurotiing Behavior (TOI) ® Relationship with Students (O RS)
Acceptance of Feelings (ORS) *Instiation of Student Contact (ORS)

INDIVIDUALIZATION

Timen Smalt Groups (SOI) Checking Student Work (ORS)

Time iy Larae Groups (SOI) * Ad Hoc Grouping (CM)

Teacher Time with Indmviduals (SO1Y *Instructiona! Appropriateness (ORS)
Individushization of Work {SO1) *Grouping for Reading (BI})

Grouping for Math (BI) * Attention to Individual Needs (St & CM)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Supportive Response to Conduct Problems (ISI) * Total Supporuve Response (1S1}
Supportive Response to High Severity Behavior (IS} °Task Engagement Feedback (ISR & ISl)
Teacher Consistency (ORS) *Variety of Interventions (1Sl)
Use of Praise (ORS) ** Need for Disciphine (ORS)

*Supportive Response to Learning Problems (151) * * Total Punitive Rusponse (ISR)

* Supportive Response to Personatity Prohlems (ISH) * * Pumtive Intervention {ISR)

* Supportive Response to Low Ability Students (1S1} ** Incidence of Intervention (ISR}

* Effectrve Use of Time (ORS)

ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME

Allotted Time (DR) ** Unassigned Time (DR}

Teacher Directed Time (ALT) ** Teacher Transition Time (ALT)

Student Directed Time (ALT) ** Student Transition Time (ALT)
°Easy Difficulty Level (ALT) ** Waiting-for-Help Time (ALT)
*Engagement Rate (ALT) **Off-Task Time (ALT)

* Academic Learming Time (ALT & DR)
* Special Individual Work Time (DR}

** Hard Difficulty Leve! (ALT)

TEACHING STY LE

Assignment of Tasks (SO!) *Clanty {SI & ORS)
Assignment of Homework (CM) “ Academic Feedback (CM)
* Teacher Flexibihty (TOI) * Active Involvement (SQI & ORS)

* Lesson Structure (CM)

OPINION AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Situational Jub Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS) *Professional Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS}
Educational Philosophy (TOI) *Scope of Professional Responstbility {TOl)
‘Posiuve Attitude Toward Mainstreaming (TQM) *Teacher Self Perception ot Cuinpetence (EDS)

3 . .

Inials following each variable indicate the instrument used.
*High amount characteristic ¢ * effective teachers
** Low amount characteristic o; effective teachers.
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Figure 2

Project Instruments

\
Instrument ) Code Data, Collection Code
Mode
Signs of Individualization S01 Classroom Observation 0
Questioning Patterns QP Classroom Observation 0
Academic Learning Time ALT Classroom Observation 0
Intervention Strategy Record ISR Classroom Observation 0
Observer Rating Scale ORS Classroom Observation 0
Daily Record-Reading, Math DR Teacher Record R
Intervention Strategy Inventory I1s1 Teacher Self-Report S
Classzoom Management Questionnaire CM Teacher Self-Report S
Educational Dimension Survey EDS Teacher Self Report S
Job Satisfaction Questionnaire JSsQ Teacher Self Report S
Teacher Opinion Inventory TOI Teacher Self Report S
Teacher Questionnaire on Mainstreaming TQM Teacher Self Report S
Pkilosophy of Education PE Teacher Self Report S
Background Information BI Teacher Interview 1 -
Reading Program Implementation RP1 Teacher Interview 1
Math Program Implementatian MP1 Teacher Interview I
Student Interview s1 Student Interview I
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Figure 3

Summary of Findings for Effective Teachgrs
o

1. Questioning Patterns

- Teachers asked questions specifically related to content and of low
conceptual-order during content lessoms (reading and math)

- Their questions were most often answered correctly and they gave posi-
tive and/or supportive feedback. Criticism of students' responses
was almost never observed.

I1. Classroor Clinmate

- Teacners were highly responsive to students, held high expectations
for taeir students, and were perceived by their students as receptive
and frieuncly.

I11. 1Individualization

- Students vere almost alwavs assigned work at their appropriate
instructionai level. Y

Iv. (lassroom lManagement

- Teachers mar.aged treir time efficiently and seldom needed to
<irc2pline students.

- Their incidence of use of interventions was low. However, when an
intervention was required, teachers us 'd supportive interventions.
Punitive interventions were minimal.

- Teacuers frequently intervened by providing support for the student ir
the form of indiviaual assistance, further explanation, encouragement,
and affection as opposed to more punitive types of interventions.

V. Acacermic Learning Time

- Teacher &.! student transitional (non-instructional) time was
minimal a5 was unassigned time.

- Student engagement rates were high, off-task and waiting for help

tinme occurred irfrequently. }

VI. Teaching Style

- Teachers made clear presmntations of lecssons as evidenced by their
students reporting that they understood assignments.

- They frequently initiated student contact and were always actively
involved with students.

- They placed emphasis on academic feedback to students and frequently
gave task engagement feedback to reinforce orn-task behavior.

ERIC
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Preface

In 1978, the Rhode Island College Department of Special Education
wag awarded a three-year grant from the U.S. Office of Education, Bureau
of Education for the Handicapped, Division of Personnel Preparation for
the purpose of training regular educators. The ultimate goal of this
project is Eg provide inservice training to regula{,classroom teachers
which wili promote the use of teaching behaviors which have been demon-
strated to positively effect the special needs child's performance in the
regular classroorm setting. This Special Project has in addition to a
training focus, a comprehensive research and development component.

The prg}ect entails a three-level validation process. The first

.

ghase encompasses the identification of those teaching behaviors charac-
teristic of teachers effective with mainstreamed students. Phase two in-
volves the validation of a training package developed specifically to
foster the acquisition of those desired teaching behaviors identified in
the initial phase. The final phase is intended to validate that changing
teacher behaviors in the desired msnner will result in the expected positive

performance of the mainstreamed child.
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Introduction

The operational plan for the project called initially for the selec-
tion of regular classroom teachers who had previously demomstrated their
effectiveness with special needs studente functioning in the regular
classroom setting. Teachers were selected based on the actual perfor-
mance of special needs students in their classrooms. Students were assessed
on a pre-post basis on academic, behavioral, social, and attitudinal
variables. A series of criteria were established considering gains made by
targeted students as well as gains made by the class at large for selection
purposes. From an origimnal pool of 33 elementary teachers, twelve teachers
were idertified as effective. Subsequently these twelve teachers partici-
pated in the initial validation phase of the project. Extensive classroomn
observations were conducted in these classrooms in an effort to isolate
characteristic teaching behaviors for the effective teachers.

Following a comprehensive review process, over 70 variables were
identified as worthy of consideration. These variables represented those
that had been found to consistently relate to student performanmce outcomes
based on previous process-product research findings. This document repre-
sents the instrumentation utilized in the project to assess the selected
teaching behaviors. The specific variables chosen for inclusion are shown
in Figure 1. The variables have been conceptualized within the framework
of seven general categories: (1) Classroom Management; (2) Questioning
Style; (3) Academic Learning Time; (4) Individualization; (5) Teaching
Styrle; (6) Classroom Climate, and (7) Attitudinal Variables. The instru-

ments to follow were designed specifically fors the project in order to provide
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Volunteer Respondent (QP)
Student Setection (QP)
Narrow Quesuuns (QP)
Positive Feedback {QP)
Sustaining Feedback (QP)

Movement Free vs Restricted (SOI)
Affective Environment (TOI)
Physical Environment (CM)

Noise Level Appropriaeness (S1)
Non Permissiveness (ORS)
Controlling Behavior {TOI)
Acceptance of Feelings (ORS)

Time «n Smali Groups (SOI)

Twne in Large Groups (SOI)

Teacher Time with Inchviduals (SOI)
Individualization of Work (SO
Grouping for Math (B1)

Figure 1

Teaching Variables?@

QUESTIONING STYLE

Content Questions (QP)

Low order Questions (QP)
Correct Student Response (QP)
Criticism of Response (QP)

CLASSROOM CLIMATE

Awareness of Feeltings (ORS)
Warmth (SI)

Teache: Responsiveness (ORS)
Teacher Fairness (ORS)
Performance Expectation (ORS)
Relationship with Students (ORS)
Inittation of Student Contact (ORS)

INDIVIDUALIZATION

Checking Student Work (ORS)

Ad Hoc Grouping {CM)

Instructional Appropnateness (ORS)
Grouping for Reading (BI)

Attention to Individual Needs (SI & CM)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Sunportive Response to Conduct Prob
Supportive Response to High Severity
Teacher Consistency (ORS)

Use of Praise (ORS)

lems (1S1)
Behavior (1S1)

Supportive Response to Learning Prohlems (1S))
Supportive Response to Personality Problems (I1S1)
Supportive Response to Low Ability Students (1S

Effective Use of Time (ORS)

Total Supportive Response (I1S1)

Ta-k Engagement Feedback (ISR & ISl)
Vartety of Interventions (1S1)

Need for Disciphne (ORS)

Total Punitive Response (ISR)

Punttive Interve.tion (1SR)

Incidence of Intervention (ISR)

ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME

Allotted Tume (DR)

Teacher Directedd Time (ALT,

Student Directed Time (ALT)

Easy Difficulty Level (ALT)
Engagement Rate (ALT)

Academic Learning Time (ALT & DR)
Special Individual Work Time (DR)

Assignment of Tasks (SOI)
Assignment of Homework (CM)
Teacher Flexibahity (T OI
Lesson Structure (CM)

Unassigned Time (DR)

Teacher Transition Time (ALT)
Studient Transition Time (ALT)
Waiting for-Help Time (ALT)
Off Task Time (ALT)

Hard Ditficulty Level (ALT)

TEACHING STYLE

Clarity (S1 & ORS)
Acadenmic Feedback (CM)
Active Involvement (SOl & ORS)

OPINION AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Sutuational Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)

Educational Phulosophy (TOI)

Positive Attitude Toward Mainstreaming {T QA

a
Initials following each variable indicate the instrument used

Profeswional Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)
Scope of Professsonal Responsibihty (TOI)
Teacher Self Perception of Competence (EDS)




data on each of the 74 variables being considered.
collection were implemented: (1) Direct classroom observations; (2) teacher
daily records; (3) teacher self-report; and (4) teacher ard student inter-
views. Sixteen instruments were developed to provide the data necessary

for assessing all of the selected variables.

all instrumen’ and the corresponding data collection mode.

b
-

Four modes of data

Figure 2 includes a list of



Figure 2

Project Instruments

Instrument Code Data Collection Code
Mode
Signs of Individualization S01 Classroom Observation 0
Questioning Patterns QP Classroom Observation 0
Academic Learning Time ALT Classroom Observation 0
Intervention Strategy Record ISR Classroom Observation 0
Observer Rating Scale ORS Classroom Observation 0
Daily Record-Reading, Math DR Teacher Record R
Intervention Strategy Inventory 181 Teacher Self-Report S
Classroom Management Questionnaire CM Teacher Self-Report S
Educational Dimegsion Survey EDS Teacher Self Report S
Job Satisfaction Questionnaire JSQ Teacher Self Report S
Teacbzc Opinion Inventory TO1 Teacher Self Report S
Teacher Questionnaire on Mainstreaming TQM Teacher Self Report S
Philosophy of Education PE Teacher Self Report S
Background Information Bl Teacher Interview 1
Reading Program Implementation RP1I Teecher Interview I
Math Program Implementatian MP1 Teacher Interview 1
Student Interview S1 Student Interview 1
-4- 4~ .




CLASSROOM OBSERVATION INSTRUMENTS




OBSERVATION INFORMATICIH

Cover Pape

Teacher Sex

Grade lLevel

Class Size

Date

Day of Week

Time of Day

Type of Lesson (e.g., subject, content, format)

Description of Any Special Needs Students (e.g., number, type)

Type of Students in Class (approximate %)

Low SES

Middle SES

Bigh SES

!
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Purpose:

Contert:

Coding Format:

Coding Procedure:

SIGNS OF INDIVIDUALIZATION (SOI)

Coding Guidelines

This instrument is intended to provide an
objective assessment of particular aspects
of individualizing instruction.

The SOI is a checklist of observable classroon
patterns which consists of indicators of degree
of individualization readily assessed in a brief
scanning of the classroom. Specifically, the
folloving categories are recorded: (1) grouping
patterns; (2) focus of teacher attention;

(3) differentiation of activities; (L) number of
subgroups; (5) assignment and/or selection of
tasks; and (6) movement within the classroom.

Coding is on a time-sampling basis. The coder
observes for a specified period of time and then
records the appropriate response option for each
of the six categories.

The SOI is organized to be coded six times, at

equal intervals, during the period of observation.

A 30-minute observation period was used in this

project; therefore recordings were made at S5-minute

intervals.
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Directions:
specified time interval,

Time:

Grouping structure:

2. Number of subgroups:

3. Teacher works with:

4. Differentistion of activities:

5. Assignment of tasks:

6. Movement:

Class as a whole

Subgroups

Subgroups and some individuals
Individuals

Not actively involved with students
Assigned

Assigned and selected

Selected .

Restricted

*Free

SIGNS OF INDIVIDUALIZATION (SOI)

Circle one response option for all six categories at the
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QUESTIONING PATTERN (QP)

Coding Guidelines

Purpose: This instrument is designed to record gpecific
information relative to questioning patterns used by
teachers during reading and math instruction.

Coutent: The instrument specifically addresses four categories:
(1) type of question; (2) difficulty and nature of the
required response; (3) selection of student to respond;
and (4) student response and teacher feedback.

Coding Format: Each question asked by the teacher is coded. The
coder circles the appropriate option for each of the
four categories per question.

Coding Procedure: The Questioning Pattern is coded for a specific time
perfod during which all questions asked by the teacher
are recorded. (A 30-minute observation period was
selected for use in this project.)

General Guidelines: (1) If type of quesifon is coded as "content" (C)

then all three other categories should be coded. How-
ever, if type of question is coded as '"organizational''
(0) or "non-content® (N) then any one of or all of the
other three categories may not apply. When this is the
case, the coder leaves blank the categories which do not

apply.

(2) wWhenever more than one question is addressed con-
secutively to the same student, subsequent to coding each
question, the coder "brackets" the number of questions
asked to that student. For example, if questions #14,
15, and 16 were addressed to the same student, those
iuestions should have a bracket in the left-hand margin
of the observation form. This procedure preserves addi-
tional information relative to use of '"sustaining feed-
back."




IT.

QUESTIONING PATTERN (QP)

Category Definitions

Type of Question (C, 0, N)
(C) Content: concerned with specific content; lesson-oriented

(0) Organizational: concerned with classroom procedures;
primarily management-oriented

() Non-tontent: non-lesson content, primarily personal reference
t .
3
question Content (L-N, L-0, 4-N, H-0)
A. Question Difficulty
(L) Low cognitive level: content questions
(vhat? where? when?); drill questions;
answer defined in previous information
given or read
(H) uigh cognitive level: questions which
stimulate thinking (why? how?); questions
requiring students to ~eek explanations,
reason, translate, interpret, and solve
problems
B. Response Required
(N) Narrow: response can be predicted; there is
a right or wrong answer; response choice is
limited

(0) Open: response unpredictable; many responses
are acceptable

Selection of Student to Respond (B-V, B-N, A-V, A-N, D)
A. When Student is Selected

(B) Before question is asked

(A) After question has been asked
B. Who is Selected

(V) Volunteer

(N) Non-volunteer

(D) Defined: order is pre-~defined, i.e., going around circle,
up and down rows, etc.; also whole class choral response




1V. Response - Feedback Pattern (C-P, C-N, I-S5, I-N, I-C)

A. Student Response

(C) Correct

(I) In-correct (includes partially correct response
and no response)

B. Teacher Feedback

(P) Positive (usually in response to C above)
(N) Neutral or no feedback (e.g., going to another student)

(S) Supportive: accepting and clarifying feedback
(usually in response to I above)

(C) Criticizing: any response intended to communicate
the teacher's disapproval or rejection
of the student's response




Directions:

QUESTIONING PATTERN (QP) OBSERVATION FORYM

Circle onz response option for all f.ur categories for ench
question asked by the teacher.

C ON / L-N 7-0 B-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N I-C

0

0]

N

N

/
/

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-N

L-0 H-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N 1I-C
L-0 H-N H-O / B-V B~N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N I-C
L-0 H-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N 1-§ I-N 1I-2Z
1L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N 1I-C
L-0 H-N B-O0 / B-V B-N A~V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-K 1I-C
L-0 H-N H-0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N 1I-S I-N 1I-C

1-0 H-N H-0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / £-P C-N 1I-§ I-N 1I-C

1L-0 H-N H-O / B-V B-M A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N 1I-C

L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S§ I-N 1I-C

7-0 H-N H-0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N 1-§ I-N 1I-C
L-0 H-N H-0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N I-C
L-O H-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N 1I-C

L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N I-C
L-0 H-N H-0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N I-C

L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N 1I-C
L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N 1I-C
L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N I-C
L-0 H-N H-O0 / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N 1I-C

L-O H~-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-§ I-N I-C

te]

L—d% H-N H-O / B-V B-N A-V A-N D / C-P C-N I-S I-N 1I-



Coding Guidelines

Purpose: This instrument is designed primarily to provide
data on student engagement rates during reading and
math content. pata on time allotted to subject matter
and difficulty level of tasks required of students
is also recorded in order to translate the raw data
into the variable "ALT". ALT 1is defined as instructional
time during which the student 1s engaged at an appropri-
ate level of difficulty.

ACADEMIC LEARNINC TIME (ALT) .
|

Content The instrument specifically addresses four categories:

(1) content; (2) activity type; (3) student engagement;
and (4) difficulty level.

Coding Format: Prior to coding four students are selected for observa-
tlon. For the purpose of this project, the four
students to be oYserved were carefuily selected as a
special needs student (i.e., a student with an I.E.P.),
and a rébresentative gstudent of low, average, and high
abflity. Coding is on a continuous basis. The coder
observes each student for a defined period of time
and then fills in the appropriate box for each of the
four categories.

Coding Procedure:. The ALT Observation Form is organized to be coded at
15-gecond intervals for each of the four students
observed. Therefore, each student is observed for
15 seconds every minute for the length of the observa-
tion. The observation perind was 30-60 minutes.

|
|
General Guidelines: (1) Coding shoul.d represent what the student is
observed doing, not necessarily what he/she ghould
be doing. That is, if a student decides to do free-
time reading when he/she has not firfished assigned
seatwork, the appropriate code would be: Reading (RL), }
Unassigne. activity (UA), and appropriate engagement
l
{

and difficulty categories.

~1z-




(2) Within a content block (Reading/Language Arts,
Math), if target student is working on non-content-
related material, (usually during UA) leave content
blank and code other—three categories. (This way it

will not be counted as time spent working in the con-
tent area.)

(3) 1If a target child is in a content block working on
other content (i.e., Social Studies, etc.) leave con-
tent blank and code only activity (usually SW). 1In

this case we are not concerned with engagement oOr
difficulty.

(4) when coding the engagement category, the NV code
is only for Non-engaged Waiting-for-Help. Any other

"wait" time should be coded as NT "Transition."




ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (ALT)

Observer Category BExplanations

I. Content
(R, L) Reading & Language Arts
Includes reading, comprehension, spelling, grammar, writing,
handwriting (i.e., any activities occurring during the read-
ing/language arts "block")
(M) Math

II. Classroom Activities (See definitions)

{SW) Seatwork (D) Discussion

(QA) Question and Answer (S1) Special Individual Work
(RD) Recitation, Drill (UA) Unassigned Activities
(DL) Demonstration, Lecture (0) Other

IIT1. Engagement

(EO) Engaged-Observable Response
Written or oral student response
(EN) Engaged-Non-Observable Response

Covert student response that is generally not observable.
This includes most activities where the student 1is simply
thinking, listening to the teacher, or reading silently.

(NT) Not Engaged-Teacher or student transition

Teacher transition refers to periods of change from one
activity to another (i.e., lining up, taking seats, quieting
down before the next activity) and any other time students are
waiting for direction from the teacher

Student transition refers to the nonacademic interim tasks
that are a part of a reading or mather--ics task, such as
sharpening pencils, turning in and passing out papers, and
getting books. This also includes going to the restroom.




(Nw) Not Engaged-Waiting for Help
Refers to periods where the student has stopped working
on a reading or mathematics task because he/she is waiting
for help.

(NO) Not-Engaged-Off-task
Refers to periods where the student is inappropriately
disengaged from a reading o. mathematics task. This would
include socializing, daydreaming, and misbehavior.

iv. Difficulty Level Categories (See further explanation)

(E) tasy

Easy difficulty includes review and practice. Few errors
are made and little effort is required of the student.

(1) Medium
Medium difficulty includes any activities between “ezs'’
and "hard™.

(H) Hard

Hard includes those activities that the student cannot
carry out. Many errors and few correct responses (about
what you would expect by chance) occur.

-15- Moy
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ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (ALT)

Classroom Activity Category Definitions

1. (SW) Seatwork (Students primarily working without teacher)
- Activities done individually at seats
- Students working on assigned tasks
- Students primarily working alone on such activities as cor
pleting a workbook, worksheet, or text assignment; doing silent
reading; writing a report; working with supplementary re-

source books and materials

- Students using media, such as cassettes, reccrds, filmstrips,
or manipulatives or games which have been assigned to them

- Students interacting with materials rather than the teacher
- Students generally working at their own pace
- Students taking written tests

2. (QA) Question and Answer (Teacher-directed)

- This activity is characterized by a teacher question -
student response situation

- Teacher asks a series of questions which are primarily con-
tent, s3kill, or information oriented

- Most commonly used during small group (i.e., reading group)
work

- Note: (1) 1If the question and answer series is very fast-
paced with little or no feedback given to
individual students, this should be coded as
#3 "Lrill"

(2) 1If the teacher uses students' answers as a spring-
board for mini-lectures on the material, this
should be considered #4 'Lecture"

3. (RD) Recitation, Drill (Teacher-directed)

- Students reading orally

- Students orally reviewing previously learned material

- Use of flash cards

-16-




6.

7.

8.

- Students taking teacher-dictated spelling test

- Fast-paced drill exercise, i.e., phonice dr‘ll, multi-
plication facts

(DL) Demonstration, Lecture (Teacher~directed)
- Teacher is preeenting information

- Predominantly verbal presentation of instructional material
(usually factusl content)

- Presenting information substantively related to lesson content

- Introductory comments telling students what they'll be doing
- Lxplairing, clarifying material, assignments, directions

(D) Discussion (Student-centered)
- Characterized primarily by students' verbal exchange

- Teacher may interrupt the dialogre to either ailow another student
to participate or to focus the dialoque on the intended topic

- Note: (1) Questicns may bte asked in this format, but they would
tend to be more of the non-content specific, personal
reference type, i.e., dealing with feelings or judgments

(2) Questions in this format would also serve the purpose
of stimulating tninking & problem solving, and
encouraging others to perticipate.

(S1) Special Individual Work (Includes both teacher-directed activities

& seatwork)

- Extra time spent with individual student(s), i.e., in addition to
time spent with class or group

- Work on special individualized assignment

(LA) Unassigned Activities (Primarily students workinpg unsupervised, but on
reading or math content)
- Free-time reading (not assigned)

- Student unassigned use of media, games or manipulatives
- Work on projects
- Other activities done during free-time

(0) Other

- Any activities not specified in categores 1 to 7 that are non-
content (reading or math) related.

R
kY
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ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (ALT) DIFFICULTY LEVEL &

Observer Category Explanations

Speed Factor

Speed is only teken into account when the target student is obviously
much slower thar the rest of the students working on that task. The turge:
student may display ¢ low rate of engagement. The difficulty of the task
may be the cause of tne low engagement rate. However, the low engagemen:
rate could be the cause of the apparent difficulty of the task. In addi:ior,
if the studer* has rarely been engaged and has completed only a few problemc,
then the observer may not have ever seen the student actually complete a
problem. Hernce, the observer may not know whether the student is capable of
correctly completing those probvlems at all, in that the targe® student could
easily have copied his/her answers at times when the observer was not presen-.
Therefore, wher a student has been completing & task at an extremely slow
speed, but without making errors, then the observer will often have to ash
the student to do a problem, sc tha: the observer can determine whether *the«
slow worx ra-e ic due to +task difficul:y or to poor engagement: and whether
or not the studen® is really able to produce correct responses.

Codes for Similar Tasks (over time)

The difficul<y code for a targe* student should be the same for all of
the problem: that are classed together in terms of stimulus, response, and
content fea‘ures. Therefore, if the observer is already aware of the diffi-
culty Jevel of a giver kind of problem for a given target student, as Jjudged
by previous observatiorns, thern the difficully level of problems of that kiri
can be coded withou: further judgments by the observer. Subsequent judgmen:s
of difficulty for <hat clasc of problems, with respect to the same studen®,
would only become necessary wher. the passage of substantial time or interven-
ing events (suchL as a teacher's explanation) cast doub* upon the current val-
idity of the previously determined difficulty level.

Codes for Teacher Directions

Difficulty is alwayc coded based on the specific requirements of th.
academic task relative to the target student. Therefore, when the student is
listening to the teacher give directions or task engagement feedback, the
coding of difficulty does not relate to those directions or that feedback per
se. Rather, it relates to the content of theacademic task to which the dire -
tions or taskengagemer.it feedback apply. However, if the target st ent is
copying directions then the difficulty level coded for that event mwust appiy
to the difficulty of copying those directions.

The difficulty level for teacher structuring and directing will often ir-
volve several content areas, possibly including several different tasks (suer
as when the student must complete several activities in sequence). It will no*
always be possible to isolate a single content category to which the samples
moment of observation applies, in that the directions given at a single momer!
may apply equally to each of several content categories. As discussed pre-
viously, the content code in such a case is either reading related or mathematics
related. The difficulty code would usually be medium, because the variety of
eontent areas is likely to include tasks of a variety of difficulty levels, with
Al{Iﬂ:«least a substantial proportion in theizfdium range., Easy would be coded
T - 0




only if all the tasks involved in the directions are easy for the targe® studert.
Similarly, hard is coded only if all the tasks are hard. Therefore, whern there
is a variety of content areas involved in a single moment (reading or mathema-ics
related), ther the appropriate difficulty code will usually be medium,

Difficulty Codes are Based on Overt Responses

Accurate coding of difficulty level will obviously be, itself, an extrem¢ly
difficult *ask in some cases. Nevertheless, the difficulty level of readiry arnd
mathematics content must always be coded, even when the student is not engar+1d
fn the task for which difficul*y is coded. Where little information ic avail-
able for the determina‘ion of difficulty level, the observer mus* make hic/er
best judgm-nt at the time. Of course, changes in prior coding may be made if
subsequent information indicates that the prior coding of difficulty war inac-
curate. However, it should be noted tha: the difficulty level of a tasx for a
student car. change over time, sc tha* the observer should be careful no* to crnang-
prior coding when it is no* clear that the prior coding was incorrect for the tirm
period to which it applies.

The Jjudgment of difficulty level must be made on the basis of overt respercel
by the targe=< student in relationship to the task under observation. Therefore,
the coding of difficulty will be less reliable when few or no overt responses are
observatle. However, it will be possible to isolate, for the purposes of da‘a
analysis, those events for which there ma; have beer. few or no observatle over:
responses. These events will be characterized by the learner move coded wi=zr
them, indica“ting tha* the student's engaged response was covert or tha* the s<tudern*
was not engaged. Therefore, it will be possible to analyze the extent tc whizh ~he
availatility of overt student responses is rela*ed to the reliabilit, with which
difficulty level car be coded.

It should be noted, however, tha* the observer can often judge difficul-- o
the basis of over: responses evern wher. no over* response ocGurs within the par-
ticular ever‘ being coded. Previously observed overt respogses “or the sam¢< kirg
of problems car. be used to determine difficulty. 1Ir addi:ion, the observer ca:
simply ask the targe* student to perform & problem overtly (read aloud, comp..*e
a mathematics problem, etc.). Often i* is possible to ask a student to dc a rro-
blem during the ongoing observation. In other cases, the observer may prefer -o
wait until a recess or lunch period, ask the student to perform a problem, and
thereafter code the difficulty level for previous ever*s involving the same kind
of probler, '

Guessing

The error ra*e used to Judge difficulcy mus be evaluated in terms of i
probability that a studen: can guess the answer to a problem without unders-ard-
ing it. This will depend a great deal upon the kind of problem performed ;" the
student. For example, if the student is writing complete sentence answerc Lo
reading comprehensior. questions, then there is very little possibility of his'ner
correctly guessing the answer. However, if the student is responding to tr.e-
false questions for reading comprehension, then there is a fifty percent proba: -
11ity of his/her correctly guessing the answer.

Oral Reading

Error rates and the probability of guessing (orrectly are not as readil,
applicable to oral reading as they are to other artivities. This is because ther:

nre many opportunities for errors, and little apnarent chance for guessing

E KC -19-
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(decoding and comprehension skills would have to be epplied in order to guess).
Furthermore, the passage to be read may be a combination of extremely easy ard
extremely difficult words. For the purpose of enhancing the reliability of codirg
between observers, a simple rule will be used here. If the student is unatl< tc
read only one word (or none) per paragraph, then the passage will be coded as eac.
for that student. If the student is generally unatle to read at least *wo but ro
more than eighty percent of the words in each paragraph, thern the passage will be
coded as medium for tha* student., If the student is unable to read more thar ejic--
percent of the words per paragraph, then the passage will be coded as hard for

that student. '"Unable to read" would apply to words that the student canrot rezd
properly without prompting. This should not include careless errors. If it appe<ar:
that a student has misread a word only because of a careless error, then tha’ error
should not be included in the determinatiorn of error rate,.

Situational Cor.sex*

The corntex* wi-hin which problems are performed may affect the error rat< for
those protlems. For example, a given student mighj bc able to perform cer:al.
computatior. problem: with virtually no errors when working alone at his/her sea*.
The same student, however, might be so distracted when working at the board ir
the front of the class that he/she showc a high error rate, possibly even beln:
urable tc answer the problems et all. Those protlems for that studert would
therefore pe coded a+ differer: difficulty leve=ls depending upon whether the stu-
dernt is working a* his sea® or a* the board. Hence, the contex® within which e
problems are performed is concidered to be part of the problems themselves, for “he
purpose of codirg difficulzy.

Adsrted from: Fisher, Charles W., Filby, Nikola K., Marliave, Richard S., Caher,
Leonard S., Dishaw, Marilyn M., Moore, Jeffrey E., and Berliner,
David C. Teaching behaviors, academic learning time and student
achievement: Finel report of Phase III-R®, Beginning Teacher Evaliuz-
tion. Stodv. San Francisco, California: Far West Laboratory, 197:.
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ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (ALT,

Observer Coding Guidelines
for Transition Time

General Transition Tire Coding

(1)

(2)

If whole class is in "Transition," between subjects, code
only NT - leave other three categories blenk.

If whole class is in "Transition'", within subject (R or M),
code NT ané appropriate content code.

Occasionally a target student may be in "Transition," e.g.,
in between tasks or before starting a new task, so you will
not be able to code difficulty level and/or type of activitv.

If a target child continues to work while class or grougp
is in "Transition," code child in content category and other
three categoreis.

If target student only is in "Transition" wnen observed,
(while ir content area) code all categories, i.e., if the
student leaves his/her seat to get paper, sharpen pencil,
etc., content, activity, engagement (will be NT), and diffi-
culty should still be coded.

Teacher Transition

Student Transition

If Category II (Classroom Activity) is coded as "2", "3",
o st Mg or "6" (these are teacher-directed activities)
then Transition ("N.") is teacher transition.

If Category II is coded as & "1" or a 'T" (these are
student-directed activities) then Transition ('NT") is
student transition.

-21-

&3




= | oo =
= e oo BEomom oo ae ooosccos =
= = =

[ 1 1

Mirtees

- = = oo oo oo SO OS=S T

- = == === o o oD s
g = LT [ -1 ==

- =c == =13 = =

& = = [ L L =T

4 o o= = == o CeCmerT oD SdmsT

- 1 _—— = D = ==

= =c = = = =cemm= == = =

o ese———

- - =
c - - 1o L L . % T 1 ST
=] '
bt
4 L1 — T =1 —— T [ —5 5 3 [ —1——3—3 I ———-———a —_—_——_—== ————— ===
-4 S oo o= o eSS s=eTarT ShoecCeaeT T B Y ===
“ L1 —t—f—%~ [ — = —1 - 13— b = 1 — 31— (= — —1—4-

e p———

Grade
]

oo ocoasess osscsr coirem oomes Ssomem omoos oos s
L ocomee soomae coDos Sesihe Seosc Sm=ms =—==== ==z
== = oo S Ssemm Saesss ===
Dot Sesess o= D= S motms s
e == = Ccomes cmmmss
® Booocs Soeosas DS oM s DT oS aoSaT
- Y — —— —c= = ==

ACADEMIC LEARNTMG TTMF (ALT) ORSEHVATTON FORM
1
|
1]
f
f
0
0
l
I
g
f
Il
I
f
0
0
i}
(l
f
[
i
fl
i
0
i
i
Il
1)
I
f
0
0
1
M
0
l
l
]
i

Py of weeks N T W ™ P

Heme

[ R)
L
0
f
l
f
U
i

Hen nixwry

Date

HE syunN Y QRN




Purpose:

Coding Format:

Content:

Coding Procedure:

INTERVENTION STRATEGY RECORD (ISR)

Coding Guidelines

This instrument is designed to record intervention
strategies used spontaneously as a given situation,
problem, or disruption warrants.

Coding 1is on a time sampling basis. The coder observes
for a defined period of time and then records all the
codable behaviors that occurred during that period. A
behavior is recorded only once, even though it may
occur several times during the specified period.

The instrument includes eight categories of inter-
ventions: (1) planned ignoring; (2) signal inter-
ference; (3) modeling; (4) task epgagement feedbauk;
(5) redirecting; (6) supporting; (7)use of r&inforcers,
(8) punishing.

The ISR is to be coded concirrently with the ALT Obser-
vation Schedule at 5-minute intervals. The coder will
take a period of 2 minutes to record the occurrence of
each of the 8 behaviors specifified (i.e., about 15 sec-
onds per behavior). The coding sequence in minutes
will be as follows:

5-2/5-2/5-2/5-2/5-2/5"-2

Therefore the coder will need a minimum of 42 minutes for
each math and reading period in order to code 30 minutes
of engagement as well as 6 samplings of intervention
strategies utilized.

General Guidelines: (1) Category 2 "Signal Interference" includes non-verbal

signals which communicate both approval and disapproval as
well as procedural signaling. In this category the
attempt is to determine the extent of use of non-verbal
communication regardless of the expected student response.

(2) Category 4 "Task Engagement Feedback' could be con-
gidered a "Redirecting" teacher behavior since the intent
{s to reorient the studant tc the task at hand. However,
we will code separately any verbal reminder that the
teacher gives to a student specifically intended to keep
the student on-task.




INTERVENTION STRATEGY RECORD (ISR)

Observer Category Definitions

Category
Planned Ignoring

Signal Interference

Modeling

Task Engagement
Feedback

Redirecting

Supporting

Use of Reinforcers

Punishing

. Definition

Teacher is aware of behavicr but chooses
to ignore.

Non-verbal messages which communicate ex-

pected behavior, i.e., eye contact, facial
expressions, body postures, hand gestures,
tapping or snapping fingers, coughing or.

clearing one's throat, flicking lights on
and off, proximity control.

Teacher points out student(s) who are demon-
strating appropriate behavior

~ Teacher reminds student (s) to get back on

task; draws attention to appropriate task;
asks question about how work is gcing.

Removal of student from distraction, i.e.,

to another part of the room or to deliver a
message or removal of object of distraction;
assignment of an alternative activity;
restructuring of the classroom program, i.e.,
a change in plans, format, task, or location
based on perceived need.

Any behavior which is supportive to the

student, such as providing individual assistance;
explaining inappropriateness of behavior; en-
gaging in discussion with problem student(s);
encouraging student(s) to express feelings;
touching or embracing student; showing verbal
affection; mwaking humorous comment.

Use of a "structured" reward system (i.e.,
token, points, awards, contracts).

Any response intended tc communicate the
teacher g disapproval or rejection of the
student's behavior including criticizing,
ridiculing, or threatening remarks and puni-
tive action such as making the student sit
alone, leave the class, stay after school, etc.

-24-
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Reading

2

3

4

INTERVENTION STRATEGY RECORD (ISR)
OBSERVATION FORM

SUBJECT
Math

o 12 3 4 5 o

oF

4,

Teacher

Datr:

BEHAVIOR

Planned Tinoring

Signal Iinterference

Modeling

Task Engagement Feedback

Redirecting

Supporting

Use of Reinforcers

Punishing




ossffivzk RATING SCALE (ORS)

Coding
Purpose: Tnis instrument is designed to provide a
rating of several dimensions of classroom
climate.
Content: The instrument includes 18 categories related

to classroom climate: (1) cooperation;

(2) warmth; (3) awareness of feelings; (4) ac-
ceptance of feelings; (5) relationship with
students; (6) fsirmess, (7) performance eXpecta-
_tiom; (8) responsiveness; (9) clarity; (10) in-
structional appropriateness, (11) checking
students' work; (12) involvement; (13) student
contact; (14) use of time; (15) comsisteucy;

(16) need for discipline; (17) non-permissiveness;
and (18) praise.

Coding Format: The rater observes for a defined period of time
during reading and/or math iastruction. Subsequent
to the observation, the observer makes a single
rating of each Jimension on a three-point scale:
low, average, high.

Coding Prodedure: The ORS is to be completed zfter an observation
period during which a variety of other classroom
observation instruments were recorded. For the
purpose of this project, ratings were made on
twenty occasions.
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OBSERVER RATING SCALE (ORS

)8.

Directions: Based on your observation of reading and mathematics instructiorn,
rate the following dimensions of classroom climate.

1.

6.

7.

COOPERATICN

Ss compete for
materials, at-
tention, and
"status',

CLASSROOM WARMTH

Classroom inter-
action is humor-
less, cocl,
sometimes hostile.

AWARL..ESS OF FRELINGS

T is not aware of
Ss' self-concept
and/or feelings.

ACCEPTANCE OF FEELINGS

Expression of
feelings is dis-
couraged. T's
and Ss'
not discussed.

RELATIONSHIP WITH
STUDENTS

T has poor rela-
tionship with Ss.
T like #°.d under-

‘standing of Ss is

not evident.

TEACHER SENSE OF
FAIRNESS

T shows favori-
tism.

PERFORMANCE EX-
PECTATION

T shows negative
expectations for
academic success
of Ss.

feelings are

Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
Low T Av High
Low Av Hiy’
Low Av High
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Ss help each other,

share materials and

space; perform tasks
together.

Classroom interaction

is characterized by
warm friendship, smiles,
laughter.

T is aware of Ss' self-
concept, and/or feelings.

T and Ss often express
and discuss feelings,

T has good relationship
with Ss.
standing of Ss is evident.

T treats all Ss fairly.

T shows positive expecta-
tions for academic success

of Ss.

T like and uncler -




RESPONSIVENESS TO
STUDENTS

T shows lack of
involvement,
barely attends
to S responses
and comments.

CLARITY

T is often aot
understood by Ss.
T language is
overly complex
or ambiguous. S
questions do not
get adequately
answered.

INSTRUCTIONAL
APPROPRIATEASLSS

The instructional
program is unre-
sponsive to the in-
dividual needs and
readiness levels

of Ss.

. CHECKING STUDENTS'
WORK

T does not closely
monitor Ss work

TEACHER INVOLV-
KENT

T presents a
lesson and is
inactive while Ss
engage in work.

IRITIATION OF
STUDENT CONTACT

Majority of S con-
tact is initiated
by Ss.

Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
Low Av High
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T gives a great
deal of attention to
S responses and comments.

T's communications are
understood by Ss. Ss'
questions are answered
clearly.

The instructional program
is highly responsive to
the individual needs and
readiness levels of the Ss.

T frequently and consist-
ently checks Ss' work.

T presents a lesson and
remains actively involved
as Ss engage in work.

T consistently initiates
S contact.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

EFFICIENT USE

OF TIML

T does not make ) T maximizes instruction
optimal use of Low Av High by making optimal use of
classroom time. classroom time.
CONSISTENCY

T sets contin- T frequently sets and
gencies but Low Av High maintains contingencies
"forgets" or with individuals and/or
changes mind groups of students.

most “f the
time; or sets
no contingen-
cies.

LACK OF NEED
FOR DISCIFLINE

T spends over Less than 5, nf T's time
50% of her time Low Av High is used to discipline.
managing the

class.

NON-PERMISSIVENESS

Little or no re~ T expects Ss to behave in
striction is put Low Av High an orderly manner and to
on S behavior. follow classroom rules.

USE OF PRAISE

T seldon uses T consistently encourages
praise. Low Av High Ss through use of praise.

Itexs 1,2,3,4,7,8,9,10, & 15 adapted from Rater's Scale in:

Fisher, Chsrles W., Filby, Nikola N., Marliave, Richard S., Cahen, Lecnard
S., Dishaw, Marilyn M., Moore, Jeffrsy E., and Berliner, David C. Teachinr
behaviors, academic learning time and student achievement: Final report cf
Phase III-B, Beginnine Teacher Evaluation Study. San Francisco, California:
Far West Laboratory, 1975.




TEACHER DAILY RECORD INSTRUMENTS




Purpose:

Content:

Coding Format:

Coding Procedure:

DAILY RECORD (DR)

Coding !

This instrument is designed to provide a daily record
of time allotted to reading and math content for
selected students.

The instrument includes eight categories of class-
room activities: (1) seatwork; (2) question and
answer; (3) recitation, drill; (4) demonstratiom,
lecture; (5) discussion; (6) special individual
work; (7) unassigned activities; and (8) other.

Prior to using the DR four students are selected.

For the purpose of this project, the four students
were carefully selected as a special needs student
(i.e., a student with an I.E.P.}, and a representative
student of low, average, and high ability. The same
four students were observed for the ALT observations.
The DR is to be completed by the classroom teacher

who records the amount of time the students spend in
each of the eight activities for a given day.

The DR is to be completed on a daily basis for both
reading and mathematics periods. Teachers completed
the DR each day for a period of four consecutive weeks.
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1.

2.

DAILY RECORD (DR)

Classroom Activity Category Definitions

(SW) Seatwork (Students primarily working without teacher)

Activities done individually at seats

Students working on assigned tasks

Students primarily working alone on such activities as com-
pleting a workbook, worksheet, or text assignment; doing silent
reading; writing a report; working with supplementary re-

source books and materials

Students using media, such as cassettes, reccrds, filmstrips,
or manipulatives or games which have been assigned to them

Students interacting with materiais rather than the teacher
Students generally working at their own pace

Students taking written tests

(QA) Question and Answer (Teacher-directed)

This activity is characterized by a teacher question -
student response situation

Teacher asks a series of questions which are primarily con-
tent, skill, or information oriented

Most commonly used during small group (i.e., reading group)
work

Note: (1) 1If the question and answer series 1s very fast-
paced with little or no feedback given to
individual students, this should be coded as
{3 "prill"

(2) If the teacher uses students' answers as a spring-
board for mini-lectures on the material, this
should be considered #4 "Lecture"

(RD) Recitatton, Drill (Teacher-directed)

Students reading orally

Students orally reviewing previously learned material

Use of flash cards
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8.

~ Students taking teacher-dictated spelling test

~ Fast-paced drill exercise, i.e., phonice drill, multi-
plication facts

(DL) Demonstration, Lecture (Teacher~directed)

~ Teacher is presenting information

~ Predominantly verbal presentation of instructional material
(usually factunl content)

~ Presenting information substantively related to lesson content

~ Introductory comments telling students what they'll be doing
- Explairing, clarifying material, assignments, directions

(D) Discussion (Student-centered)
-~ Characterized primarily by students' verbal exchange

~ Teacher may interrupt the dialogLe to either ailow another student
to participate or to focus the dialoque on the intended topic

-~ Note: (1) Questicns may be asked in this format, but they would
tend to be more of the non-content specific, personal
reference type, i.e., dealing with feelings or judgments

(2) Questions Zn this format would also serve the purpose
of stimulating thinking & problem solving, and
encouraging others to participate.

(SI) Special Individual Work (Includes both teacher-directed activities
& seatwork)
~ Extra time spent with individual student(s), i.e., in addition to
time spent with class or group

- Work on special individualized assignment

(UA) Unassigned Activities (Primarily students working unsupervised, but on
reading or math content)
~ Free-time reading (not assigned)

=~ Student u:issigned use of media, games or manipulatives
~ Work on projects
- Other activities dome during free-time

(0) Other

~ Any activities not specified in categores 1 to 7 that are non-
content (reading or math) related.
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DAILY RECORD (DR)

Teacher Sample Coding

Targeted Students:

Green Group: Lisa, Joe

Reading Red Group: Paul Math

Blue Group: John

Wnat Happened

9:00 - 10:0U Reading Groups

10:

Blue Group - meets with the teacher for the

first 30 minutes. They are learning new words

in their textbook. They spend five minutes
talking about the meaning of the words in the
picture dictionary. The teacher calls special
attention to the suffixes and grammatical end-
ings added to root words; the group answers
questions about different endings, especially
-er and -est.

After groupwork, the students in the blue group
go to their seats and do workbook pages for

the rest of the period. John is having a hard
time with the bottom of page 46; he has written
the words correctly on the top of the page, but
bot he works more slowly on the bottom part

and often has the wrong answer.

Green Group - spends the whole period working
independently. During the last ten minutes, the
teacher takes Lisa for an individual conference,
where she reads the story aloud. (Since Lisa
has a conference, she spends 10 minutes less on
the assignment.)

Red Group - meets with the teacher for fifteen

minutes of oral reading & then five minutes of
questions about the story. The rest of the time
they do seatwork.

00 - 11:00 Mathematics

Each group spends 20 minutes in groupwork with
the teacher and 40 minutes in seatwork. The
teaher meets first with Group A, then with
Group B, then with Group C.

"33" '7 \ly

Group A: Larry
Group B: Lisa, Mary
Group C: Sue

How It Is Coded

#5 - 5 minutes
#4 - 10 minutes
if2 = 15 minutes

#1 = 30 minutes

Part of the work
rsot words and
affixes is hard
John, so he re-
ceives an B for
difficulty.

#1 - 60 minutes

Lisa:

Add: #3 - 10
minutes

Delete: #1 - 10
minutes

#3 - 15 minutes
#2 - 5 minutes
#1 - 40 minutes

in

for




All groups are given the same seatwork assignment
from tpeir workbooks.

In small group instruction, the first 5 minutes are
spent reviewing basic facts with flash cards. The
next 5 minutes are spent counting by 2's, 5's, and
10's with each student extending the sequence started
by the previous student. During the last 10 minutes.
the students individually write number sentences for
word problems dictated by their teacher.

During the group sessions the teacher sees that both
Lisa and Larry are unable to identify the correct
operation required by the word problems.

#3 - 10 minutes
#2 - 10 ninutes

Lisa and larry
receive an H for
difficulty.



Teacher: [N, Perkins

LARGU ARTS

DING

DAILY RECORD FORM

Difficulty Codes:

Easy @
Da‘'e: Aoci| Q3 _
Month Day Medium ®
Day of Week: M (D W ™ F Hard ®
Grage: Y4 Abser.t @
CLASSFOOM MINUTES
ACTIVITIES
vase: | Lisa_o0)]c o Joe W | ] Paul (]: | Toho .
=X 58 28 =K
Group: Greer\ Green Red B\ue,
Seatwork 1 50 @ QO @ L‘O © 30 @
Question and Apcwer e 5 @ \S @
a
Recitation, Drill 3 S @
Demonstration, Lecture L |G @
Discussion 5 5 @
Special Individual Work 6 O @
Unassigned Activities 7
Other: 8
(Specify)
TOTAL TIME
(minutes) 60 (9 0 é:) O &0




MAT

DAILY RECORD FORM

Teacher: mS, Per XKing Difficulty Codes:
. Easy @
Date: AQr; l Q3 .
Morith Day Medium @ _
Day of Week: M (T)W T F Hard ®
Grade: j Absent
CLASSEOOM MINUTES
ACTIVITIES
Nane: ! lSQ‘SQ“‘. o] Larry (L)f.-:w an'\L{A - e Sue (H)L:c.
! G v G 7 - g el
a3 £9§ g8 =S
Group: 8 A P} C
Seatwork 1 NO @ 40 @ Yo @ Y0 @
Ques*io:. and Answer 2 \O @ \0 @ {a] @ 10 @
Recitation, Drill 3 |O @ o |© 10 @ 10 @
Demonstratior.,, Lectur- L
Discuss.on 5
Special Individual Work €
Unassigned Activities 7
Other: 8
(Specify)
TOTAL TIME
(minutes’ &0 e 40 &0

O )




2.

DAILY RECORD

Teacher Coaing Guidelines

When seatwork is assigned for a period of time, often the activity
and difficulty level will remain the same. dowever, if there are
several separate activities with varying difficulty levels, you
snould code each separately.

i.e.,
Seatwork 1 29 E
40 M
10 H
. 2 10 E
Question and Answer 15 M

If you read to your students as part or vour reading block, ,code it
as 'Demonstration/Lecture'.

Tf seatwork is assigned for 30 minutes and it is easy for the child,
yet he/she is off task (fooling around, etc.) and gets many wrong

as a result (thus making it appear medium) code it as you actually
perceived it to be, i.e., 30 min, (:) Note: Always code time as

it was assigned. We are getting actual engagement rate on an observa-
tion form so you need not consider this aspect.

Wrhile in the math block or reading block, if students work on unassigned
activities that are not math or reading related, respectively, code it
as "Other" and write in the activity; for example, a student playing
checkers, a game (not math or reading), or working in social studies

or science. We want to code this time serarately so it will not be
counted as time spent working im the content area.

Time that a student spends outside of your classroom receiving services
from specialists should be recorded under "Other' and should not be 1a-
cluded in the total minutes.

Collection of Forms

We will be collecting a complete week's forms - Moaday througl
Friday - each week. So you should turn in your 5 forms for each week
on the following week's visit,




DAILY RECORD DIFFICULTY LEVEL

Teacher Category Explanations

The difficulty level of a task for the target student, easy, medium,
or hard, must be coded for all reading and mathematics events. Difficulty is
coded to indicate the cogritive demands of the reading or mathematics task
for the individual student.

The primary basis for determining the difficulty level of a task for
a targe. student is the error rate of that student for the kind of problems
included in that task. However, in addition to error rate, the speed with
which a student works will sometimes be used to differentiate the difficulty
categories.

You should take into account the speed with which che student -o-mpletes

~a tashk only when the student 1is obviously much slower than the rest of the

students working on that task. For example, if the target student has spent
30 minuctaes on the first three problems of a 20 problem computation worksheet,
while most of the class completed the entire worksheet in less than 30 min-
utes, tnen medium would be coded even if the target student nas answered
those first three problems with no eriors.

As stated above, the coding of difficulty should be based on the
error rate (and speed where applicable) of the target student with respect
to the kind of nroblems included in the task. This should include all di-
wensions of the task that are of similar stimulus characteristics and response
demands. Stimulus characteristics refer to such considerations as the
complexity of the words involved in a reading task and the number of digits
or numerals used in a mathematics task. Response demands refer to sucl
considerations as whether the otudent must generate his/her own responses
or may select a response from choices provided as part of the task.

Difficulty level is not considered on a problem-by-problem basis.
Within a set of related problems, the fact that a student is incorrect in
response to one problem and correct in response to the next dces not result
in the coding of the first response as hard, and the secon: response as
easy. nather, all of the problems within the related set receive the same
difficulty code, according to the student's performance on the set es a
whole.

Easy would be coded for activities and materials on which the
student has had previous experience and/or for work on skiils which the
student has already acquired; that is the material should be at a low ’evel
of difficulty for the student. Time at this level may serve as reinforcement
of existing skills.

Medium difficulty is the middle range between easy and hard, reore-

senting those activities that are generally challengiug for a target
student, involving some unacquired and some existing knowledge or skills.

~38-
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Bard is a category consisting of tasks that the target student cannot
perform beyond a chance level of correct responses. That is, the student
shows essentially no understanding of the task.

It should be noted that the category, hard, will generally occur much
less frequently and over shorter periods of time than will easy and mediunm.
Bard activities may never be observed for some target students or, perhaps,
never in some classes. The categories, easy and medium, however, are botk
fairly common. Each of these two categories will usually represent a sub-
stantial amount of time for every target student.

The easy category 1s characterized by a very low error rate, where
the student appears to be responding with virtually no errors, except w' 1t
you might expect by chance (careless errors). The hard category is
characterized by an extremely high error rate, where the student appears
to show virtually no correct responses, except what you would expect by
chance (luck). The med:.m category includes the range between easy and hard.
The additional consideration of the speed with which the student works through
the problems enters in when virtually no errors are observed, but the
student is working at a noticeably slower than average pace. If such an
unusually slow but errorless response rate is not simply a function of a low
level of engagement, but in fact appears to be the result of the difficulty
of the task for that student, then medium would be coded rather than eacy.
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ING
LANGUAGE ARTS

DAILY RECORD FORM

Teacher: Difficvity Codes:

Easy (g)
pate Menth Day Medium (:)
Day of Week: M T W Th F Hard (:)
Grade: Absern: (:)

CLASSROOM MINUTES
ACTIVITIZS
Name : “ ¢ e o
“ o <
e O - O
& O a o
Group:
Seatwork 1
Question and Answer 2
Recitation, Drill 3

Demonstration, Lecturs L

Discussion 5

Special Individual Work 6

Unassigned Activities 7
Other: 8
(Specify)
TOTAL TIME
(minutes)

40~
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MATH

DAILY RECORD FORM

Teacher: Difficulty Codes:
Easy @
Date: .
Month Day Medium @
Day of Week: M T W Tr F Hard )
Grade: Abser.t @
{
CTASSEFOOM MINVTES
ATTIVITIES
Naze = k3 - K g &
- O - O = 0 b O
& o Qo N o
Grour
Sea*worx 1
Ques‘icn an? Answer 2
Eecitation, Drill 3
Demonstratiorn, Lecture L
Discuss.on 5
Special Individual Work €
Unassigned Activities 7
Other: 8
(Specify)
TOTAL TIME
(minutes)
~41-~ .
&




TEACHER SELF-REPORT INSTRUMENTSa

[+

The following instruments were developed based on the
recommendations of the participating teachers, aad were
primarily written by Janet M. Vacca:

Educational Dimension Survey (EDS)

Philosophy of Education (PE)
Background Information (BI)
Student Interview (5T)




Position

Grade

INTERVENTION STRATEGY INVENTORY

Directions

You are ordinarily faced with a wide variety of gituations arising
from the many different kinds of students you work with each day.
On the following pages are brief descriptions of students' class-
room behavior. In each case, you are to choose the intervention
strategy which you would most likely use. While the four options
provided are clearly not the only possible responses, choose the
one closest to what you might actually do given the situation de-
scribed. In those instances where you definitely would not use

any of the options given, write-in the strategy you would use in
the space marked "Other".

In order to limit the response time required to complete this inven-
tory, both the situations and intervention strategies presented

are necessarily brief. Although you may teel that you need more in-
formation fcr some situations, make your best selection based on the
information provided. Also, it should >e noted that the strategies
given are only intended to capture the ovecrall intent of the inter-
vention. Thev do not elaborate on the detail of other supplementary
actions that you might employ in dealing with the situation, either
prior or subsequent to the given strategy.

Remember your task is not to try to .identify the "right" answer, but
to select what you would actually do.

Circle response A, B, C, or D or write-in an alternative strategy.

Copyright @ 1979. Barbara Larrivee. All rights reserved.
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e sl e 1L penerally dnattative and 1o not cot
f13 4 W the qusll'y of her work,” Afer arrivin,
latand "forg * i ber math homework, Joanm pro-

e b3 g0dn ber reading group withont her workiook

or b al. catd she couldr't firl then.

b

PN -‘, s b grader, ltvee with his grandmother v o
o ection of fawn, % morning When you repri-
raded piz for not baving done his matly homework he
caiY 1t wae & atupdd acsfgnment and he alrendy knew
Yo mulniply woyws,,

A,

A,

, Strategy

Give Hildu,a "special” responsibiifig,
in the acl{vlvy.

Ask another stadent do b lp ye oy
pur Hilds with Yas/her poitner,

cnatwre thie forms' of the wrtdvie, v
group. of threr and ke sued” 1 b,
is incvluded,

You cnoose Hildy 1o be sour parrrey,

Other:

Hand Eddic Wiz paper bach and 101} k..

you expect it finlchad Letorse Lo loay. . -

school today .

Take his paper without ¢ mmenr,

Sit dewy with Mdie and help tam o .
started, . ¢

Ask Nim why ne baan' wiiteer 5 1
siner you checked big puyor.

Uthe r?

Send Joanne to her sea' Lo Cortinie
looking for the workbook and p-1cyl.

Give ber a pencil and tell e 1, L
look on with sos one elee,

Kepraasr ¥ her for her mori jns's
Prerforms e

lgtiore Joante . >

ther:

1011 Josed that gfne: he alread b oow ‘
how to multiply, he can try diviiieo
al 3:00 today.

|

'
lgnore Jose's commmts,

Warn Jose that avy further cong. *.
will warrant a visit 1o 'he prinesydl,

Give him & matiplfeatto. Tes' o ¢
take to oo It he kiows 'he work,
Other: ‘ .
k]
Al .
v @ |
|
.
- V.
. ]
" v
() .
]



Situation Stimlery

1%, Jess¢ is twelve and has Erown up in & low-income hous « A. RKeturn thue celenlatar and war: Jews:
ing project, A fellow classnate complained to you that of the cunsequence of a scend offuns: ,
. Jesse had taken his calculator. Althoughk you doubted )
the accusation, you usked Jease to open his desk and B. Have the class work quietly while yvou
the calculator was there, take Jesse out of the class to dis-

cuss the incident.

C. Criticize Jessc's action fn front of
hLis classmates.

D. Initiate a discuscion with b clasy
about the Incident and decide o1 an
appropriate ccnscquence.

E. Other:

hd (%3
14, iac-ds 15 a fourth grader whose reading achievement is A.  Accept today's papers. ‘logorrow ¢ive
_ .t Ideratly below grade level. She has difficulty her only one page wt a tim-. Have ey
Keepir s her place during oral reading and s easily bring the completed puge o you.
At racted by other students, extraneous noise, eta.
3he doer hot pel too concerned about not finishkire B, Send Pamela buck to her sest to come
}er wrk, This morning when you called up her group plete the workshests,
o errrect the Doruing vgrk, she had begun all foar . N
wopashes sy, bat hnq'ox.ly donr the first example on . Tell her she will have to complete il .
en~t, oh¢ was the ouly one in the group who huun'! the worksbeety by the end of the dac v
ey ke w3 all the work. stay af'er schoel,
b, Sx.v dowr, witn bumela after fhe group
wort and hiove her do the workshes!
? witl you. .
E. Other:
. 3
A}
1%, Henry, a fourth &rade atudent, has a physical handicap. A. Send Hanry out of the room and havr
. He hat a deformed left arm and walks with a limp. He a neeting with the class where you
has ouly been in your class for two weeks. He har been make them sware of your coucerss. .
rezponding well to you and 1S able to handle the class- Make & olan witl the class to help
* vwora., You're concerned because his classmates are ote Herry feel more a part of the clasi.
viously avoiding contact with him.
- . P B. Select s student and privately usk
. hin/her Lo make an effort to “to &
friend” to Henry,
C. Dou't intervenc. - '
. ' D. Assign Henry an important class re-
’ sponsibility which will requirc the”™
. other studéats® interaction with him.
. E. Other:
=t e v
? . ™
" - X
16, Crafy, an only child, is {n the second grade, He is A. Send Craip to a'designated "Lome-our™
- easily upset when thinge don't go his way. For reces: a'i'sn. Leave things for him tu pik
today you appointed two captains, When Craig wasn't up when he retoria.
picked he threw all his papers off his deszk and then .
knocked down a be™ Aisplay.you had set up, ‘B, Reprimand Craig for his behavior and
Uell him he will not be Joinfug ti
class for recess today. ¢
. ) C. Calmly ask him to pick up lhe thinges
' he knocked down.
* Py
: D, Reprimaud Craig and t¢l) him W may '
Join recess as soon as he picks up
the ness. 44‘;
- ¥ F4 E. Other:

ERIC - 9; . -
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Sstuation Strategy
oktuation
- 17. Manucl, a low ability sixth grader, has always done A. Repeat the assignment to the entyre
poorly fn school,  He doesn't have much infercat in elass.
iy 8t die2, MNe is consistently talkiny to his -
frieni. &' inappropriate times. Since he wvas talke B. iuel to forget doing o ; wak,
ing to bis peightor, he fulled to get the directions 1d ive him an "F" for tha ac, it
far e awsignment, lie proceeded to yell out to you nent. ?

fres kis seat, "Wiat are we supposed to do?"
C. Ask ano*her student to expinir the

. L
ascignment.
> 24

D. Ack Monuel Lo come up to your degw
and privately chastize hin for h,.
talking b fore repeating the nicipr« .
pent ¢ him,

“

E. other: '
|
|

N |

° \ |

1, tavid i3 6 s Ot spoken fifth grader. Althougch he re- A. €all on another studeat,

sponds Well tooyou on u onesto-one bazis, he i often : '

reluctan® o participate in class activities or volun- B, Say to David, "You hwd a resll, ores |

terx ur ancwer, Today N had Jus' carmd 100 on w - answer and 1 want you 'o sharc ¢ |

~e~fal s*udter tesr . Wher you ask him to explain hir wi'li the class. |
dwer Y the fturtt questicn he JuSt hangs bis heand.

C. Wait for David to respond.

|

k=

. kemind Doavid that he o & mendtor of |
the class and that you expect him ¢
participate,

. . E. Other: ~
2 . 7
. ot
. .
1. Gtever Is eleven and the oldest in his family. He A. Deny Steven a prlvllecé%nch thne
rwrears excescively, Not only are his comments dis- he swears.
gt ive, they are com.nglou;.'f}'ﬁ few '0f the other s
. studerts are beginning to see 1T they can get awav B. ‘gnore Stuveq's- swearing and pro-
with sw ariug. - - "vide verbal praise ‘when he talrs
& - appropriately.
' \ : C. Tell Steven that he 15 not adlowed
. . to swear in class and mutuallv
., N ‘ agree¢ on a cousequence for s
¢ . swearing. -

D. Have Steven call bis parerty ard

. repeat exactly what he s«id,
' E. Other:
c_ .
: (v, Foul, & sixih grade student, has Jus! correctly com- A. Give Paul & "hard tescher glare™,
. pleted u difficulr assignment before anycne elsge in .
th~ room. A¢ usual, instead of sclecting an appro- B. Walk over to him and take the pen-
priante free<time activity, he is again druming on ¢ils from him,
hi  Aezk withi.tve pencils.
C Secnd Paul on an erraad for you,
\ D, Ask Baul how he plans to use Lf:
free time,
- . Othert al
e I
L
[ b § ’ .
: C 32
b & ' [}
Q ’ . &
* -b7- . ,
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22.

2.

S

.

2.

24.

Situation

Yang 1a o third gradaY. Na gata alemg well with
his classmstes and ia achiaving above grada lavel.
Although he {a vary capabla, ha will conatantly
come up and ask you {f hia anavera ara fight or
aay he'a not sura hov to do the work. After core
ractly dotng the first thraa axanplaa on his morn-
ing seatwork, he interrupted your raading group to
say he didn't underatand the mxt example. It wvas
Just like the firat three.

Matthew fa a fourth grade student. Although he

ts of average ability, he gives up asaily without
extra aupport and ancouragement. The sorning as-
signoent was to use saveral adjactives in santancea.
r atthew bacame fruatrated trying to write his firat
asentence and then gave up asaying he couldn't do ft.

IS

Susan, & fourth gradar, {a driven to achool ‘datly
by har mothar who works nearby. Susan consjatently
refuses to do har clasawork. Whan you gava the
day®s seatwork asaignment, Sussn rafusad to do it
saying she was aick of doing the aame workbook
avery day .

o~

/

Jason 13 & repeater in tha sacond grade. He fa

very concerned about hias achool vork and faara not
batng pro-oted 2o third grade. He haa great dif-
ficuley- undernn\tdln; and following diractiona and
forgets tham quftckly. whan you chadrad hia work
before lunch, he had dona the wrong pagas in hia wark-
book and had forgotten he waa supposed to fintah®
yesterday's ditto. He bacane upset that ha had apant
all lits time on the wrong pagaa.

. N

#

* =48~

C.

D,

D.

Yo

Stratagy
Beuiad Yeag ha'as mot to intarrupt
you ‘url,g raading group. ;

Reprimand him and tall hiam he can
do 1t without your help.

Aakhim to ask another atudent
Explain the axample to Yeng.

Other:

Malp hin vith the firat sentence.
Then ait him nsar you ao you can

monitor hia progress and fruatratfon
level,

Reaind Matthew that you expect the
puper to be finiahed before receas

Ask him to ask another student for
help.

Allov him to do only the first five
aentences

Other:

Tall Susan vhatavar agha doean't
finiah ahe can do after achool.

Ignore her.

Warn her that whe haa five minutes
to get ‘atarted.

Teil her when ahe finishes the work-
book pagea you have aomething "m.v"
phnned.

© Other;

Tall Jason to come after achool to
do the right pages.

Conaole Jason and tall him that you
vill sccept tha pages he did but
that .he will have to finfah yeater-
day's ditto by the and of the day

Forgat sbout today'a-wbrk and aft
devm with Jasson later and nepotiate
8 vay to help Jason keep track of
his dally asaignmwenta.

Have Jason do the asaignments for
homework. Than vork out & checklist
for his daily asasignments.

Other:

3

-
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Sftuation 4
\

sara, @ soft-spoken second grader, {s slvayas ssaking
yout approval  She 1s quick to catch on and {s
capable of working independently. You have a good
rapport vith Sars. She prefers talking with you to
beiny with her classmatea. She {a quickly bacoming
your "shadow " She has jJust rafsed her hand for the
sccond tine to sak you for halp. You know she knows
hov to do the work

Lregr, A second grader, is habitually braaking the
classroom rulea. Though he has above average po-
tential. he seldom completes hia work in s satle-
facrhory’unner Without having goupletcd hia asat-
wark, he has gone to the nctlvng' cénter and taken
out o game  Your students know :thut they have to

£intak all of thelr vork before they van play a game

~

‘\
{

Joyce 18 a atxth grader vho an racantly trans-
ferred from private achool. fe morning during
an argument she grabbed s cleasmats’s tranaistor
radio and smashed 1t on tha, floor. Joyce had not
previously exhibited such deatructive behavior in .
the classroom. '

>

<8, Dareyl s a first grader. He s extramely rast-

less and fidgety Today he {a pexsisting In
rusning around the room evary tine you take your
eyes of{him. You hava already] ssked him to take
his seat s nuaber of times thlﬂ worning. Nov he's
up agalp and talking with s «friand. He haan't
finished hia sestvork

&
»
. v LI §
* =
N .
. .
¥ 1]
. t
Y. . i
.
:
A 7/
.
! %
N—-V‘)‘
P . /
. . /
/
U, s ,

Stratagy
A Reprimand Sars,

B. Ask her to finish the paper by her~ -
self and then bring ft up and you N
will check ft.

, C. Aask another astudent to help Sara.
p. Ignore Sars's raiased hand.
E. Other:

A.  Ask Greggrto ehow you his work be-
fore he plays the gaoe.

B. Take the game avay from him.-
* C. Ask him to tell you the class rule
concerning when to use the activity
center.

=

Tell Gregg to sit down and put his
head dowa. He will do his wotk during
racess.

E. Other:

A. RMprimand Joyce {n front of her
ch.aasmates. -

LS B. Calaly ask Joyce to wait outaide
fn the hallway for you. g

C. Tell Joyce that her behavior fa une
scceptable and nagotiate a plan for
her to raplacc tha radio.

Al
D. Tell tier to ssa you after achool

E. Otner:

A. 'Tell Darcryl he will have to atay in
..  for tacesa. ¥

. Eatablish a prograa for Yarryl vheriby
he will raunive s rgvard for reamaiving
in hia seat for a specifiad amdunt of

o time,
C.” Ramind him that only those who have

fintahed thair work should be out of
their aaasta.

-4

D. - Hava him move hia seat next to yours
a0 you can monitor hie vharasbouts
and work.

E. Other;

[49




Situation

29. Tonia, s first gradar, {s the ybumgest {n har family.
She frequently complains sbout her Jsaignmenta or
&bout other studants botharing her. You saked the
&lass to drew picturca for ssch of thelr new vocabulary
vords  Tonla complainad that there were too many words
H When you checked her paper, ahe had scribbled a "blob"

for each word. :
“+

-
,o=

!

)0  louiss ‘fs & Hnb'. grader who has besn shy with you
sfnce the beginning bf the year. As the children
sre getting thelir "gosts to go home, Louiss's new
cosy accidently falla to the floor. You notice that
Louiss s fightinAté hold back tesrs when she sees
her cost on the flodr.

|

31 Nins, age 9, {s the aixth of sight children. She
ragularly destroys matarials in the classroom. Today-
you diacovered har rasding book in her dask with the
cover miseing and seversl pages torn in half.

32. Patty is a vary verbsl, bright f{fth grader. She
tands to be axcessively bosay with har clavemates
and {5 constantly giving orders. Consequently, she has
fev frisnda. This morning two other girls in the
class come to you complaining loudly that they didn't
vant tu sit near har bacsuss she was always trying to
1all them vhat to do. ,

ERIC o
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N

B.

c.

frrategy

Commsnt on how meatly asversl other
atudanta draw their pictures.

Tell Tonls she will have to redo
the paper when the raat of the clase
hss frae time.

1gnore her behavior.

Set up parent confarence to develop
a mutual plan.

Other:__

1griore Louisa.

Casually pick up her cost and hand
it to her.

Tell her to hurry snd get her cost
becuuse you want her to lead the
line.

-
P{ck up her cost and tell her that
there's nothing to be upset about.

Other: -

Watn Nina that {f you find sny more
peges deatroyad that ahs will pay
for tha book.

Explain thst taxtbooks sre expenaive
and other atudants will naed to uase
then.
Send her and the book to the princi-
pal.

Work out a contract with her for
cere of matarials.

Other:

Reprimand the two girls and send them |
back to their seats.

Hova the girla' seats and reprimend
Pn:ty(

Call all thrae girls up to your deak

and ask asch ons to tell har side of

the story. Try to nagotiats a solu-

tion that will be agrassble to all.
*

Tell Patty that you sre going to
aignal her by “claaring your throat"
vhenavar you haat har baing “boasy."

Othar:




Situation . Stratexy
33. Richard is in the fourth grade. He generally works A. Agras with Richard that the new
well snd does not pramant a problem. MHowever, you workbook is barder, but tell him
have noticcd that vhenever you aasign aomsething that you're aure he can do 1t. Ask him
is new or different he becomes anxious and aays he to try it on his own firat.
can't do it. When you handed out new workbooks to .
- Richard's resding group and gave the firat assignment, B. Sit down with Richard and help him
he said it was too hard for him. do the firvat example. Have him
finish the assignment and then bring
it to you to check ft.
C. 1Ignore his complaint. o
D. Deny that the new workbook is too -
hard for him and express your dise
satisfaction with hia conatant com-
plainta.
E. Other:
€ 34 Brian just returned to hia fourth grade claas A. lgnore Brisn'a remarka.
after missing school for two weeka, vacationing
with his family in the Virgin Ialands. When B. Reaind hiz that you make the rules
you gave Brian his ssaignments to make up and in this class.
told him you expected them done by the end of .
, the week, he safd it wan't fair snd he wasn't C. Keep him after achool.

geiug to do 1t.
s D. Diacuas the fssue with Brian and
. agree to a timetsble for completion.

E. Other:

35. Barbara, a third grade atudant, hsa juat finished A. Ygnore Barbars'a behavior.
her math assignment. Your studenta knov that they
are to choose onc of aeveral activities when their B. Remind her that she was aupposed to
vork is completed Barbara i{s doodling, aquirming aelect an appropriate activity.
in her aeat, and moving her deak back and forth.
This i{s a frequent behavior for Barbara. C. Reprimand her for di sturbing the class o

D. Calnly approsch her, putting y%ur
handa on hev shouldera, and ask her
to get s math game to play.

I3 E. Other:
36 Roxsnne is a third grade studei:t who 1a achiev- A. Help Roxsnne look for her papor

ing below grade level. Sha ganerally worka hard .
and doesn't precsent a problem. You have noticed . B. Tell her she will have to hand the
that Roxanne hae difficulty adjuating to any conpleted paper in before she lesves.
change from ordinary procedure. Today's achedule
wvas hectic with several apecial activitiea, no C. Tell her o atart it again and do
recess, an< a late lunch. By the and of the day as wuch as ghe can until the bell
Roxanne was obviousaly upaet. During the laat half rings.
hour of achool you told your atudents to finish
their resding worksheet and bring it up to you. D. Have her aclect s free-time activity
Then they could select & free-time activity. and look for it tomorrow,
Roxsnne came up to you and said she knew ahe had
fintshed hers but she couldn't find it. E. Other:

s1- 9
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37.

3s.

Sttustton .

Katfe 1s a aecond grader at Greenridge Elementary.
She oftentimes 1oses her temper in achool. This
morning during aeatwork ahe threw her workbook st
her neighbor.

Lenny, a sixth grade atudent, was kept back laat
year. Though he works slowly, he tries very hard
and ia managing to keep up with hia claaswork. A
number of his classmates were teasing him saying
he wvas always the laat one done. Others joined in.
Lenny was upset by hia classmates’ comments. This
had happened several timea before.

3Y. Carolyn, a rifth grade student, appears to be very
capable, although her achool work {s barely at
gradr level. She is frequently out of her seat
talring tv her fricndgs during ascsigned seatwork.
hic 12 the third time this mort.dng you've noticed
her vigi*ing a friend.

.

Wiy, Scott, an only child, iz in the first grade at
Hillside Elementury. This afternoon he hnd his

third temper tantrus of the day.

A. Reprimand Katie for ker behavior ‘\1{;%:

B.

C.

Vel
~F

~52-

!

Strategy

and make her ait alone.

Calmly make Katie avare of the con-
aequence of her behavior.

<
Ignore her inappropriate behsvior
and provide verbal prafse when she
ia appropriately doing her seatwork

Tell her you will aee her after
achool. At that time work out a
contract to reduce Katie's outbursts.

Other:

Ignore the aituation.

Call Lenny to your desk and ask fil&
to deliver a message.

Scold the students who are teasing
“Lenny and tell them you want to see
them after achool.

Hold a class diacusaion about the
aituation.

Other:

T+11 her to sit down and muke it
clear that if she is out of her
seat again she will have to pree-
tice sitting quietly ar recess,

Gently escort her to her scar, hand
her her pencil and stand over her un-
til she begins her work agaln.

Reprimaid her for being out of her
seat for the third time.

Isolate Carolyn at & desk away from
thc group.

Other: ha

Shame Scott by emphatizing how “bnby-
ish" his behavior is.

Send him to a designated "time.our™

area.
PN

Ignore Scott's behavior,

Send Scott to the principal's office
and Yave him sent home if possible,

«

Other:

’
/
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Stratexy
Situation
L1, Michael, a aixth grader, 1is very bright. He is achiev- A, Hand the paper back’to Michael without
: 1pg far above grade level, He likes to be the firat ' comuenting.
one finished and useally is, <In.his desire to please
you, he will often yushe through a paper just to get it B, Reprimand him in front of the clus. fey
done, making careless errors, or rush ahead without ruchirg and making so~many esror:.
getting the directions straight, His relationship .
with, his classmates is poor, due to his highly com> C. Coment on how carcfully ancthvr 0 g
petitive behavior., Michael just turned in a paper dent is doing the assignnmcnt.

well belore anyone else. You noticed there were sev-
erul careless errors. - B} D. Mark the answers which he neede to yo
over and change, ’
A
-

E. Other: :

i -
[ L -

4., Meredith is a second grader wio responds well to you A. Let her play alone,
but {solates herself from her peers. Although it is
close 0 the end or the year, she still spends ree B. Tell her she'll have to it Quictly and
Qese off by herself, Today ycu organized the childrern watch the game,
for a gam« of "Duck, Duck, Gooz»" and Meredith refuses
L play. C. Insist that Merc¢dith fofn the group.

D.  After you begin the- gaaev, discuss with
Meredith her rcason for not want ing *¢
play.

E. Other:

Ay
Y.

43. Mary is in the third grade.  Although she 1s a good A.  Sit down with Mary after you finish
student, Mary constantly forgets what she is sup- with the group and make up a checklis:
posed to be doing and often times doesn't have the which she can use to keep track of the
materials she needs. 1Thic morning Mary could not materials she will need for differcnt
find her workbook wnern youw asked her to bring it classroom activities. -

Up o correct It in her reading group.
B. Give Mary another workbook and '«11
her she will have to stay i for reerg,
and do th« work. "

C. Ask Mary to look on with her neighior,
D. Mske her return to her seat and copy
the worsbook assipnment Poges befor
- crmpleting them.

E, Other:

- Ry
. -

~h. Derdse, age eleven, is the oldest in a fanily of A, Accept the one paper without commes’,
six children., A number of tipme recently you had
correcied Denise for behaving inappropriately and B. Reprimand Denise and tell her she will

f Sle had denied doing so. Today the class was as- stay after school if the second pince
signed two worksheets to complete before recess., is not completed by the end of the day,
When you collected the papers, Jenise turned in
ohe saving she had only received one. You had C. Tuke her aside and discuss your coucern
eiven expliclt directions that everyone was to about her frequent denfals. Set a yagl
complete two papers, with Denise for reducing her denying:
‘ behavior,

D. Give her another copy of th scco"d
worksheet and tell her te do §t fme
mediately.

E. Other:

ERiC | 53-d8
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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNATRE

It is nmportang that your response to each item be in terms of a descrip-
tion of what actually happens in your classroom. Try to respond to the

tems from your own personal point of view, That is, answer each one in
terms of your personal teaching experience this year. Do not respond in
terms of what-you think should happen, nor in terms of what may be happening

in other classrooms in your school,

It should be noted that some items in the schedule deal with human behavior
within the classroom, while other items in the schedule are concerned with
the physical structure of the environmental setting, The rating séale, as
it is described below, is inclusive for each of these components., In the
rating scale description, the word "behavior" refers to the human behavior .
component; the work "dimension" refers to the physical structure component.,
You will use whichever one is applicable for each item rated. Rate each
of the items of the questionnaire according to the following scale:

1 - NEVER This behavior or dimension is NEVER present
- in your-classroom this year,

2 - SELDOM This behavior or dimension is présent to
some extent, but it is the EXCEPTION
rather than the rule,

3 - SOMETIMES This behavior or dimension is present in
your classroom 50% of the time.

I - FREQUENTLY This behavior or dimension is present sub-

stantially, such that it is an integral
part of your classroom environment., °

&

Circle-the number corresponding to your choice.

Renember: Select your responses in terms of what ACTUALLY happens,
not in terms of what SHOULD HAPPEN,

~S4~ 99

Grade taught




-~

a

NEVER
' SELDOM
SOMETIMES
FREQUENTL:I

l. My lessons are‘oriented toward the behavioral objective of

the curriculum. 1 2 3 4

2. Once I give students an assignment I expect them to com-
plete it'on their own. 1 2 3 4

) 3. I like my students to have unlimited mobility within my
clas°room. 1 2 3 &

4. I do not speak to my students more than once. I take action. 1 2 3 L

5. I use a diagnostic-prescriptive monitoring system in my
classroom for guiding students through a variety of learn-

ing experiences appropriate to their developmental needs. 1 2 3 &
€. I structure my lessons in such a way that students are

guided from the-understanding of general principles to ‘

the knowledge of specific applications, 1 2 3 4
7. I use information from other teachers and previous records ‘

to form ad hoc groups in my classroom. 1 2 3 &

R 4 -

8. I correct the homework assignments in elass the next day. 1 2 3 4
9. I place emphasis on providing progress feedback to my .

students. ) . 1 2 3 L

*10. The desks in my classroom are arranged in rows. 1 2 3 L4

11. I must have,complete order in my classrocm before I will

begin to teach, . 1 2 3 &
12. In my classroom I encourage children to go to the restroom

at a certain time as a group, 1 2 3 4
13, 1 structure my lessons in such a way that students are

éhided from the knowledge of many specifics to an under-

standing of general principles. 1 2 3 &

'lh. I use daily classroom performance data to form ad hoc

,8roups in my classroom. 1 2 3 &
15. I correct student papers and quizzes the same day or no

later than the next day. 1 2 3 &
16. I place emphasis on providing progress feedback to my

students' parents. 1 2 3 4

b 1 04




17.

18.

25.

2-9.

30..

o

o

~

In my classroom one of the ground—rdies is, "Raise your
hand before you speak'.

Students are allowed to leave,tﬁe classtoom without my
pemission, .

p
When my students are late for an activity I reprimand
them. .

N
i,

I encourage students to have individual contact with ;
me during class time, - '

I have standard procedures for dealing with absentees
when they return.

I follow and complete my lesson plans.

. The students in my room have assigned seats for all
¢lasses.,

1 rely on the basal text for structuring my lessons..

I use a trial-and-error approach to forming ad hoc
groups in my classroom.

Lesson plans are a guide for me; if one isn't working
I discard it,

A
Students are encouraged to assume various postures for
different learning activities.
I use diagnostic test data to form the ad hoc groups
in my classroom.

~

/
I record student progress systematically through work
_sheets, quizzes, etc,

I use non-verbal signals in my classroom to get the

" attention of the whole class.,

" I spend some time individually with a child who has:

missed instruction because of abhsence from school.

In my classroom one of the ground-rules is, "Respect
the learning-time of others by not disturbing them
with noise, teasing, etc.”"

) -56~

10;

SELDOM

n

SOMETIMES

W

FREQUENTLY
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EDUCATIONAL DIMENSION SURVEY
¢EDS)

-

Directions: Please answer each dimension by circling the number which most
accurately represents your position om that dimension.

Dimension n Scale
) 1 2 3 4 5
High Low
1. Satisfaction with teaching as a profession ¢ 1 2 3 4 5
2. One-to-one teacher-child interaction in
your classroom " 1 2 3 4 5
3. Emphasis on academic skills 1 2 3 4 5
4. Your effectiveness as a disciplinarian g 1 2 3. 4 5
5. Satisfaction with parental cooperation
whén sought ) 1 2 3 4 5
6. Your teaching effectiveness as compared
to your co-teachers 1 2 3 4 5
7. Rapport with your principal 1 2 3 4 5
8. Confidence in auxiliary gervices: 1 2 3 4 5
a. guidance department 1 2 37 4 5
b. psychological services 1 2 3 4 5
c. diagnostic services 1 2 3 4 5
d. special education 1 2 3 4 5
9. Satisfaction with the standard of education
set by your administration:
a. principal .1 2 3 4 5
b. curriculum staff . d} 2 3 4 5
c. special education department 1 2 3 4 5
d. superiatendent's office 1 2 3 4 5
<
10. Performance of tasks that are not required 1 2 3 4 5
11. Provision for individualizing instruction -
for the below-average student 1 2 3 4 5
12. Satisfaction with your present teaching
assignment P 1 2 3 4 5
) Q
FRIC!3. Overall job satisfaction 57 1o 1 2 3 & s




JOE SATISFACTION QUESTIONNATRE"

The purpose of this questionnaire is to give you a chance to teli how you
feel bout your present job, what things you are satisfied with and what things N
* You are not satisfied with,

Directions: On the following pages you will find statements about your present
Job.  Read each statement carefully and decide how satisfied you feel about
the aspect of your job described by the statement. Circle the number corres-
ponding to your choice. Please answer every item. Be frank and honest in
order to provide a true picture of your feelings about your present job.

.

- 7 ,( -
ASK' YOURSELF: How satisfied am I with this aspect of my job? .

(5) VS means I am Very Satisfied with this aspect of my job.

(4) S means I am Satisfied with this aspect «¢ my job,

(3) N means I Can't Decide whether I am satsisfied or not with this aspect of my job.
(2; D means I am Dissatisfied with this aspect of my job. 7

(1) VD means I am Very Dissatisfied with this aspect of my job.
. O& MY PRESENT JOB, THIS IS HOW I FEEL ABQUT ... vD D .N S VS
‘1. The variety 10 My WOrK.eu.eeeesveuesnrenoennennnen. i 2 3 4 5
2. The chance to have other workers look to me for 1 2 3 4 5
¢ Airection L.ttt it ettt te e,
3. The chance to do the kind of work that I do best., 1 2 3 4 5
"4, The way my supervisor and I understand each other, 1 2 3 4 5
5. Fﬁ job security.................:................. 1 2 3 4 5
6.‘ ‘The amount of pay for the wo_rkIdo.:l............. 1 2 3 4 5
7. The opportunities for advancement on this job..... 1 2 3 4 5
8. The spirit of cooperation among my co-workers..... 1 2 ‘ 3 4 5
9. The chance to be responsible for planning my work. X2 3 4 5
10. Being able to see the results of the work I do.... 1 2 3 4 .5
11. The chance to be active wuch of the time.:........ 1 2 3 4 5
~58-
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ASK YOURBKLF: How satisfied am I with this aspect of my job?

(5) VS means I am Ve

(3

(“g

(2) D means I am Dissatisfied with this aspect of my job.

(1) VD means I am Very Di

>

ry Satisfied with this aspect of my job.
S means I am Satisfied with this aspect of my job.
"N means I Can't Decide whether I am satisfied or not with this as

ssatisfied with. this aspect of my job.

pect of my job.

<

ON

MY PRESENT JOB, THIS IS YOW I FEEL ABOUT ...

12.
13.
1%,
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

27.

28.

('29.

30.
1.

The chance to do new and ofiginal things on my own 1
The chance to do different things from tin;e tQ time 1
The thance to tell other workers how to do things.. 1
The way my job provides for a secure future........ 1
The competence of my supervisor in making decisions 1

The chance to develop close friendships with my

CO-WOrKerS...veeeeva.. St it et ittt e -1
The chance to make decisions on my own........... <1
The chancento help peéple....‘ ..................... 1
The routine in my. Work.e...eeeeeeenseens.n. ceerae eee 1
The pleasantness of the working conditions.®...... 1
The way promotions are given out on this job...... 1
The:wny my boss deiegates work to others........ o 1
Tpe friendliness of my co-workers.... .......... oo 1
The recognition I get for the work I do........ . |
Being able to do something worthwhile............. 1 )
The chance to work independently of otﬁérs. ....... 1

The chance to do something different every day.... 1

fhe chance to be important in the eyes of others.. 1l

The amount of WOTrk I do0eeervnreceennencenns.. eeseee 1

The way my boss provi&es help on hard problems.... 1

-s9- 1t
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ASK YOURSELF: How satisfied am I with this aspect of my job?
.0 N /
(5) VS means I am Very Satisfied with this aspect of my job.
(4) S means I am Satisfied with this aspect of my job.
(3) N means I Can't Decide whether I am satisfied or.not with this aspect .of my job.
(2) D means I am Dissatisfied with this aspect of my job.
(1) VD means I am Very Dissatisfied with this aspect of my job.

-~

[N

-

ON ﬁY PRESENT JOB, THIS IS I. ¥ I FEEL ABOH?..:\ VD D N S Vs

~ 32. fThe ffeedom to use my owﬁ judgment.....evuunn... 1 ) 2 3 h 5
33. The chance to be "on the go" all the time..... o1 2 3 & 5

q 34.. The éqance.to try my own methods of doing the job. 1 2 3. k: 5,

35.‘ The chance fo make use of my abilities and skills. "1 ‘2. 3 4 -5 .%
36. The way‘my»co-workers get along with each other... 1 2 3 Y 5 }
37. The responsibility of MY JObueeweeeseovooemunnenns 1 2 3 H 5 t
38. The praise I get for doing a good job..s. .ev.u. W 1 2 3 L 5
29. The’feeling of accomplishment I get from the job., 1 2 3 4 5
40. Being able to keep busy all the time....... eelllo1 2 3 b 5

KEZS%ZE‘?;EE: Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. .

Vocational Psychology Research, University of Minnesota, 1963, '




re

L]

. .
TEAQHER OPINION INVENTORY .
v . A . (7101) .

< ' *
s/ : Directions

The following pairs of statements hdve been chosen to illustrace |
some real questiions about the teaching role. The purpose of the inven- ’
tory is to obtain a clearer picture of the attitudes and feelings teadh- 1
ers Qave regarding these controversial issues,

w
. Please consider the two statements given beside each numoer., Ask
yourself, "Where do I generaslly stand regarding these contrasting posi- *
tions?" Then, mark one "X" on the continuum indicating how you most . .
often would respond, though exceptions often occur. B

=

A mark in Column "1" represents S:irong Azreement
with the first statemenz.

« - - [
& A mark in Column 2% indicates Mild Agreemen: with
the first statement.

A'mark in the center column ("3") will indicate No R
Preference, or that both statements seem equally
valid to you. .

A

A mark in Column "L" represents Mild Agreement
with the second statement.

A marx in Column "5" indicates Strong Agreement with
the second statemént. ) .
.

Adapted from: Whitmore, J.R. A Teacher Attitude Inventory:
Identifying téacher positions in relstion to educational

issues and decisions. Stanford, California: Stanford Cente:
for Research and Development in Teaching, 1974. )

*

-
i




4 5
.1. Schools are too structured these A major problem in today's schools is
days. a lack of well-defined structure.
2. Most of my energy is spent trying ’ Most of my energy is spent trying to
. ‘to retain some control and imaintain find ways to make the curriculum
order, : meaningful to individual students,
3. Teachers need many opportunities Inservice workshops are not necessary;
* to increase their skills and know- N teaching experience and individusl
ledge of new techniques by partici- \\ coursework help teachers more.
pating in inservice workshops.
Iy 4. The teacher's prime responsibility The teacher's prime responsibility ir
i to the chiid is to teach him/her to help the child, feel free to develop
how to fit into the society and v toward an increasing sense of self-ful-
meet its expectations, P fillment as an individuil, relatively

independent. of society's expectations.

pe
4

5« Teachers should not become too per-
sonally and emotionally involved
with individuals in the class., :

A teacher must be a friend before he/she
can help a student realize his or her
fullest pothential,

6. Teachers should be acknowledged for
being innovative and opportunity
should be provided for them to share
thelr ideas with other teachers.

No special recognition should bq given
Leachers for being "innovative" ‘as it
fosters a competitive spirit.

108




7.

10.

11.

12.

Some children cannot be motivated
because of other environmental
influences,

The teaching style (methodology) and
curriculum should he consistent with-
in a school and relatively consistent
within a district,

Some form of individualized instruc-
tion is generally more effective than
group instruction,

Children cannot learn well in a noisy
room full of movement.

A teacher should be free to test any
idea of a new technique in teaching.

A teacher can significantly influence
the attitudes and values of children
even from a "culturally deprived"
home and social environment.,

hy

105

N

There is no child who cannot be
motivated Lo learn.

Every teacher should be free to modify
the curriculum or implement any method
that helps him/her accomplish district
or nationally defined objectives for
the grade,

Group instruction is still the most prac-
tical and effective method of teaching.

/

Children should be allowed to talk and to
leave their secats or the room freely any
time t~ accomplish work.

Experimentation should occur only under
the c¢lose supervision of administrative
staff,

A teacher can do very little to motivate
children from a "culturally deprived" home
and social environment.

14,
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13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18.

P’

Most children are capable of increas.
ing responsibility for self-evalua-
tion and self-discipline as *;divid-
uals and 25 a group.

There is too much experimentation in
our schools and too little resrect
for traditional approaches.

Individual pupil conferences with all
students are very seldom possible,

Teaching staffs should be more in-
volved in the development and eval-
uation of their programs.

»

-

Group discussions in class are usu-
ally a waste of time.

A teacher should employ any approach
or technique that will contribute
toward the development. of the poten-
tial for uniqueness, creativity, and
individuality in each child.

11,

h

N

Pupils cannot be expected to assume re-
sponsibility for self-discipline and
evaluation befcre the secondary level;

until then the teacher must assume most
responsibility for discipline and evaluation.

Teachers must be willing to experiment

with new approaches because our schools
are in need of many changes before they
will successfully do their job.

A teacher can and should make time for fre-
quent conferences with individual pupils on
personal and academic matfers.

Development and evaluation of programs
can vest be carried out by administrative
staffs,

n

Group dialogue and exploration of ideas are
useful educational techniques,

The teacher is most effective when he or she
confines her or his methods to standard ones
such as those suggested in curriculum guides
which are desipned Lo be suitable to most.
children,



19.

21,

—Sé—

22,

023 .

2L,

Teachers are not intended to be psy-
chologists and therefore should con-
fine their efforts to teaching sub-
Ject matter and academic skills.

*

Students should be encouraged to be-
come increasingly involved in plan-
ning and evaluating.

Too much flexibility and pupil plan-
ring in a classroom creates feelings
of insecurity and confusion.

It is most effective for a teacher to
gain the respect of his or her pupils
as a friend.

Teachers should help each other eval-
uvate approaches, identify problems or
weaknesseés and design methods of cor-
recting the problems,

Teaching is most rewarding because of
the variety of individuals I enjoy
working wilh as students,

Teachers must apply the principles and
theories of social psychology and child
development to most effectively provide
for learning and soclo—amof1onal needs
of each child.,

Students may be, 1nvolved only to a very
limited extent re arding planning and

evaluating; the fin l\doc:slons raust be
those of the teacher. .

Flexibility and spontaneity in a classroom”
are vital because such condit10ns foster
creativity and enthusiasm.

It is important for a teacher to aemand
the respect of his or her pupils by main-

taining a proper amount of distance.

Evaluation should be a personal matter,
involving only the teacher and principal.

Teaching is most rewarding when my class
accomplishes great gains in subject arecas,

114



25.

For effective learning to occur, the
teacher must first establish firm
group control which later may be
relaxed somewhat,

The first concern of a teacher should
be to gain knowledge of each individ-
ual child as'a person.

<

A great amount of flexibility i€ nec-
essary to motivate children and teach
effectively.

Children need a great deal of oppor-
tunity for self-selection and self-
direction in classroom work.

Assuming you have 25 or more pupils,
heterogeneous grouping is definitely
best for the child and probably for

the teacher in the long run.

Knowledge of subject matter and skills
in methods of teaching it to gro'ips
are far more important to successful
teaching than is an undershanding of
social psychology.

For effective learning to occur, the teacher
must first find ways of motivating individuals.

The first concern of a teacher shouid be to
establish and maintain an efficient organiza-
tion of time and control of pupil behavior,

A great amount of regularity and consistency
from day to day is essential to effective
teaching.

Children need well-defined structure and ex-
pectations which make clear what they should
do during each period.

Assuming you have 25 or more pupils, some
form of homogencous grouping is definitely
the only way a teacher can effectively teach.

The ability to implement a variety of methods
adapted to invidual learning styles is more
important than mastery of subject malLter for
effective teaching,

116




A SURVEY OF TEACHER'S OPINIONS
RELATIVE TO MAINSTREAMING
SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN

-

Recent legislation requires that children with special needs be integrated
into the regular classroom to the extent that such integration is possible.
Educators have long realized that one of the most important influences on a
child's educational progress is tge classroom tcacher. The purpose of this ques-
tionnaire is to obtain informaticn that will aid school systems in meximizing the
classroom teacher's effectiveness with special needs children placed in his/her
classroom.

Section I: Background Variables

Please circle your response to the following items:

1. Grade level taught: - K 1-3 4.6 7-9 10-12

2. Number of students in your 11-15 16-29 21-25 26-30 31-35
class: )

3. Number of studerts in your 1-300 301-600 601-900 901-1200 1200+
school:

L. Type of school: . . Urban Suburban Rural

5. My degree of success to date very very
in dealing with special needs low low average high high

studentis in the regular class-
roon has been:

6. The level of administrative very 1ow average high very
. support I have received rela- low high
tive to special needs students
has been:
7. The availability of additional very very '’
support service: for accommodat- low low average high high

ing special needs students, such

as, resource room, resource

teacher, remedial reading teach- . :
er, counseling, appropriate

instructional materiels, etc., : )

has been: \

, Section II: Teacher Opinions o,

Please circle the number under the, column that best describes your agreement
or disagreement with ﬁhe Ib;low%ng statements. There are no correct answers; the
best answers are those that honestly reflect your feelings.

Scale: " SA = Strongly Agree ‘ D = Disagree

A

Agree SD = Strongly Disagree

U = Undecided .
. 67 ll l’
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12,
13.
14,
15,

., 160

17.

Marny of the things teachers do with regular student;\!:r1$
classroom'ere approrriate for special needs students.

.

The needs bf handicapped students can bes< be served through
special; separate classes. :

A special needs child's classroom behavior generally requires
more -patience from the teacher than does the behavior of a
normal child.

The challenge of being in a regular classroom will promote
the acaderic growth of the special needs child.

The extra atliention special needls student:s require will be to
the detriment of the other students.

Mainstreaming offers mixed group interactiBn which will foste:
understanding and acceptance of differences.

It is difficwis o maintain order in a regular classroom *has
wontains 'a special needs child.

3
Regular teachers possess a great deal of the expertise ne-
cessary to work with special needs students.

The behavior of special needs students will set-a bad
example for the other studen‘s,

Isolation in a spacial class has é negative effeét on the -
social and emotional development 6f a special needs student.

The specizl :ieeds child will probably develop acadexi
skills more rapidly in a special classroom than in.a__
regular classroom.

Most special needs children do not make an adequate
attemp: to complete their assignments,.

Integration of special needs children will require signi-
ficant changes in regular classroom procedures,

Most special needs children are well-bebaved in the
classroom.

The contact regular 2lass students have with mainsireaped
students may dbe harmful.

bl

Regular classroom teachers have sufficient training to
“teach children with special needs.

Special needs students will monopolize the teachers time.

o

U

wWe
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19.

20.

A 260
27.

280

290

© 30,

Mainstresming the special needs child will promote his/her

social independence. . ’

~

It is likely that a special needs child will exhibit
behavior problems in a ragular classroam setting.

i3

Diagrostic-prescriptive teaching is better done by re-
dource-room or special teachers than by regular classroom
teachers,

- . . ; & o

The integration 8f speciel needs studenz$ car be beneficial
. * -

for regular szudencs.

)

Special needs children need o be ¢old exactly what to do
and how <0 do iz,

Mainstreaminé is likely to have a negative effect on :he‘
enotional development of the special needs child.
rs

i
e

Iacreased Ireedom in the classroom creates -o0o much
confusior:.

The special needs child will be socially isolated by
regular classroom students,

Parents of a'special needs child present no greater problem
for a classroom ¥eacher than those of a normal child.

Integration of special needs children will necessita“e
extensive retraining of regular teachers. ~
Special needs s:udents should be siveh every’oppor:uni:y

to function in the regular classroom setting, where
possible,

Special needs children are likely to create confusion in
the regular classroon.

The presence of special needs students will promote
acceptance of differences on the part of regular students.

da
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PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION (PE)

~ — }
I thi{k the five most important factors of effective teaching are: -
' &

L 4
i

&

e
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INTERVIEW INSTRUMENTS

LY




10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Name .
School N

Current Grade

Total years teaching experience

Number of years at present
Number of years at present

Highest degree earned
(including credits above)

&
Number of students in your
Number of Students in your
Numbeér of teachers in your

Approximate socio-economic

of students in your class:

grade level

schbol

class
school
school

status (SES)

Socio-economic status (SES) of your

school

Number of reading groups in your class

Number of math groups in your class

Do you do any "teanm'" teaching (i.e.,
other teachers conduct some of the
instruction of your students)?

If so, please explain.

AT

% Low SES

% Middle SES

=

High SES

Yes

No




16€.

17.

18.

19.

Do any of your students see a special~ Yes
ist outside your classroom?

° - No

If so, please list names.

- Reading - - -

Matn

Learning Disability

Speech %

Other (specify)

Other (specify)

Does your special needs student” have

an L.E.P.? " Yes
No
If yes, is this child a learning
disabled child? ‘ Yes
No
If no, does he/she currently
have a pending referral? Yes
No
Does your special needs student receive
Title services? Yes
No

If so, how much time per week?

Does your special needs student receive
resource help? Yes

No

If s0, how much time per week?

[




23

READING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Recent trends for individualizing instruction vary along a continuum from dif-
ferentiated instruction to totally individualized instruction depending .upon the
degree to which teacher- and/or student-determined goals and objectives, sequence
and pace, materiels and uwethods, activities, interests, and assessment devices are
utilized. This chart is uesigned to provide information regarding your strategy

‘for differentiating instruction in the teaching of reading.

Objectives, methods, materials, sequence, rate, and assessment may be defined
by ‘either the teacher, the commercial reading program being used, or the individual
student. Likewise, each of these six categories may be either the same for the
whole class, differentiated for each reading group, or individualized for each stu-
dent. Your task is to select from among the three choices in each of the twelve
areas the answer which is most pepresentative of the procedural structure of your
own instructional program for reading. Please provide your answers by circling
the appropriate letter in each of the 12 blocks. )

KEY: T = Teacher . C = Same for entire class
P = Reading Program G = Differentiated for each reading group
S = Student - I = Individualized
| .
] R .
OBJECTIVES | T P § C ¢ 1
¥ .o
INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS T P 5§ C 6 1
i
1
MATERIALS ANT) .
ACTIVITIES | T P 5 ¢ 6 I
1
SEQUENCE OF | p . L
MATERIAL ‘ T S = @
RATE OF PRESENTATION T P S C 6 1
LEARNER ASSESSMENT T P S c 6 1

-

124

*




MATH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Recent trends for individualizing instruétion vary along a continuun
from differentiated instruction to totally individualized instruction de-
rending upon the degree to which teacher- and/or student-determined goels and
objectives, sequence and pace, materials and methods, activities, interests,
" and assessment devices are utilized. This chart is desigfied to provide in-
formation regarding your strategy for differentiating instruction in the
teaching of math.

Objectives, methods, materials, sequence, rate, and assessment may be
defined by either the teacher, the commercial math program being used, or the
individual student. Iikewise, each of these six categories may be either the
same for the whole class, differentiated for each math group, or individualized
for each student. Your task is to select from among the three choices in ezch
of the twelve areas the answer which is most representative of the procedural
structure of your own instructional program for math. Please provide your
answers by cirecling the appropriate letter in each of the 12 blocks.

K=Y T = Teacher ) C = Same for entire class
P = Math Progranm G = Differentiated for each math groug
S = Student I = Individuzlized
OBJECTIVES T P S C 6 1
INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS T P S cC 6 1
MATERIALS AND .
" ACTIVITIES T P S c 6 1
SEQUENCE OF P ,
MATERIAL T S c 6 1
RATE OF PRESENTATION . T P 5 . ¢c 6 I
LEARNER A3SESSMENT T P S \ cC 6 I

g4 125



10.

11.

12.

13.

\ STUDENT INTERVIEW (SI)
Would you like to have another teacher like ?

explain things well?

Does

Does __  really listen to what you have
to say?

Does give you: work that you don't

¥xnow how to do?
Do you think that you've learned a lot in this class?

Is your classroom usually:
too noisy
just right
too quiet

for you to do your work?

If you have a question, will _ help vecu?

Does : work with you alone sometimes?

Do yot think that likes you?

Is your classroom generally a pleasant place?

Do you think givee too much work?

Does encourage you to do your best
work?
In . class did you have a lot of time with

. notﬁing to do?

14.

Have you enjoyed the grade this year?

Why? or why not?

Y
as- 126
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Data Collection Schedule
for Classroom Observations

Time

Length of Number of Total
Instrument E&ph Observation Observations Time Interval
(in minutes) (in minutes) (in weeks)
Signs of Individualization (SO0I) 30 4 120 5
Questioning Pattern (op) 30 b 120 5
Intervention Strategy Record (ISR) k2 6 252 4
Academic Learning Time (ALT) 30-60 16 480~ 10
' 600
Observer Rating Scale (ORS) 30-60 20 600- 15
. 120
j
12§
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Preface . -

.
-

In 1978, the Rhode Island College Department of Special Education
was awarded'a three-~year, grant froﬁ the U.S. %ffice of Education, Bureau
of Education for the Handicapped, Division of Persongel Preparation for
the purpose of training regular educators. The ultimate gbéi of- this
project is to provide inservice training to‘;egular classroom teachers
which will promote the use of teaching behaviors which have been verified
to positively effect the special ;needs child's performance in the regular
classroom setting. This Special Project has, in addition to a training

y

focus, a comprehensive research and devel;pmeqt component .

The broject entails a three-level validation process. The first
phase encompasses the identification of those ‘teaching behaviors charac-~
teristic of.teachers effective with mainstreamed students. Phase two in-
volves the ;alidation of a training package developed specifically to
foster the acquisition of those desired teaching behaviors identified in
the initial phase. The final phase %s ;ntended'to validate that changing
teacher beh?viors in the desired manner will result in the expected posit%ve
performance of the mainstreamed child. )

The operational plan for the project called initigll; for the selection
of regular classroom teachers who had previously demonstfated thezr effec-.
tiveress with special needs students functioning in the regular cla%;room
setting. Teachers were gélected based on the actual performance of special
needs students in their‘classrooms: Students were assessed on a pre-post
basis on academic, behabioral, social; and ‘attitudinal variables: A
series of criteria were established considering gains madg by special needs

students as well as. gains made by the class at large for selection purposes.

From.an original pool of thirty-three elementary teachers, twelve teachers

were identified as effective.




Subsequently, in an effort to isolate characteristic teaching behaviors

of the twelve effective teachers, extensive data were collected in their class-—
rooms. The teaching variables which were studied are shown inQFigure 1.

A list of the sixteen instruments used to collect the date is provided in
?igure 2. Figure 3 shows the data collection schedule which was.employea \

for the classroom observations. Althoqgh classroom observations constituted *

-~

the major data collection scheme, three other modes of data collection were also

employed: teacher daily records, teacﬁer self-reports, and teacher and
4 "

-

student interviews.
This report is a compilation of tables which represent results of
the data collected on over seventy teaching variables. All of the tables

report data collected in the effective teachers' classrooms only. On those tables

-
’

which are broken down by class or teacher, numbers 1 through 5 represent
r

grades one through three; and, mumbers 6 throﬁgh 12 represent gradés four

through six.

.
¢

The thirty-one tables in this technical report are organized into

o four major parts. Part I is comprised of tables 1 througp 15 which report .

results of data collected using observational instruments. Part II’i§
comprised of tables 16 through 19B «hich report results of data collected

using teacher daily records. Part III is comprised of tables 20 thrngh

[

28 which report results of data collected using teacher self-reports. And,

< -

Part IV is’ comprised of tables 29 through 31 which réport results of data
. »

collected using interviewing instruments.

A

(11)




Figure 1

Teaching Vsrisbles®

Y

Volunteer Respondent (QP)

Student Selection (QP)

! Nsrrow Questions (QP)
*Positive Feedback (QP)

*Sustsining Feadbsck (QP)

’ A

*

[y

Movement-Free vs. Restricted (SOI)
Affective Environment (T0I)
Physical Environment (CM)

Noise Level Appropristeness (SI)
Non-Permissiveness (ORS)
Controlling Behsvior (T0I)
Acceptance of Feelings (ORS)

Time in Small Groups (SOI)

Time in Large Groups (SOI)

Teacher Time with Individuals (SOI)
Individualizntion of Work (SOI)
Grouping for Math” (BI)

Supportive Response to Conduct Problems (ISI)
Supportive Response to High Severity Behsvior(ISI) .
Tescher Consistency (ORS)

Use of Praise (ORS)

*Supportive Response to Lesrning Problems (ISI) -
*Supportive Response to Personslity Problems (ISI)
#Supportive Response to Low Ability Students (ISI)
*Efficient Use of Time (ORS)

Allotted Time (DR)

Teacher Directed Time (ALT)
Student Directed Time (ALT)
»Zasy Difficulty Level (ALT)
*Engsgement Rate (ALT)

.| *Acadeaic Learning Time (ALT & DR)
“*5pecisl Individual Work Time (DR)

Assignment of Tssks (S0I)
Assiznment of Homework (CM)
#Tegcher Flexibility (TOI)
*Lesson Structure (CM)

Situstionsl Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)
Educstionsl Philosophy (TOI)
#*Positive Attitude Towsrd Mainstreaming (TQM)

CLASSROOM CLIMATE

TEACHING STYLE

OPINION AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

QU!S‘IIONING STYLE

*Conitent Queltions QP
*Low-order Questions (QP)
#*Correct Student Response (QP)
#*#Criticism of Response (QP)

e

-Avareness of Feelings (ORS) -
*Wsrmth (SI)

#*Tescher Respoulivenes: (ORS)
#*Tescher Fsirness (ORS)
#Performance Expectation (ORS)
*Relationship with Students (ORS)
#*Initistion of Student Contact (ORS)

INDIVIDUALIZATION

Checking Student Work (ORS)
“#Ad Hoc Grouping (CM)
*Instructionsl Appropriateness (ORS)
AGrouping -for Resding (BI)
#Attention to Individusl Needs (SI & CM)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

*Total Supportive Response (ISI)
#*Tgsk Engagement Feedbsck (ISR & ISI)
*Vsriety of Interventions (ISI)
#*%Need for Discipline (ORS)

##Total Punitive Response (ISI)
##Punitive Intervention (ISR)
#**Incidence of Intervention (ISR)

ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME

#*#lngssigned Time (DR)
*#Teacher Transition Time (ALT)
#®AStyudent Trivsition Tixne (ALT)
##ygiting-for-Help Time (ALT)
*ROf£~Tggk Time (AL'I‘)

*tliard Difficulty Level (ALT)

!
/

#Clarity (SI & OKS)
#*Acadenic Feedbsck (CM)
*Active Involvement (SOIL & ORS)

*Professional Job Sstisfsction (JSQ & EDS)
*Scope of Professionsl Responsibility (TOI)
*Teacher Self-Perception of Competence (EDS)

Initiale following each vsrisble indicate the instrument used.

* High amount charscteristic of effective teachers.
%% Low gmount chsracteristic of effective teachers.

-

Q

“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4

-.




Figure 2

Project Instruments

/
Instrument

Signs of Individualization

Questioning Patterns
Acadgmié.Learning Time

Intervention Strategies Record

Obgerver Rating Scale

Daily Record-Reading, Math

“*Intervention Strategy Inventory

Classroom Management Questionnaire
Educational Dimension Survey

Job Satlsfaction Questionnaire
Teacher Opinion Inventory

Teacher Questionnaire on Mainstreaming

Phkilosophy of Education

‘Background Information

Reading Program Implementation

Math Program Implementation

S Q  Interview

E119

Code

SOI
QP
ALT
ISR
ORS
DR
ISI
CcM
EDS
JsQ
TOI
TQM
PE
BI
RPI
MPI

SI

E

Data Collection
yode

Classroom Observation
Classroom Observation
Classroom OSservation
Classroom Observation
Classroom-Observation
Teacher Record
Teacher Self-Report
Teacher Self-Report
Teacher Self Report
Teacher Self Report
Teacher Self Report
Teacher Self Report
Teacher Self Report
Teacher Interview
Teacher Interview
Teacher Interview

Student Interview

Code




Figure 3

Data Collection Schedule
for Classroom Observations

: . length of Number of Total Tima
Instrument Each Observation Observations Time Interval
(in minutes) (in minutes) (in weeks)

%

S8igns of Individualization (SOI)

Questioning Pattern (QP)
Intervention Strategy Record (ISR)
« Academic learning Time (ALT)

Obsarver Rating Scale (ORS)




. PART 1
TABLES REPORTING RESULTS ..

FROM OBSERVATIONAL DATA
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Table 1

Summary Data on The Signs of Individualization (so1)

R —— = _ . %
Content
Category ~Alternative Reading Math
E % f % f

Group structure: Class as a whole 40 27.8 70 48,6 110
Subgroups 84 58.3 63 43.8 147
Subgroups & individuals 20 13.9 10 6.9 30
Individuals ) 0 0.0 1 0.7 1
Number of Subgroups: One \ 33 22,9 55 38,2 88
Iwo or three - 75 52,1 -~ 67 46.5 142
Four or five 30 20.8 15 10.4 45
Six or more 6 4,2 7 4,9 13
Teacher works Class as a whole 24 16,7 51 35.4 75
with: . Subgroups 100 69.4 69 47.9 169
 Individuals .20 "13.9 23 16.0 43
Not involved ' 0 0.0 1 0.7 1
Differentiation of Class as a whole 31 21,5 66 45.8 97
Activities: Subgroups 70 48.6 47 32,6 117
Subgroups & individuals 43 29.9 31 21.5 74
Individuals 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Assignment of Assigned 11" 77.1 127 88.2 238
tasks: Assigned & selected 33 22,9 15 10.4 48
Selected 0 0.0 2 1.4 2
Movement : Restricted 51 35.4 58 40,3 109
Free ‘ 93 64.6 86 59.7 179




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 2

S Percentage of Time Spent in SOI Categories by Class

SOI Category #

Large Small Working Individually Tasks Free Total
Class Group Groups with Assigned Assigned Movemant SOI Score
Structure Individuals Activities
R M R M R M R M R M , R M R l;
1 58 100 42 17 8 17 8 0 100 100 S8 KX] s 41
2 8 100 92 0 8 25 17 0 100 100 590 42 63 42,
k] 17 92 100 100 0 8 25 8 33 100 83 100 8 69
4 100 100 0 17 58 17 0 17 100 83 17 100 b4 49 .
5 100 92 100 100 8 8 58 50 100 100 100 100 70 72
6 0 50 100 92 8 0 0 0 92 715 100 92 0 62
7 S0 42 Yz 58 0 8 42 25 100 100 S0 0 61 53
8 67 25 N .75 0 8 0 0 100 100 17 75 4s 59
9 S0 67 67 25 50 42 -8 8 50 100 100 25 68 50
10 0 100 ' Juo 50 0 58 100 0 0 100 1C0 50 82 51
T 100 100 100 1C0 0 0 0 50 100 SOI 0 0 66 72
2 17 s0 s 50 25 0 100 100 S0 sp 100 100 9 ___ 87
Mean 47 17 n 57 14 16 30 22 77 88 66 60 66 59
8 Re Reading; M= Math )

b Rav score based on {tenm welghtings

14.




Summary Data on Questioning Patterns (QP)

Table 3

*Content

Category Option Reading Math

s £ % £ %

Type 1, content 1717 88.4 1506 86.2

2, organizational 140 7.2 193 11.0

3. non-content 85 4.4 49 2.8

Response level l. low-narrow 1294 75 .4 1335 88.6

2, low-open 354 20,6 168 11,2

3. high-narrow 89 5.2 22 1.5

i~ 4, high-open 4 o2 0 0.0
o/

Response-feedback 1, correct positive 1213 70.6 1074 71.3
2, correct neutral 244 14.2 122 8.1
3. Incorrect supportive 235 13,7 270 17.9
4, 1incorrect neutral 41 2.4 41 2,7
5. incorrect critisizing 3 2 0 0.0

t

Student selection 1, before-volunteer 15 9 5 3
2, before-non volunteer 600 34,9 618 41,0
3. after-volunteer 798 46,5 690 45,8
4, after-non-volunteer 66 3.8 93 6.2
S. defined ) 279 16,2 99 6.6

3223
333
134

2629
522
111

20
1218
1488

159-
378

2287
366
505

82




Table 4
o .
' Percent of Use of Each Questioning Pattern Category frum QP by Class
. Narrow Low Positive Volunteer Selection
Claes Content Question Order ) Feedback Selected After
) x M1 R M T R W 1 R M T R N T R M T,
1 87 92 . g9 85 96 91 98 98 98 81 89 86 67 4 55 68 47 58
2 . 83 1] L] 94 100 97 94 94 9% 85 74 80 so' 2 39 63 36 50
3 % 90 90 15 100 84 90 99 94 96 98 98 66 56 60- 70 65 6?\)
4 97 76 87 99 72 87 100 108 100 34 68 49 3 60 29 3 72 34
5 8 79 88~ 18 18 77 99 99 99 94 95 95 n 52 64 80 Sh 6h
Q \ 6 94 89 91 46 96 66 100 100 100 100 95 98 10 3 55 72 38 57
\< 89 84 87 92 98 9% 100 99 99 89 87 88 13 51 29 14 58 32
a\ 91 90 91 85 72 80 81 98 89 70 87 ” 44 66 52 47 68 54
9 \ L 88 86 61 98 82 95 98 96 97 99 98 18 48 N 24 57 42
10 85 76 81 718 87 83 98 100 99 88 83 85- 39 19 29 39 26 k)
. 11 \86 90 87 82 92 88 90 98 9% 84 92 b8 82 60 69 87 71 78
12 87 91 49 83 N1 74 97 99 98 95 94 95 55 56 54 Sh 55 55
X : .
’ Hean 88 86 87 80 88 84 95 99 97 4 88 86 49’ 48 47 52 54 2
/

ERIC

‘ .
oo o \ o
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Table 4A

. Percent of Use of Each Response Category and Sustaining Feedback from QP by Class

Responss Response . Incorrect lucorreet Incorrect Sustaining
Class Cocxect Incorrect Supportive Neutral Criticism Feedback &
R M T R ;K T R M T R M T R M T R ' M T-
1 80 80 30 20 20 ) 20 . 89 97 93 11 3 7 g 0 0 6) 62 63
2 82 78 80 18 21 20 74 14 7% 17 26 22 2 0 1 81 79 80
3 92 80 « g 8 21 15 91 93 92 9 7 8 0 0 0 55 &0 48
) 78 86 72 2) 1) 18 91 87 89 6 1) 10 1 0 0 91 60, 76
a 5 , 84 78 81 16 21 19 78 81 80 22 19 21 . 0 0 0 80 71 *76.
~ 6 85 B4 &5 15 15 1s 82 82 g 18 18 18 0 0 0 ol 86 74
7 9 a5 89 8. 15 12 ) 88 82 85 1) 18 16 0 0 0 84 n 81
8 8¢ 75 81 14 “..25 20 81 84 8) 19 16 18 0 0 0 61 61 61
9 80 79 80 20 22 21 87 97 9 1n 3 8 " o, o o % 13 s
10 61 70 66 J9 30 35 79 ?7 i) 21 2) 22 0 0 V] 76 74 a5
11 89 73 81 11 27 19 7 78 78 2) 22 23 - 0 0 0 45 50 48
12 85 79 82 16 21 19 ) 96 90 9 4 10 7 0 0 0 , 1 78 75
¢ - I
Hean 83 ' 79 80 17 21 19 84 - 85 85 15 15 15 3 o ‘.l \.,r 70 68 69
& Variable derived by'co-puting the p;rcent of incorrect respcnses which the teacher followed by another '
clarifying or “helping" question to the ssme atudent, > -
- 143
L4y :
O

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 5A

Percent of Time Spent iﬁ‘ Student Directed
and Teacher Directed Activitiei (from ALT) for Reading

Student Direct‘ed Activities -

Al;ilit:.y A
Ch‘a; Special Low Average Righ Total
Neads
b
Mean SD Mean sb Mean 8§D Mean s Mean Sb
)} 40.5 35 65.7 24 68.6 38 63.0 24 57.8 231
2 . .. 686 35 .7 39 66.2 41 80.4 3% 64.3 38
3 < Tiend g 75.9 29 8.1 22 61.0 36 69.4 31
4 ©39.3 % 27.4 25 49.1 41 48.3 40 41.0 35
5 $6.2 37 52,9 38 73.3 36 3.2 » 63.1 37
6 28 1N 51,9 3 42,0 36 - 4,0 39 42,7 ‘ 35
7 . 376 27 1.2 37 40,6 37 38.0 34 9.3 »
8 S4.6 28 47.2 2% 63.3 28 49.2 46 53.8 32
9 55.1 41 56.1 39 81.3 32 92.3° 8 il.2 35
10 57,7 31 68.0 25 76.6 27 69.6 25 68.3 26
1 C W82 W 50.3 45 42.9 46 464 46 47.0 43
12 62.6 39 49.0 30 16.8 21 56.8 49 46.7 39
Mean 50.6 35 52.6 3% s8.6 37 60.0 38 55.4 36
Teacher Directed Activities 7
Ability
C]nss\\« \\ S:::j:l Low Average High Total
\ \ .
Mean  SD Hean  SD "  ‘Mean  SD Mean  SD Hean  §D
1 58.7 35 3. 23 30,17 37 35.9 22 4.1 3
2 30,9 34 5.9 39 354 42 9.2 3% 35.% 38
3 38.2 38 23,7 28 21,1 22 8.1 36 30,0 31
4 60.2 33 72,1 2% 50.4 40 51.2 40 58.5 3
5 4.9 36 46.1 37 25.8 3’2 25.7 36 36,0 35
5 66.1 32 46,3 39 58.0 36 S4.2. 39 56.0 36
7 ‘ 62,4 27 8.8 37 5.4 37 62.0 3% 60.7 32
8 /B4 30 .8 28 30,7 31 43.3 41 9.1 32
9’ 42.1 41 42.0 39 16,9 31 5.7 9 26,7 35
10 416 32 .7 26 2.7 26 27,3 21 30,0 26
1 50.6 45 48,5 46 53.7 46 52,4 45 51.3 43
12 3,6 3 51,0 30 83,2 21 43.2 49 53.3 39
Hean 48,1 35 46,0 % 3.9 38 B3 ¥ 43.1 3
- =<3



Table 5B

v

Percent of Time Spent in Student Directed
and Teacher Directed Activities (from ALT) for Math

Student Directed Ac tivities

Ability
. Clasa Special Low Average High Total s
- Needs
Mern  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD
1 4.4 28 6.8 28 43.8 35 40,3 % 36.1 30
2 67.8 23 700 22 6.3 20 81.9 16 73.9 20
3 49.8 34 50,0+ 34 52,3 38 64,4 26 54.1 32
4 57.9 35 54,9 32 59.1 35 50.0 40 55.5 34
5 60,6 38 55.5 40 75.8 35 51.7 45 61.1. 39
6 B 35, 26.3 35 66.3 38 5.2 31 50.3 39
I 7 3.3 45 53.8 43 47.6 41 81.7 % 56.6 41
B e Y464 31 46.7 32 68.4 38 65.3 39 57.7 35
9 - 42,1 28 8.4 27 48.7 M 47.4 33 4.3 29
10 38.6 42 4.1 39 48.5 45 51.9 46 46.0 41
11 8.4 4l 32,9 41 36.8 38 57.7 42 40.9 40
12 42,9 53 50,0 53 2.9 4s 38,5 se 48.3 49
Mean 45.1 36 46.8 36 5.3 37 58.6 38 52,0 37
\ Teacher Directed Activities
\~ . Ability
Class Sg::::l ) Low Average . High Total
) Heax:\\ SD Hean SD Hean SD Hean 'SD Hean SD
i R
1 "4 ’ 26 60.3 25 52.9 33 6.8 32 . 60.6 28
2 . 2.2 ' 2 30,0 22 23.8 20 18.1 16 \\26.1 20
3 48.6 ' 33 48.3 - 34 45.6 39 33.6 26 4.0 32
4 41.3 (‘.‘35 44,2 32 40.1 36 49.2 41 4.7 35
3 38.9 38 42,7 41 23,7 35 47.8 45 8.1 39
6 65.8 31. 58.6 42 0.5 29 23.4 31 42,2 38
\ 7 64.7 45 46.2 43 52.4 41 18.3 31.\ Y436 T 41
8 50,7 30 50.4 32 28.7 36 27.8 37 39,4 3
9 ss.4 29 58.8 28 48,8 34 50.2 34 53.2 30
10 59.0 ; 40 53.4 38 49.9 43 45.9 44 51.8 40
. 1 60,7 41 66.8 4l 63.2 38 28.0 36 55.5 40
12 57.1 . 53 46.9 51 36,0 46 S4.5 45 48.8 47
F TC Heen 53.5 3 50.5 35 404 37 84 37 45.6 37

s R l

0i)




c/’ Table 6A

Proportion.of Tctal Time? Spent at Each Difficulty Level
(from ALT) by Class for Reading.

Difficulty Level

Class
Eusy Medlun Itaxd
SN b 1, A I Total SN 1. A " ‘Total SN H Total
1 70.5 72.1 93.4 98.6 82.4 29.5 27.9 6.0 1.4 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
—~ ¢ 69.7 79.2  87.5 7.5 81.3 2044 11,3 0.0 0.0 124 7.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 3.2
8 3 87.0 91.9 100.0 150,0 9.5 13.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 5.5 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 72.8 83.9 84.9 .95‘.8 84.4 25,0 14.8 13.8 2.8 14.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 100,0 86.7 96.2 1000 95.6 0.0 13.3 3.8 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 86.1 92.1 96.7 99.0 v3.2 11.3 v,0 0.0 0.0 4.6 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.6 49.9 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 82,7 73.5 80.9 99.2 86 .4 16.5 26,6 15.8 0.3 14.1 0.0 L.0 0,0 0.0 0.2
9 82.1 = _66.0 92.5 99.7 85.1 17.6 32.8 7.9 0.0 14.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.2
10 64.8 9.0 98.9 98.0 89.7 35.2° 6.0 1.1 2.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
131 95.1 100.0 98,7 100.0 98.4 2,2 0.0 1.5 0.0 ' 0.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 u,7
12 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100,0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hean 84.3 86.6 9.0’ 98.1 90.7 ‘\\l/'.Z 12.2 64,2 0.6 8.2 6.8 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.4
N €
. N
2 Includes all time, i.e., engeged plus non-engaged
b gNm Special Needs; L= Low Abil; ty; A= Average Ability; H= @v Ability
Q \\\ 1 52
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Table 6B

Proportion of Total Time2 Spent at Each Difficulty Level

(from ALT) by Class for Math

Difficulty Level

————— e s e

Class
Eusy Medinm i Hard

su ® L A ] Total SN I A I Total | SN L A i Total
1 8.6  80.7 99.0 99.2  90.6 16.2 7.6 1.0 0.8 8.6 1.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.8 -
2 74.8 6.7 906 95.9 84.5 19.6 10.8 9.4 4.1 10,9 5.6 12,5 0.0 0.0 6.6
3 72.9 85,0 95,2  100.0 82.3 27.1 15.0 4.8 0.0 11.7 \ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 59.1 86.6  87.3  85.8 79.7 30.1 10.7 9.9  1L4 155 | 8.1 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
5 87.3 71.1  86.7  96.2 85.8 12,2 13.4 13.3 3.8 10.6 \ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 73.5 75,3 86.4  98.4 83.2 26.48 23.8 1.8 0.0 15.3 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0
7 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 68.1 67.6  95.7  94.2 81.4 29.8 32.0 3.9 58 17,9 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
9 65,2 70.9  95.7  100.0 82.8 3.4 8.7 3.9 0.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 65.7 76.3 87.3 96.4 81.9 34.3 23,0 12,7 3.6 17.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1
1 92.1 9.7  100,0  85.7 93.3 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3
12 8l.6 _ 100.0 . 98.9  84.4 91.2 13 6 0.0 0.0 12,5 ., 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mean 76.1 82,2  93.5  94.6 86.7 22.3 4.5 6.0 3.7 1l 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.8

* Includes all time,

i.e., engaged plus non-engaged

.

b gRa Special Needs; L= Low Ability; A= Average Ability; H= High Ability
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Table 74

Proportion of Engaged and Non~Engaged Time (from ALT) by Class and Ability for Reading

Non-Engagcd

Class Evgaged - — .
Student Transition waiting fer lelp Qff - Task

< L A I Total SN L A i _Total S P A H _1otal SN . L A H Total

] 76.1 19.8 77.3  BB.9  80.4 5.6 6.9 6.3 4.7 5.8 0.0 6.0 0.5 0.0 0.1 18.3  13.6  15.9 6.6 137
2 . 62.4 93.0 95.7 97.6 88.0 5.8 1.2 3.4 1.8 3.0 1.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.9 30.2 3.6 0.9 0.6 8.1
3 78,5 69.3  83.7  93.2  B0.8 12,6 10,2 4.3 3.8 j.8 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.5 8.2 204 11.5 2.4 10.9
4 8/.0  95.0 9.1  96.8  93.7 “b 0.9 1.6 1.7 2.1 0.8 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.5 7.3 3.3 1.0 1.0 3.2
' 5 86.8 79.7  81.5 91.9 8.8 5.3 4.3 9.6 4.1 5.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 7.4 16.0 8.9 1.9 9.2
6 95.6  78.4  90.2  92.8  8%9.2 2.3 5.1 3.5 3.2 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.} 2.1 16.5 6.3 3.6 7.2
7 90.0 93.8 87.0 8l.5 88.0 0.4 4.6 2.9 2.4 2.5 " 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 8.3  15.5 0.3 7.5
8 87.0 B2.8 78.6 937  85.6 7.1 6.8 9.3 2.8 6.5 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.1 9.0  11.7 3.5 7.3
9 8.0 77.1 850 179.2  81.8 3.5 4.9 3.8 6.1 4.6 1.5 2.2 0 0.4 1.2 8.7 156 10.5 1.0 12.2
10 64.9 64.4  85.5 T4l 12.5 4.6 33 1.3 2.8 4.5 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 31.9 6.6 23.1  22.6
1 78.0  84.6 844 95,0  85.4 3.0 1.8 5.0 3.8 5.9 0.0 ,0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.1 3.8 10.6 1.3 8.7
12 78.4 89,1 98.1  92.9  89.7 _4.t 43 0.0 6.4 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.6__ . 6.6 1.9 0.7 6.5
Hean 81.6 81.5 8h.6 911  85.2 4.9 5.3, 4.8 3.6 4.1 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.3 12,9 12.5 8.5 5.1 9.7

Table 7B

Proportion of Engaged and Non-Engaged Time (from ALT) by Class and Ability for Math

tion-Engaged

Engaged
Class ' Student Transition Walting for Help ' . Off - Task
SN L A H Total ) SN 1 A 1 Total SN L A h 1 Tntgl SN L A I Total
1 16.1 76.3 87.1 922.0 82.8 53 91 7.2 1.9 5.8 ' 0.0 2.4 0.8 0.8 1.0 18.6 12.1 6.8 5.3 10.4
2 | n.g 82.7 92.6 81.4 82.5 6.2 6.8 3.7 8.4 6.2 2.0 0.6 0.6 1.4 1.1 20.0 9.9 2.0 8.8 10.2
’ 3 9o 84.7 82.2 87.3 83.3 10.4 7.1 44 3.1 6.2 0.5 1.0 1.6 0.0 0.8 10.1 7.2 11.8 9.7 9.7
4 17.9 88.5. 92.8 90.6 87.4 8.0 5.6 4.0 5.4 5.8 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.0 0.3 14.1 5.1 2.8 4.0 6.5
5 19.5 132 79.1 88.2 80.2\ 5.1 . 5.6 3.7 ’ 4.6 4.7 . 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 14.9 6.9 12.1 7.2 11.7
6 95 9 94,2 81.0 90.3 90.2 2.6 1.4 6.9 3.2 3.5 . 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.5 3.9 l2.4 5.9 6.0
7 88.9 68,5 10.3 9.9 78.5 0.0 &h 3 0.4 5.3 2.8 { 0.7 0.0 2.0 0.4 0.9 10.3 27.0 273 2.4 17.9
8 89.2 95.1 93.0 93.6 92.7 4.9 ' 3.0 2,2 4.8 3.7 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 l1'18 4.8 1.6 3.5
9 92.0 83.2 95.0 88.8 90.0 4.0 3.6 3.0 4.5 3.7 ’1.7 1.4 .0'0 0.4 0.9 2.4 11.8 2,0 6.3 5.4
10 57-2 65 2 61.9 16.2 64 9 3.4 4.8 4.0 4.7 h.2 1.9 2.8 1.0 1.4 1.8 37.6 26.9 33.1 19.7 29.0
11 86.1 88.1 85.7 81.2 85.4 2] 0.8 L2 2.6 2.5 0.0 1.1 1.8 0.7 09 11.6 9.6 8.3 1.2 7.9
- 12 83.9 95.9 90.4 95.2 91.6 1.9 0.5 0.5 2.3 1.3 7@ 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.5 0.0 3,6 9.1 0.5 3.2
' Maan 81.5% 8.1 84.2 88.0 84.2 4.7° b4 3.7 0 4.2 4.2 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.’6 0.7 12,1 10.4 11.5 6.1 10.1
o 4
ERIC ‘ - ,
L0 . 1)
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Table 8A

F
Minutes and Percent of Teacher Transition Time
(from ALT) by Class for Reading
Ability

Class Special : Low Average : High Total

Needs

%

Min % Min % Min % Min % Min %
1 1.4 5.2 0.9 2.7 1.8 5.4 0.7 2.1 1.2 3.
2 0.6 1.8 0.5 1.6 0.8 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.
3 0.6 2.0 0.8 2.3 1.0 3.0 0.9 4.0 0.8 2,
4 1.9 5.6 1.9 5.5 0.8 2.4 1.1 3.5 1.4 4.
5 1.4 4.2 1.6 5.0 1.1 3.3 0.6 1.7 1.2 3.
6 0.5 1.7 0.8 2,2 0.5 2.0 0.5 1.4 0.6 1.
7 1.3 4.2 0.7 2.1 0.9 2.7 1.6 5.5 1.1 3.

! ' ¥
8 1.3 3.8 1.3 3%9 1.9 6.9 1.1 4.0 1.4 4,
9 0.8 2.4 0.5 1.6 1.1 3.6 0.4 1.1 0.7 2.
10 1.1 €3.6 0.8 2.4 0.6 2.1 0.4 1.4 0.7 2,
11 0.3 0.9 0.4 0.8 1.8 6.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 2.

A12 1.0 6.3 0.7 1.9 0.9 3.4 0.9 2.0 0.9 3.

Mean 1.0 3.5 0.9 2.7 1.1 3.6 0.7 2.3 0.9 3.




Table 8B
Minutes and Percent of Teacher Transition Time ‘
- (from ALT) by Class for Math
Ability
Class Special Low Average High Total
Needs
Min % Min % Min % Min % Min %

L. 3.1 12.9 3.1 11.6 2.3 8.6 2.1 2.9 2.7 10.3
2 0.7 2.8 0.6 2.5 0.5 2.0 0.7 2.9 0.6 2.5
a 3 2.5 9.6 2.3 8.1 2.4 8.0 1.8 6.0 2.2 7.9
.3 4 1.4 h.4 0.9 3.0 1.1 3.7 1.3 - 4.1 1.2 3.8
| 5 . 1.0 3.3 1.1 3.8 0.8 2.7 0.6 2.1 0.9 3.0
6 1.4 4.0 1.1 . 3.3 0.5 1.6 0.9 2.7 1.0 2.9
( 7 0.3 0.7 1.0 3.6 0.4 1.2 0.3, 0.8 0.5 1.7
8 0.8 2.4 0.8 2.4 0.6 2.1 0.3 0.8 0.6 1.9
9 1.1 3.7 1.4 4.5 0.8 2.4 1.0 3.2 1.1 3.4
10 1.0 3.8 1.3 4.6 0.9 3.4 S | .2 1.1 4.0
11 0.4 1.0 1.0 2.6 0.6 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.4
12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.3 10‘ 0.1 0.4
Mean 1.2 4.3 1.2 4.2 0.9 3.1 0.9 3.0 1.0 3.7

~




Table 9A

Percent of Engaged Time Spent in Teacher Directed
and Student Directed Activities (from ALT) for Reading

- Teacher Dirccted

Ability
Class Special Needs * Low Average High . Total

Mean SD Mean SD lisan  SD Mean  SD Mean Sk

1 4.9 34 23.5 21 23.2 34 33.9 21 36.3 2
2 27.2 30 52.1 3 3.1 &2 19.2 34 3.5 3
3 . 27.% 35 19.9 25 16.5 21 41.9 42 6.0 3l
4 55.0 32 0.6 24 49.5 40 ' 50.5 3y 57.1 34
> 41.6 30 4.5 36 23.1 3 25.2 36 3.1 3
6 64.8 33 43.3 37 54.5 36 53.9 v 5.1 3o
7 - 59.3 26 6.2 35 55.7 36 ~60.2 3 57,5 3l
5 ?37.2 32 46.5 27 30.1 33 46.9 47 4.6 35
9 41.8 41 40.1 39 , W73 s 7 5.3 3
10 30.0 26 26.2 23 20.2 23 0.5 1o U0 21
11 47.3 43 43.7 46 53.0 45 . 53.0 45 50.5 43
12 45.1 46 50.1 30 88.6 20 3.4 49 56.3  =ul
Mean 4.4 35 43.4 33 38.6 38 37.9 36 6.1 3t

’ Student Directed
Ability
Class Special Needs Low Average High Total

Mean sD . Mean SD Mean  SD Mean SD Hean‘ Sb

1 27.3 29 51.3 18 451 34 55.0 26 4.1 28
2 36.9 22 40.3 39 61.6 40 77.9 3 s4.3 3
3 50.7 30 9.4 22 67.2 20 ' 51.2 3% 5.1 2
4 26.1 24 2.5 21 46.5 39 46.3 35 3.6 32
5 45.2 30 382 29 58.4 29 66.7 36 517 3
o 30.7 3l 35.0 22 357 33 38.9 35 35.1 29
7 36.5 20 32.8 37 25.8 30 371 R 32.5 29
8 49.8 29 36.3 25 48.5 31 46.8 43 45.7 32
9 46,2 37 7.1 30 70.2 27 7.4 16 36.5 R
10 34.8 20 8.2 17 65.3 25 53.6 23 48.4 2
11 30.7 30 35.7 35 31.3 38 42.0 40 ° 34.9 3
12 . 33.2 3l 39.0 24 9.5 18 49.5 44 33.4 N
Mean 37.2 28 8.1 27 47.8 3 $3.2 35 6.1 R

ERIC
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Percent of Enga
and Student

. Table 9B

ged Time Spent in Teacher Directed
Directed Activities (from ALT) for Math

Teacher Directed

Abiliry
Class Special Needs Lov Average High Total
Mean Sb Mean SD Mean SD Hean SD Mearn  SD |
-
1 59.0 27 49.5 26 50.6 35 53.0 33 53.1 29
2 27.2 22 27.6 19 21,9 18 15.5 12 23.2 1
3 43.0 32 41.5 39 39.6 34 3.0 26 8.5 32
4 7.3 35 W6 30 37,3 34 4.5 40 4.7 33
5 34.4 37 3.3 39 202 32 4.9 43 3.5 37
6 65.0 34 61.7 35 20.4 30 2.2 32 4 43.9 37
7 56,0 44 4.8 3% 49.6 42 17.8 32 40.0 3y
8 51.7 33 49.1 33 28.1 38 28.9 39 39.4 3
9 53.4 29 52,4 26 .1 3 " 45.6 33 49.7 29
1o 32.3 24 3.9 25 w7 3 ° 3.7 3 Je.2 28
1 60.9 41 66.3 41 62.0 38 28.2 36 55,2 40
12 57.1 53 50.0 53 35.7 46 54.5 45 49.5 .48
Mean 3.2 % 35 46.4 34 7.9 35 35.6 35 42,0 35 .
~ Student Directed ’
it :
Ability !
Class Special Needs Low Average High Total -
Mean SD Mean SD ’ Mean gD H;an Sp Mean SO *
N .
L 12,2 21 26.9 23 365 31 39.0 33 29.7 - 27
2 44,6 16 55.0 20 70.7 25 65.9 16 59.3 21
o .
3 36.0 35 43.2 34 427 34 57.3 23 4.8 31 ..
4 40,5 26 4.9 29 . 555 36 43.9 37 46.7 31
5 45.1 27 33.9 36 . .59.0 30 43.4 40 45.7 33
6 30.9 23 32,4 33 56,6 2 68.1 29 46.3 32
? 32.9 46 26.7 22 206 28 76.0 31 38.5 36
8 37.5 29 . 46,0 34 66,9 37 64.5 36 53.3 35
9 3.6 28 30.8 24 47.9 34 4.2 32 40.3 29
1 22.9 29, 282 25 26,2 22 38.5 33 8.7 27 .
11 25.2 3 219 27 2356 2 53.0 40 30.2 33
12 26.7 46 45.9 50 3.6 4o 33.7_ 45 40.0 44 * .
Mean 33.2 30 . 3600 "3 e 4.2 3 s1.6 34 42.0 33 ‘
Q ) . .

ERIC
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-

(15) ) 18'




< Table 10A

- Percent of Time Spent at Each Difficulty Level by Engagemént
(from ALT) by Class foxr Reading

Engaged Time

Class
Easy Difficulty ; Hedium Diff%eulty Hard Difficulty )

SN L A i Total SN L A H Total SN L A H Total

1 51.1 54.6 _ 68.7  81.4 . 65.0 25.0 25,2 8.6 1.5 15.4 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 40.4 77.1 8.2  85.4 72.8 . 8.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 2,2

.

3 67.4 63.6  83.7  93.2 76.4 11.1 5.8 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4 66.8 82.4 83.6  93.9 81.7 20.3 12.6 12,4 2,8 12,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 » 86,8 67.4 78.1 91.9 . 80.7 0.0 12,3 3.4 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6 83.8 73.7  89.5  92.8 84.7 11.8 4,7 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0

7 93.8 87.0  81.5  96.8 89.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 * 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8 70,7 59.7  62.4  92.9 71.8 ©16.3 23,1 16.2 0.8 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

9 71.6 51.2  79.3  19.2 70.3 14.3 25.0 sA.7 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.2

10 4.4 62.3 845  72.1 66.5 20,5 1.2 1.1 2.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

11 72.9 84.4 83,1 95.0 83.8 2.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.9 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7

~ 12 18.4 89.1 98,1 92,9 - 8\9-._7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 050 _ .0.0.

5 Mean 69.5 71.0 81.2  89.4 77.8 10.9 9.2 4.1 0.6 6.2 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3

= - —
Non-Engaged Time
N Class !
Easy Difficulty ': Medium Dif ficulty Hard Difficulty -

SN L A H Total SN L A H Total SN L A B Total

1 U 20.2 18,4 20,9 1101 17.7 3 1.8 1.8 0.0 1.; 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 : 29,0 2.5 3.3 ) 2.1 . 8.6 1.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.8 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.1

3 19.4 28,2 16.3 6.8 18.0 2,2 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4 5.9 20 L7 27 3.1 5.7 2.5 1.7 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ., 0.0

‘ 5 13.2 19.0  18.0 8.1 14.8 0.0 1.3 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
| 6 2.8 19.2 8.4 6.2 9;2 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
| 7 6.2 13.0  18.5 2.7 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 11.3 13.2  18.0 6.3 12,2 0.8 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.2

9 11.1 15.5 15.0  20.5 15.5 2.5 7.1 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| 10 20.1 31,3 4.5 25.9 22.0 15.9 43 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
K 11 22,0 15.6  15.6 5.0 14,6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
| T 12 21.6 10.9 1.9 1.1 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0~ -0.0
| Hean 15.0 15.8  12.8 8.7 13.1 2.5 2,0 0.3 0.0 1.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0) 0.1

- ERG ,

T T N
o o B - - . \




| i ) Table 10B
| \ .
N Percent of Time Spent at Each Difficulty Level by Engagement
\ ’ (from ALT) by Class for Math
Engaged Time |
Class M
Easy Difficulty Medium Difficulty Hard Difficulty |
SN L A H Total SN L A H Total SN L A H Total ;
1 63.1 61.1 86.0 91.2 75.0 12.2 13.4 1.1 0.8 7.1 0.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.7
2 55.5 65.1 82.9 77.7 70.5 13.6 9.1 9.7 3.7 9.0 2.7 8.5 0.0 0.0 2.9
3 55.3 70.2 78.6 87.3 72.9 23.6 14.5 3.6 0.0 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 51.7 79.6 83.4 80.7 73.9 20.4 8.8 9.4 9.9 12.1 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
5 70.8 59,7 68.3 fﬁ.lo 71.2 8.6 - 12,9 10.8 3.8 8.9 0.0 0.9 G.0 0.0 0.0
6 70.3 70.4 71.0 90.3 75.2 25.6 23.7 10.1 0.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 88.9 68.5 70.3 91.9 78.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 61.9 62.7 88.9 88.1 75.4 26.2 32.5 4.0 5.6 17.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3
9 59.7 59‘.5 91.0 88.8 74.8 32.3 23.7 4.0 0.0 15.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 39.5 48.8 50.0 71.8 52.9 17 .7 15.9 11.9 2.4 11.8 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1
11 81.9 84.6 85.7 81.2 83.4 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.9
12 81.4 95.9 89.3 79.6 86.6 2.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 ~.0.0 . 0.0
.
—~ Mean 64.1 69.0 78.6 84.3 74.1 16 .4 12.8 5.6 3.4 9.5 0.9 1.2 0.0 -~ 0.0 0.5
S _
Non-Engaged Time
Class
Easy Difficulty Medium Difficulty Hard Difficulty
SN L A H Total SN L A H Total SN L A H Total
1 21.1 19.7 12.9 8.0 15.5 2.4 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
2 19.1 ‘ll.lo Toh 18.1 13.7 5.8 1.9 0.0 0.5 2.0 3.3 4.0 0.0 V.0 1.8
3 17.5 14.5 16.7 12.7 15.4 3.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 7.1 7.1 3.7 5.3 5.8 ‘ 10.1: 2.2 1.2 1.8 3.9 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
5 17.3 11.7 18.4 11.8 14.9 2.6 0.8 2.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 2.4 4.0 16.3 9.0 8.0 0.0 0.9 1.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 1.1 31.5 29.7 8.1 21.5 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
g 6.6 4.9 7.0 6.4 6.2 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
9 5.9 10.8 5.0 11.2 8.0 2.1 5.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 24.6 26.0 36.1 24.8 28.0 18.2 8.5 2.0 1.0 7.1 0.0 O.OA 0.0 0.0 0.0
. 11 °  10.1 9.7 14.3 4.5 9.8 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 , 1.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.5
12 0.0 4.1 9.6 4.8 4.6 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mean 11.§ 12.9 14.8 10.4 12.5 4.6 2.1 0.7 0.3 1.9 0.6 0.5 0.0 0,0 0.3
5 \ b
FRIC %S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 11A

Percent of Engaged Time Spent at Each Difficulty Level
(from ALT) by Class for Reading

ntlliculty Level

Easy Medium . ftard
s 1. A i Total SN 1, A i Total SN L A i Total '

1 69.3 71.0  89.2 98,4 81.5 30.7 29,0 10,8 1.6 18.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E 2 69.7 81.3 872.5 87.5 81.9 24.1 1.1 o4 0.0 6.3 5.9 5.1 0.0 0.0 2.6
he 3 85.6 91.9 100.0 100.0 94,2 14 .4 8.1 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 76.3 86.0 86.4 96.9 86.4 23.7 14,0 13,6 3.1 13.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 100.0 86.3 96,3 100.0 95.5 0.0 13.7 3.7 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6 87.8 9%.4 99,2 100.0 95.1 12.2 5.6 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

7 100.6 100.0 1000 1995 99,9 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.5 e.1 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0

8 82.8 72,6 80,7 99,2 84 .2 S 7.2 27.4  19.3 0.8 15.8 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0

9 ' 81.9 66.0 93,9 100,0 85 .4 8.1 33.0 6.1 0.0 14.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.3

10 66.9 Y5.5 98,8 97.5 90.4 33.1 4.5 1.2 2.5 9.6 0.0 0.0 0,0 0,0 0.0

1t 9%, 1 100.0  98.4 100.0 on.1 3.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.7

. 12 100.1 100.0100.9  100,0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0.0
Mean 86,7 87.1 94,1 98,2 91.0 1.7 1.2 48 0.7 7.9 0.7 0.5 0.0 0,0 0.3

14/ : 168
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Table 11B

Percent of Engaged Time Spent at Each Difficulty Level
(from ALT) by Class for Math

) Difficulty Level

Class
Easy Medtum Hard
SN L. A 1 Total SH 1. A i Total ' SH 1. A I Total
* ‘ 1 83.2 79.9 98.8 99,1 90.0 15.6 8.1 l¢2 0.9 9.2 1.1 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
—~ 2 77.2 77.0 90.3  95.5 84.9 19.0 10.5 9.7 .5 10.9 3.8 12,5 0.0 0.0 4.2
Eé ) 3 71.1 83.0 Y5.4  100.0 87.5 28.9 6.4 4.6 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 62.3 8%.4 88.9 88.3 82.2 28.8 10.6 11.1 11.7 15.5 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,2
N 5 87.7 69.2 86.4 96.2 85.4 12.3 15,7 13.6 3.8 11,2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
6 ) 73.5 744 88.3 100.0 83.8 .26.5 25.6 11,7 0.0 16.2 0.0 0.0 0.‘0 0.0~ 0.0
7 100.0 10v.0 o 87.5‘ 100. 0 96.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 66.8 65.9 95.6  %.4 80,7 31.517 3 4.4 5.6 18.9 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
9 64,2 69.0 95.7 100,0 82,1 35.8 31,0 4.3 0.0 17,9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 64.2 .20 85,2 97,0 9.9 35.8 28.1  14.8 3.0 19,9 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.2
11 N 95.1 99,9 100,0 85,7 94,5 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 4.1 -~ 0.0 0.0 11
12 82.9 100.(3 98.3  84.4 9l.4 2.9 0.0 0.0 12,5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hean 76.4 81.4 92.4 95.0 86.4 21.1 15.7 6.4 3.6 11.6 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.8
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Table 12A

Academic Learning Time? by Class and Ability for Reading

——— = ——
Clasa ¢ N
Allotted Time (AT) Engagenent Rate (ER) at ha?rgzzgt:?tgfl.:é:; (PE) Academic Learning Time (ALT)
LA Total SN L A " Total SN L A H Total SN L A H Total
1 119 143 141 130 133 3.6 79.8 72,9 87.0 78.3 86,4 72,1 92,1 98,3  87.2 744 787 92,9 111.2  89.3
2 99 91 89 9 91 62.4 93,0 957  97.6  87.2 69.7 79.2 87.5 81,5 81.0 37.2 67,3 70,5  70.9 6.5
3 152 154 154 153 153 78.5 69,3 837  93.2 . 81.2 87.0  91.9 100.0 100.0  94.7 103.9  99.7 131.0 142.8 119.4
4 151 156 154 15 153 8.0 95,0 96,7 96.8  93.9 728 83.9 86,9 958  84.4 . 88,3 110.8 116.9 139.8 114.0
5 . 151 151 151 1% 151 86.8  79.7  8L,5 91.9  85.0 1000  86.7 96,2 100,0  95.7 130.7  100,6 116.8 138.0 1215
6. 12 110 105 113 110 95.6 78,4  90.2  92.8  89.3 86.1  92.1 96,7  99.0  93.5 89.6 78,8 92,3 1041 91.2
7 129 125 132 132 130 93.8 87,1 8L5 97,3 89,9 100.0  100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 120.6 1019 106.6 127.8  92.7 '
8 10 110 109 119 112 88.0 82,8 78,6 92.8  85.6 827 73.5 80,9 99,1  84.1 76.9 68,7  70.7 109.6  81.5
9 116 116 116 116 116 86.0 77,1 850  79.2 . 81.8 82.1  66.0 92.5  99.7  85.1 82,9  59.5 90.3 91.2  81.0
10 M2 u2 11 o e 64.9 6.4 85,5 T4  72.2 66,8  94.0 98,9 98,0  88.9 45.3  68.3  95.8  80.7  72.5
11 135 135 135 133 135 7.1 92,2 821  95.7  86.9 94.4 100.0 98,5 100,0  98.2 98.1 124.5 109.3 127.1 114.8
12 81 88 100 _ 79 87 78.4_ 89.1 98,1 92,9  89.6 © 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100,0 _ 63.7 78,3 98.2  73.6  18.5
Mean 122 124 125 123 123 " 81.0 82,3 . 85.9 91.0 - 85,0 85.5 86.6 94,0 98,1 91.1 84,3 86.9 99,1 109.7 95.0
. Table 12B i
. C. . Academic Learning Time® by Class and Ability for Math

Proportion of Time

Class a ¢ Tiee 4AD) Engagement Rate (ER) at Easy Difficulty Level (PE) Academic Learaning Time (ALT)
lotte e

- SN LA H Total SN L A H Total - SN L A R Total SN L A H Total .
. <
1 30 45 43 45 41 74,5 76.3 87,2 92.0  82.5 82,4 80,7 99.1 99,2  90.4 18,3 26,9 36,7 41,0 ~30.7
2 40 38 8 - 37 38 71,8 82.7 92,7  8l.4  82.2 74.8 76,7 90.6  95.9 84,5 20,8 25.0 3.3 28.0 26.3
3 60 58 58 58 58 79.0 84,8 82,2 87,3  83.3 72,9  85.0 95.2 100.0 88,3 34.6 41,8 44,9 51,0 43,1
4 52 51 52 51 52 . 77,9 88,5 92,8 90,6 87,5 59.1  86.6 873 85.8 19,7 25.2° 40,0 43,3  39.8 37.1
5 60 60 60 60 60 75.5 73.2  79.1  88.2  B80%0 87.3 711 86.7  96.2 85,3 42,2 36,7 41,4 50.6 42,7
6 60 57 60 59 59 95.9  94.2 81,0 90,3  90.4 73.5  75.3  B6.4 98,4 81.4 42,3 40,4 41,4 52,8 44,2 )
7 60 60 60 60 60 88.9 68,5 70.3 91,9 ;79.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 53.4 41,1 42,2 55.1 48,0
8 58 57 57 59 58 © 89,2 950 930 93.6 92.7 68.1 67,6 95.7 94.2 Bl 3.3 36.8 513 50.9 4.1
9 58 58 58 58 58 92.0 83,2 95,0 88.8  89.8 65.2 70.9  95.7 100.0  83.0 35,1 35.3 52,7 Sl 43.6 k
10 66 61 61 6L 62 57.2  65.2  6L.9  74.2  64.6 65.7 76,3  87.3  96.4  Bl.4 25,5 31.0  31.7  43.6  33.0°
11 60 60 60 60 60 86.1 88,0  85.7 8l,2 85,3 ) 92,1 94,7 100.0 B5.7  93.1 47,7 50,1 51,4  4B.7  49.5 ‘
12 59 53 50 49 53 97.4  95.4 91,6 95,2 94,9 93.9 100.0 98,7 B4.4  94.3 53.1 51,3 44,3 38,3 46.8
Nean 5 55 55 55 55 82.4  82.9 844 879 844 77,9 821 93,6 94,7 87,1 363 38,0 42.7  45.9  40.7

1

Academlc Learning Time is calcuylated as the product of '(AT) (ER) (PE). ‘

Q ‘ J’? . (20) d
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: Table 13

Frequency and Percent of Use of Each Intervention
from the Intervention Strategy Record (ISR) by Teacher

\ Intervention
i
)1

—

Teacher { Task
Planned Signal Modeling Redirecting Supporting Use of Punishing Engagement Total
Ignoring lnter"fcrence Reinforcers Feedback
-tz AR £z £ £ £ 7 f £z €
1 0 o 3 110 6 19 2 6 1 3 0 o 2 6 11 36 31
2 . 0 o0 1229 1 2 2 s 9 22 0 o 0 0 17 42 _ 4l
3 0 o s 28 1 s 1 6 4 22 0 o 0 0 739 18
4 0 o 4 16 1 4 0 o 17 28 0 o 2 8 11 44 25
3 5 o 0. s 9 43 15 9 43 0 0 0 0 1 s 21
c 6 0 o 7 18 s 13 1 3 12 0 o 0 0 14 % 38
) 7 o 0 0o 0 0 o 0 o 0 o o o 0 o0 33 100 33
8 0 0 3 0B 0 o 0 o 111 0 o 2 22 3 33 9
) 9 0 o o o 0 o 1 7 1 0 o 2 14 10 71 14
10 0 o 0 o 0 o 2 25 0 o o 0 0 0 6 75 8
11 0 o 1 s o o0 0 0 o5 0 o0 0 0 8 40t 20
12 00 0 0 0o 0__0__ 93y 3 13 00 11 48 23
Total?® 0 o 3 10 21 8 - 10 4 69 25 31 3 3 132 47 281
Hean 0 o 1R 2 7 8 5 6 23 31 a4 1n 48 23

a .
Total percents were calculated as total frequency divided by 281
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Table 14

Frequency and Perceﬂt of Intervention Types and Task Fn gapement Feedback
f From The Intervention Strategy Record (ISR) by Teacher

/

»

Neutral Positive -~  Punitive Total - IntarventVon TEF TEF
¢ Teacher Interventio~ Intervention  Intervention Inter- Frequency & Frequency®
. r 4 r ventions : £ .
// 2

1 9 s 9 k5 2 10 20 .8 1 35 22,9

2 ' 13 5k 11 b6 0 0. ‘ 2k /5 -1 17 b1 44.8

. 3~ 6 55 5 b5 0 0 11 2.6 T 39. - 36.0

- 5 36 T 50 2 1k 3.3 11 bk “22.9

S 5 10 50 10 50 o o 20 4.8 i 5 252.0

- 6 12 50. *12 50 0 0 21; 5.7 1h‘ C3T 18.0
( 0 0 0 o - 0 0 0 0 33 100 7.6

8 3 50 1 17 2 33 6 1.4 3 ‘ 33 84.0

9 0 0. 2 50 2 50 - X 1.0 16 Tl 25.2

10 0 o' 2 100 0. O 2 .5 6 15 L2.0

11 1 8 11 92 0o o 12 2.9 8 Lo 31.5

12 0 0 12 100 0 0 12 2.9 11 L8 22.9

Mean 5 29 T 5k N T 12 .0 - 11 k9 48.3

~

a. Frequency calculated in number per hour.
b. Task engagement feedback defined as any verbal reminder given by Teacher to student specifically intended to
keep the student on-task, s

[Kclvu

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Table 15

Observer Ratings of Teachers by Category
from the Observer Rating Scale (ORS)

El

Category

Teqcher

Primary Grades

Intermediate Grades

Frequency

| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 212 lligh Av Low
Classroom Climate
Cooperation H H H A H H A A H H H .H 9 3 0
Warmth A H H H H H L A H A H H 8 3 1
Awareness of Feelings H H H A H H A U U A H H 9 3 0
Acceptance of Feelings H H H A H i L H A A H H 8 3 1
Relationship with Students H H H H ] H A U0 H A H H 10 2 0
* Sense of Falrness H H H H H H H H H H H H 12 0 o0
* Performance Lxpectation H H H H H H H uw H H H H 12 0 w
'I‘eachiug Style ,
Attention to Students W H H H H H H H H H HN_H 12 0 0
Claricy H H H ] |1 1 H H H A H H 11 1 0
* Instructional Appropriateness H H H H H I H.H H H H H 12 0 0
.Checking Students' Work H A A H H H A H A A H H 7 5°0
* Movement and Involvement H H H H H H 4 1t o H H H 12 90 o
* Initiating Student Contact H H H H | U H H H H H H 12 0 0
Classroom Management .
Efficiency in Use of Time H H A Y H H H H H L H H 10 1 1
Consistency A A H H H H H H H A H H 9 3 0
-Absence of Need for Discipline H A H H H H A H H H H H- 10 2 0
Non-permisaiveness H A A U A AU H H L A A 5 6 1
Use of Praise H H H " H H A A H A H 1 8 4 0
No. of High Ratings 16 14 15 W 17 17 10 15 16 8 17 17 176 )
No. of Average Ratings 2 4 3 4 1 1 6 3 2 8 1 1 36 ‘
No. of Low Ratings 0o 0 O 0 O o 2 0o O 2 o0 o0 4

EC “

*  All ratings high 7(H)
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PART 11

TABLES REPORTING RESULTS

FROM TEACHER-RECORD DATA




Table 16

Average Daily Allotted Minutes by Ability Level for Reading and Math
From Daily Records (DR)

Subject

Reading




Table 17A ‘
.
Average Daily Allotted Minutes in Each Activity Type (from DR) for Reading
K Seatwork Question & Answer Recitatjon, Drill Demonsrrat fon biscussion Special Individual Work Unassigned Activities
Class : . . N .
: S L. A I Toral SN L A-_ 1l Toral SN - S _ A 4  Torml SN L A M Total SN L A N __Total SM L A H Total SN L A U Totg) ‘
1 27 42 44 'Sl [} 10 10 12 10 11 16 18 20 20 19 10 9 12 10 10 37 50 48 37 43 16 0 0 0 4 3 12 6 3 ]
1 50 50 49 47 49 13 13 11 8 11 11 10 FES 11 11 7 3 8 8 8 3 3 7 17 7 5 1 2 5 3 S 3 2z 3 3
- 3 74 76 77 ) n 76 8 8 9 9 9 17 17 14 13 15 21 21 20 26 2L 1. 1 1 2 1 Z 1 5 1 2 36 35 18 21 28
4 66 65 66 66 66 8 8 3 8 S 29 29 27 <7 28 7 7 8 7 7 9 9 8 9 9 8 6 5 . 5 6 12 17 17 17 16
5 86 80 82 38 84 ‘8 g 12 8 9 25 24 19 16 21 17 19 20 19 19 5 5 3 7 5 3 1 0 0 =1 9 14 48 3.1 26
(] 51 58 ‘52 75 59 31—W;8 28 19 26 4 6 4 5 S 4 5 4 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 2 2 5 ' 1 2 5 2 3
7 62 113 [} 711 65 8 6 7 5 6 9 6 10 9 8 20 18 22 20 20 7 5 5 6 6 )12 18 7 7 1 0 0o o0, 2 0
1} 4 60 61 59 61 17 __-21 23 15 . 19 10 16 14 7 12 11 17 14 9 13 0 7 6 4 4 2 1 0 1 1 1 0o 1 5 2 "
9 ‘63 63 61 73 65 8 8 9 14 8 7 7 8 8 8 ’5 15 18 16 16 8 8 6 14 9 15 14 12 6 12 2 2 2 2 2
, 10 34,39 39 44 39 8 8 8 7 8 16 15 14 12 14 20 20 19 20 20 10 1 8 7 9 9 2 2 1 3 L} 4 5 6 5
1 105 100 104 89 95 15 15 17 22 17 1 1 1 1 1 ) 6 1 6 7 6 8 8 8 8 8 2 0 0 0 1 0 0o 1 8 2
. 12 . 42 45 . S5 39 44 6 7 6 5 6 11 12 . 13 10 12 9 s .6 1 1 4 10 14 9. 9 4 4 26 1 8 .4 6 i 3 . 6. 5.
Hean 60 . 61 ;3 64 62 12 12 12 10 12 13 14 13 12 13 12 13 1« 12 13 3 9 9 10 9 8 A 4 2 5" 6 e 9 9 8
Table 17B . :

Average Daily Allotted Minutes in Each Activity Type (fxcy DR) for Math

Scatwork Question & Answer Recltation, brill Demonstrativn,Lecture D! Acussion Special lndividual Work Unassigned Activities

Class T .

st L A Nl Total Si_L A W Total SK L A W Total SN L AW Total SN I A 1 Total SN _{ . A W Total SN 1L A I Total

1 9 16 15 15 13 4 5 5 5 5 1 2 2 2 2 11 15 15,15 14 0o 1 1 1 0 & 3 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 o0 _
2 zr: 26 27 28 26 3 3 3 2 3 6 6 6 5 6 2 2 2 1 2 0 0 0o ¢ 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 30 27 ’;7 36 32 0 Q 0 0 0 18 18 10 9 14 3 3 21 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 6 10 S 5 7
4 2 26 30 0 5 s 5 5 4 5 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5 S 2 2 1 2 2 s & 5 5 5 13 13 11 20 4
s 8 39 46 99 4l 6 7 3 4 s o 8 8 5 8 6 4 3 6 4 0o 0 0 0 |« 3.0 0 1 1 T 2 1 s 2
6 200 23 37 38 3 3% 23 12 11 20 7 1 6 5 6 11 2 7 2 0o ¢ 0 0 0 s 2 0 0 2 4 3 4 4 4. :
. 7 3% 35, 40 40 37 6 8 9 9 B s 71 5 3 5 4 4 3 6 4 0 o o_o0 o0 8 3 2 4 4 0 ’ 0 0 %0 0 )
) 8 33 33 3 35. % A R 6 6 6 4 6 y 920 9 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 o0 0 1 O 0 0 3 0
' 9 9 59 oL 23 44 g 9 8 9 9 6 6 1 1 6 10 11 11 11 1 0 15 o0 18 8 _ 5 W 2 19 11 "0 0 4 1 2
L 10 25 28 29 30 28 8 9 9 9 9 T 272 2 1.2 13 16 1k T4 14 303 2 3 3 1 & 3 1 5 1 0 o 1 1 ‘
t 1 G0 40 41 28 45 o 18 10 v 9 12 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 9 12 10 0 ¢ 6.0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 ) 0 0 o0 0
' ) o v o w15 191 3 3 & 3 i 8 9 "6 8 8 I 101 10 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 1 1 7_10 1 6 ¢
Hean 30 3. 35 30 31 9 7 6 6 7 6 6 5 4 5 6 7 9 8 & 0 2 o0 2 1 s & 1 3 3 3 02 2 4 3 .
N ) -
- - = . . (26) E X

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: " . *




Table 18A

Percent of Daily Allotted Minutes in Each Activity Type (from DR) for Reading

Unassigned ActiVtties

11

12

Seaeyork Question & Answer Reeleacion, Drill bemonstration, Lucturg . Discussion Special Individusl Hork
Class N * .
. . A M Totul SH ToLusl  SH A H Togy] s H Total SH L Toral Total L Total
30 31 38 30 b 8 14 11 Y 7 31 36 4 ] 4
58 56 5S4 56 14 12 1 16 12 6 8 3 e 4 4 4
52 55 55 53 6 6 12 Iy 14 Moo14 11 R | 3 22
4 4] 46 W 8 8 21 20 20 4 ) ) 6 6 4 12 u
52 52 51 54 6 6 7 "1 n 11 121 3 3 1' 16 T 23
Soe 54 70 57 27 23 5 4 5 4 4 0o 0 4 2 3
ol 56 o4 59 8 9- 7 8 17 19 17 4 3 10 0 0
52 52 64 S5 15 17 8 6 Y 18 1 0 ‘6 1 0 2
54 42 62 55 7 7 6 7 6 13 [ 7 7 10 2 2
40 40 44 3 7 7 15 12 15 16 16 9 g} 4 3 3 4
177 66 4 11 13 o 0 o 5 5 6 6 0 0 o 2
5660 5} 56 ? ? 12 13 U 0. ? s 13 19 5 4 5
Mean 52 52 56 53 10 1o 10 11 11 1 10 10 10 6 1 4 7 »
' Table 188
Percent of Daily Allotted Minutes in Each Activity. Type (from DR) for Math
Lass” Seatwork uestion & Answer Recltation Drill Demonstration, Lecture Special Individual Work Unassigned Activities
Class R
- SN i SN LA N fotal SM 1L A W _ Total SN A SN I Total A
1 315 36 36 7 w0 10 10 9 14 4 4 26 2. 0 L1 4
2 05 .(,9 76 7 7 1 5 6 16 16 16 16 5 5 5 1 0 1 ] 0,
3 51 45 6) ol 0 0o o0 0 o0 30 30 15 23 4 35 1 0 1 ¢ 0
4 48 a6 56 38 9 9 8 9 9 6 6 6 6 8 8 3 353 g
5 64 65 76 65 10 11 3 71 8 I VI 8 13 7 4 ~ 0 0 0 0 3 3
6 36 18 62 62 58 40 19 18 3 112 9 10 1 4 0 0 ¢ 0 5 6 6
! 51 %9 67 68 12 13 15 W 13 12 13 5 10 7 6 0 0 o0 4 0 o
8 5 55 38 61 77 6 5 6 1 6 19 15 33 0 0 o 0 0
9 50 100 104 49 14 15 4 16 15 10 10 n il 18 15 " 0 30 14 4 3
10 44 49 51 53 12 14 15 15 14 2 3 "2 2 19 23 4 4 a4 5
1 100 6/ 69 63 0 16 16 16 20 0 o0 0 0 15 5 o ‘o 0o 0 5 0
12 33 13 4k 33 ] __ 6 6 8 6 18 14 1215 21 23 0 0 o 2
Menn 53 6 63} 955 15 13 1w 10 12 <11 11 8 10 912 17 1 3 2 2 7
8,'1 27) P
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Table 194 v

.

Percent of Time in Each Difficulty Level from Daily Records (DR) for Reading

. -3
, DHT fee ity Lovel ' )
) Class . _
Lasy ted Lun Hard

e SN 1. A ) fotal S1 1 A n. Total SN a Total
1 .1 445 3.0 4009 4u,3 3.7 2.8 43,0 48,5 43.9 e e 0.0 0.0 3.2
2 3.3 562 529 o 5.1 55.7 ALY TA9.0 1y 414 9.4 5.5 0.0 0.0 1.8
) . 2 6.1 53 89.0 63.0 58. 3 4.1 419 9.5 30.8 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

4 03.0 7.5 126 1507 72,9 .5 Lo .2 2.8 25.6 0.5 1.5 2.4 0.5 1.2
> V.0 938 u9.2  gr.0 92,1 12.0 6:2 0.0 13.1 7.7 0-(; 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
v 63.1 792 83.¢  yp.3 81.9 223 10,8 2.9 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 v. 0
! 00,0 94,6 92,5 :+ 9y 90,6 0.0 4.2 1y 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 v
8 39.5 6.7 46,6 69.4 41.2 36y LEZE I VS RS V¥ 25.8 0.0 ‘o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0
v o 1.0 0.5 0.5 5.4 1.9 90.2 88.5  85.7 9o 45.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.
10 1.8 17,3 32,5 544 30,5 49.1 516 43,3 20.0 42.5 1.0 1.2 0.0 1.4 4.}
1 ‘ 77.6. 90.0 86,0  85.n d4.4 16.9 LA Thg A4 ul.u 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
12 e 6.2 28,9 36,0 63.5 38.9 56.2 “49.5_ S5.4 314 43.7 6.6 5.4 0.0 0.0 2.7
ean 3.0 7.1 581 70,2 58.5 39.0 321 0.8 234 11.0 3.‘9’ 12 oz 0.2 A

. #
\ .
‘ P

s

‘ ' R

1%6 , :
" .
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Table 198

-

Percent of '{1‘1me in Each Diffieulty Level from Daily Records (DR) for Math

s
'

Hurieulty Level

Medlum

Total , LA

70.4
40.4
I
64,7

0.0

1.3,

1.8 : 1.4 52.1
69,3 153 : B.h 2w

41,9 : ’ 36,5 aa 32.06 2.4 . 1.8

73.3 ' 328 36.7 28.Y 13.9 3.4

x  *

70.6 65 228 28,9 289 24.% A6 0.0
31,5 y 48.3 2.6 12,5 32,1
69.0 . D4 132 . S0 0.4

64.4 ‘ 13,7 9.0 4.0 12.13

25.2 ] 103.5 1uu.2 8.4

29 : XSN:; 55.3 41,4

53.9 y : TASITTI0S T 6.2

0,7
50.6
0,0

7.0

Mean

Al.5 16.4 3%5.5 50,9 “3i.0

40, 8 %43 41.0 15,2

s
- -

0
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Table 20

Frequency of Use of Each Intervention (from ISI) by Teacher

Interventlon Stratagy T
Teacher ‘ e

Supportive Neutral Punitive

H GP TEF - RP MP
2 6 2

3
13

7

Key: SG=Supportive General; SSP=Supportive Special Program

; Hellumanistic; GP=Glasser Principle; UR=Use of Reinforcers; RD=Redirecting;
M=Modeling; TEF=T.sk Engagement Feedback; l=Ignore;

RM=Remind; W=Warn; RP=Reprimand; MP«Mildly Punitive; SP-Hoderately-Sevcrely Funitive

Ny
o

K
&S



Table 21

R ¢
Variety of Interventions® Chosen on ISI by Teacher

Supportive Neutral Punitive Total 2 of

(Z€)

FRIC 193

(6 inter~ (4 inter- (4 inter- (14 inter-~ Total
ventions) ventions) ventions) ventions) Chosen
Teacher
6 "3 3 12 86
0 2 3 11 79
6 4 . 3 ‘13 93
6 3 2. 11 79
6 4 o ' 2 12 86~ _.
6 4 2 12 86
6 3 3 . 12 86
6 2 3 11 79
6 3 3 11 79
15 6 3 3 12 86
11 .6 3 2 11 79”
2 6 2 3 11 79
Mcan 6 3 3 ‘ 12 83
Description of the 14 interventions is found in the key on Table 20. { 3




Table 22

Frequency and Percent for Each Intervention Strategy Type (from ISI) by Teacher

Facror
. Conduct Problem Learning Prollem Personallty Problem Total
Class - - -
Sup[:orllvc Neutral Punitlve Supportive Heutral Puait ive Supportive Neotra? Punitive Supportive Neutra) Punltlve
“ { 4 f Z f 4 f % { Z {7 f z £ 3 { 4 f Z f A .
i 8 50 2 13 6 ,18 I 92 1 5 0 13 81 ¢ 13 1 6 KY N 5 U 7 lo
2 11 69 1 6 4 25 7 58 3 25 17 1275 1 6 I 19 30 63 5 N v 21
3 10 62 I EIS ) 9 75 2 17 8 10 63 4 25 2 13 29 66 9 2 6 14
o 4 12 7% 3 1 1 6 12 100 O O 0 13 81 213 1 0 37 84 5 1 2 5
8 5 12 75 2 13 " 2 13 11 92 1} 8 0 9 56 4 25 3 3 32 713 7 16 5 11
6 13 81 2 1 1 3 10 83 2 17 0 17 81 A & 1 b 6 81 6 14 2
7 11 69 1 6 4 25 1 92 0 0 8 169 4 25 1 (1 33 75 5 11 \.\‘-k “ 14
8 13 81 0 0 3 19 10 84 1 8 8 15 94 1 O 0 0 B 36 2 5 Y
9 11 69 1 6 4 25 9 75 1 8 17 12715 RN ) 1 [0 32 13 5 1N ' 7 16
10 14 338 0 0 2 13 5 42 4 31 25 11 0y 4 1 6 30 68 HI 6 14
11 9 56 3 1Y 4 25 L1008 0 0 17 12 3 1 ;» 3710 6 14 7 10
12 1169 1 6 4 25 11 92 0 0 4 1488 2 1} 0 1] o 82 3 7 5 11
Hean 11 70 2 10 3 ol 1 1o Y 12 76 3 n ] 7 33 15 612 6 13

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 23

Frequency and Percent of Supportive Interventions Chosen
by Type of Student (from ISL) by Teacher

Teacher

Behavior and Student Type

Low Severity
(14 items)

£

%

a
Code

ligh Severity ’ Low Ability
(14 items) S (7 items)

£ A Code % Code

High Ability.
(6 items)

. f

%

Code

10

9

10

12

12

12

13

71
64

71

50 NS

71 GS

43 NS

79 GS

57 GS

67
33
67
67
67
33
50

GS

NS

GS

Percent Codes:

Vs =

Very Supportive 2 gUZ; GS = Gernerally Supportive = 51-78%: US = dot Suppor'tive

(8 D4e)

-

50

198




Table 24 .

-

L

Raw Scores on Factors of Classroom Mﬁnagement (CM) by Teacher

\ ‘ Factor
Teacher N
Assignment JLesson Physical Ad-lloc Academic  Attention to
of Structure Environment Grouping Feedback Individual
Homework & Mobility Needs
(r=2-4) (r=7-28) (r=6-24) (r=4-16) (r=4-16) (r=3-12)
23 15 14 13 12
23 18 14 14 11
3 2 25 16 13 ° - 16 12
4 2 25 16 10 15 11
5 4 23 11 14 13 11 -
6 2 23 14 12 14 10
7 - 4 23 20 12 , 14 1o
8 4 25 10 10 15 12 :
9 4 25 10 11 15 1
10 . 4 24 12 11 15 ‘ 8 -
11 - 4 25 12 12 15 11
]
12 4 25 21 13 ' 16 12

Mean 3.3 24 14 12 15 11




Raw Scores on Factors from Educational Dimensions Survey (EDS) by? Teacher .

»

Table 25

* A Factor '
Teacher 3

Job Satiséactio;l , ) Support Systc;;hs . . Se!lf Rating

(r=3-15) - (r=10-50) (r=2-10)

1 10 ) 25 10
2 14 39 10
3 10 35 8
4 15 44 6
5 15 46 10
6 14 40 8
7 12 24 9
8 12 3 3 '
9 15 39 &
1c 12 35 G
11 12 26 10
12 14 36 8 __ —_—
Mean 13.0 35.3 R.4

A




Table 206y .

«Raw Scores on Factors from Jop Satisfactlon Questlomnalre (JSQ) by Teacher

R !w‘\.

> 1
e l ; e )
. .
R 4

-

Situvational Joh-related ’ Total

Itemsd
(40-200)

Raw
Score r3

Items? Itemsd
(18-90) - (22~110)

»

117

11

12

Mean

L3

#Numbers in parenthesis represent ranges for collapsed items

\‘1
21, .




(8¢€)

LRIC)2

Raw and Percent Scores from Teacher Opinion Inventory (T0I) by Teacher

Table 27

Teacher
Affective Flexibility Controlling Scope of Philosophy
Environment Responsibility of Education
(8-40) (6-30) (6-30) (6-30) (9-45%)
r % r % Y % r % r %
1 36 90 25 83 25 83 29 97 35 78
2 26 65 22 73 20 67 20 67 35 69
3 23 56 21 70 17 57 29 97 30 67
4 26 65 26 87 23 77 28 93 36 80
) 24 60 21 70 15 50 28 93 28 62
6 29 73 22 73 23 77 28 93 28 62
7 29 73 20 67 20 67 26 87 28 62
8 26 65 22 73 20 67 25 83 33 73
9 23 58 23 77 18 60 21 70 30 67
10 26 65 23 77 13 60 23 77 31 69
11 27, 6d 27 90 26 80 26 87 42 93
12 32 80 25 83 23 77 25 83 39 87
Mean 27 08 23 77 21 70 20 86 33 73

r=raw score




Raw Scores on Factors from Teacher Questionaire on Mainstreaming (TQM) by Teacher

Table 28

Philosophy

Classroom

Classroom

Total

(6€)

Perceived Academic and
of Ability Management Social Growth Score
Mainstreaming to Teach
(r=8-40) (r=4-20) (r=4-20) (r=4-20) (r=26-130)
32 9 13 16 88
22 13 6 10 65
36 6 8 14 84
32 4 8 13 74
37 12 15 19 105
35 12 8 17 90
30 10 13 12 88
29 13 16 16 97
32 15 10 11 90
30 10 14 12 87
34 11 17 18 105
36 14 17 19 113
32 1 12 15 91

a
All factors

ERIC).;

are relative to special needs students




PART IV

TABLES REPORTING RESHULTS

FROM INTERVIEW DATA




Percent Scores

on Factors from Student Interview (S1) by Class

Teacher Appropriateness Teacher Individualization

Clarity of Noise Level Warmth
82 24 96 41
82 11 93 70
78 41 94 55
89 35 ‘ 95 65
92 68 97\\\ 72
88 28 88 68
78 20 85 67
90 84 86 47
94 59 84 82
92 83 96 78.
87 60 97 68
89 90 98 81
86.8 50.3 92.4 66.3

% of students in each class ansverlng positlively to Intervievers'questlons.

2UY




Table 30

Summary of Teacher Background Data
from Background Information (BI)

Item Response Frequency
{(n=12)
] 1-3 5 N,
Grade Level 4u6 7 AN
~

‘umber cf ‘Years Teaching 1-9 3

10+ 9
Number of Years Teaching 1-4 3
at This Level 5-9 5

10-15 4 |
Number of Years Teaching 1-9 6 |
at This School 10+ 6 |
Highest Degree Earned BA + 30 6

. MA 6
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Table 31

Summary of Descriptive Data on Classrooms
from Background Informaticn (BI)

Item Response Frequency
(n=12)

Number of Students in School < 400 9
2400 3
 Number of Students in Class < 25 6
z 25 6
Number of Math Groups ' 1 1
2 3
_ 3 8
Number of Reading Groups 1-2 0
3 10
4 2

Number of Students ‘Receiving lielp 1-2 4
3-4 2

4+ 6

I EP for Special Needs Child Yes 10
No 2

a

SES Status of School Low 7
High 5

" Determined by R.I. Department of lducation
O

209




IDENTIFYING TEACHERS EFFECTIVE WITH
SPECTAL NEEDS STUDENTS IN THE REGULAR
CLASSROOM SETTING

Barbara Larrivee

~

Papen presented at:

The Second Intermational Conghess on Education
Vancouver, Canada

\ June 1979

O = — -

© This study was Auppohed by a grant §rom the Bureau of Education fon the

Handi capped, Division of ‘W\onnne,ﬁ Preparation (Grant #GOO 780 1424).

AN




Identifying Teachers Effective with
Special Needs Students in the Regular
Classroom Setting

g%séractf

The purpose of this study was to identify teachers successful
with special needs students integrated in the regular classroom and to
determine if these teachers would be the same teachers who are effec-
tive with the total classroom. The sample was comprised of 33 regular
classroom teachers in grades one through six who were participants in
an inservice training project. All students in these classrooms were
assessed on a pre-post basis. on the following variables: (1) general
aptitude; (2) academic achievement in reading, language, and math;

(3) classroom behavior; (4) peer acceptance; (5) school attitude; and
(6) self-concept. Based on this data base, classroom profiles were
established, and thosz youngsters showing the greatest discrepancy were
identified as the target ;;pulation. The research design considered
gains made by target youngsters as well as average classroom gains for
each teacher. Effective teachers were'defined as those teachers whose
students showed gains above the expecéed gain on the majority of those
‘ variables assesseé. Resu}ts.indicate that all teachers who were effec-
tive with targeted students were also effective with their whole class.

However, the reciprocal relationship; i.e., those teachers successful

— with their whole class who were also successful with target youngsters,

showed only 47% overlap.




Backéround

In the past few years there has been an increasing movement toward
.. mainstreaming handicapped children. Legal, financial, and social pres-
‘:ﬁres are all making it more likely that learning disabled, mildly re-
tarded, and mildly emotionally disturbed children will appear with in-
creasing frequency in regular classrooms. Clearly, regular educators
will be called on to meet new instructional and management challenges.

State and local educational agencies have already begun the process
of rétr;ining regular education teachers. However, no real body of
knowledge exists to aid educators in selecting appropriate inservice
training. Currently a variety of commercial materials are available
ranging from comprehensive programs designed as total curriculums to
individual modules and workshops concerned with a particular skill, at-
titude, or competency deemed relevant by their respective author. Yet
it has not been established which skills are important for regular edu-
cators to master in order to effectively educate special needs children.
Nor has the relationship between the acquisition of new teaching skills
and the appropriate modification of teaching behaviors on the part of
the regular classroom teacher been considered.

In order to address this concern, the Bureau of Education for @he
Handicapped (BEH) has funded a regular education inéervice training
project which will attempt to validate teaching behaviors which effect
positive changa in the special needs child's performance in-the regular
classroom and subsequently match inservice traiﬁing Eo the identified

behaviors. The firsfiéhééeﬁof thézgranﬁ éntails the -identification




of regular classroom teachers who have clearly demonstrated their effective-
ness with special needs‘children. The data source for selection purposes
consisted of a sample of regular classroom teachers who had previously
participated in an inservice téaining project which involved the col-
lection of extensive data o? students in their classrooms. The intent

of this paper is to delineate the procedures used to identify teachers

* effective with special needs students in the regular classroom setting.
Methodology

Over a three-year period, a total of 33 regular classroom teachers
in grades one through six had taken part in an inservice training pro-
ject for regular educators sponsored by BEH. During the course of this
project, data was obtained on a pre-post basis for all students in the
participating classrooms. The variables assessed included: (1) general
aptitude; (2) academic achievement in reading, language, and mathematics;
(3) classroom behavior; (4) peer acceptance; (5) school attitude; and
(6) self-concept. Scores on each of these dimensions were obtained at
the onset of the school year and again at the end of the year. Since
the same assessment procedure was maintained for the 1975-76, 1976-77,
and 1977-78 school years, it was possible to collapse this data over the
three-year period. Based on compilation of the aptitude, academic, so-
cial, attitudinal and behavioral data, a_Egrget group of children within
each classroom was identified. Using pre-test scores, a classroom pro-
file was established from which targeted students were selected. Those

/

students with the most discrepant profiles were identified as the target o

or special needs students for a given classroom. In okder &o provide

-2213



for a uniform procedure for selection across all classrooms, a point
system was devised which was based on the severity of the discrepancy
for each of the seven variables assessed. After the point system has

been applied to each classroom of students, those four students receiv-

ing the highest "score'" were designated as the target etudents.

Selection Procedure
o I
In order to select the pool of effective te;chers, a series of
criteria were set considering gains made by targeted students as well
as gains made by tgz class at ldarge. Two sets of criteria applied to
gains of target students and a tﬁird set considered; gains gf the
entire class. Gain scores were considered in all areas assessed except
“

the attitudinal variables due to a high incidence of ﬁissing data coupled

with a restricted range of obtained scores.

Criteria I - Overall Profile Gain of Target Students
\ B
Since the children in the target group were celected as a result
. )
of their performance on academic variables such as Reading, Mathematics,

i 4
and Language (as measured by their scores on the California Achievemeut, °

Tests), and behavioral variables (as measured by their Sociogram and Be-
havior Rating Scale scores, the "profile'score was defined as the dis-
criminant score obtained by performing a discriminant analysis on the

target and the ‘non-target groups with the pre-test scores on the five

variables mentioned above. Due to the small number of target children

in each class, it was necessary to combine the target children in all .

the classes to obtain the target group. For this purpose, gchievemént'




. L
Degglopment Scale Scores (ADSS) were used. The ADS Scores aré invariant
/ —~—~

éé:oss grades and, hence, are ideally suited in’this’base. =

Prior to carrying out the discriminant analysis, thdwgptarget and™the

non-target groups were collapsed over the years of the project and com-

pared on the vector of pre-test means for the-five dependent variables.

Multivariate analysis cof ﬂariaﬁce indicated that these two groups were
significantly diff;rent (p¢ ;0001): +A discriminant analysis was then -
carried out to determine the linear combination of variagles ?discrimi- g
nant function) that maximally diff?rentiated éhe two groups. The dise

crin. tant function coefficients ate given in Table 1.

- e m ®m mla @ ®m m m Em e emem m e ®m m omom ®m e m W™ s m o W A moamm m m m =

Insert Table 1 about here ., . A

In order to determine the accuracy of the discriminant analysis
progedure, the number of known cases!that can be correctly class%fied - :
in target and non-g:rget Froups was computed. The analysis indicateg
that 86.5 percent of the lnown cases Qé;e correctly classified by this
procedure., .

The éisgr{minant qcoée (DS) for each Ehild can then be computed
(using the unstandardized coeffictents) as:

DS = .00859 (RADSS) + .00239 (MADSS) - .00178 (LADSS)
- .018?6 (BRS) - 1.58156 (SOC) + .31024 .

‘When the pre-test scorés for each ;f these variables is substitutea in
the above expression, we obtain tﬂe pre-test discrimiqant score (Pre DS).
Similarly, the post-test discriminant score (Post DS) can be obtained.
The gain or change (GDS) in the overall profile is then obtained as

Y

. GDS = Post DS - Pre DS.

— 1
— _'4_ 2,1;:.) o
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In order for teachers to be considered effective by this criteria,
it was necessary for the following two conditions to apply:

Condition 1: The classroom mean discriminant gain (GDS)
for target children is greater than the mean
discriminant gain of the entire target group.

Condition 2: The proportion of target children who are
successful exceeds .5. Successful children
are defined as those whose gains exceed that
of the mean discriminant gain for the entire
target group.

Inspection of Table 2 indicates that 11 teachers met this dual
criteria of effectiveness with targeted youngsters.

Critéria II - By Variable Gain of’Target Qtudents

Gains were considered in Reading, lLanguage, Mathematics, Behavior

Rating, and Social Scale. In order for teachegs to be categorized as

. effective in a given variable it was necessary that both of the following

conditions be met: '

Condition 1l: The classroom mean gain for target children is
greater than the mean gain of the‘:entire target
*group.

Condition 2: The proportion of target children whose gains
are greater than the mean gain exceeds .5.

* An overall criteria of s ccess on at least three of the five variables

was applied in this case. Twelye teachers-met Criteria II.
2 2N

Criteria III - Total Classroom -Gain

Gains were considered on the five variables mentioned above. The

critéria for effectiveness in this case was an individual classroom's




mean gain in excess of the overall mean gain of all students in that
grade. Here, as with Criteria II, an overall criteria of success on

at least three variables was applied. Nineteen, or more than half, of

the original pool of teachers met this criteria.

For the final selection of effective teachers it was decided to
include teachers.who met either criteria of succiss with target stu-
dents in addition to being successful with their total classroom.

This decision rule was instrumented due to the ineligibility of several
classrooms for meeting the discriminant gain criteria resulting from
missing data on any of the five variables considered. As shown in
Table 2, twelve of the original pool of 33 teachers were categorized
as effective.

Discussion

Comparison of pairs of criteria resulted in considerable overlap

as shown in Table 3 accompanied by Figure 1. Of most interest is the

finding that 100% of the teachers who were effective with targeted

youngsters on both criteria were also found to be effective with their
total class. That is, those teachers who were most successful with their
special needs students were able to accomplish these gains while simul-
taneously achieving similar gainé for all their students. This finding
does not lend support to the generally accepted notion that the extra
time gequired to effectively educate the special child will be to the
detriment of the rest of their clas?métes. In fact, these results indi-

cate that success with special needs students was both a necessary and

sufficient condition to warrant total classroom success. However, the

ye




reciprocal relationship, i.e., success with the total classroom crossed
with target student success showed only 47% overlap. Apparently, re-
alizing success with the class at large is in no way predictive of

success with the special stuaent.




Table 1

[
Discriminant Function Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Discriminant Function Discriminant Function

Variable Coefficient Coefficient
Reading (RADSS) .00859 .63015
Math (MADSS) : .00239 .15152
Language (LADSS) -.00178 -.14236
Behavior Riting Scale (BRS) -.01896 -.54319
Sociogram (SOC) ~1,58156 «.55896

Constant \ .31024

1
l
!
i
i
b
{

|




Table 2

Successful Teachers by Criteria

Criteria
Target Target Total Taxget
Teacher Profile By Variable Classroom and Total
ID Gain Gain Gain Gain
1 * * * *
3 *
A *
5 *
7 * * * *
9 *
10 * ' * * *
13 * * * *
15 *
17 *
¢ 18 * * * *
20 * * X
24 *
~ 26 * * * *
27 *
31 : * * * *
32 * * ’ *
33 * * * *
3 . *
* * * *
* * *

22l



Table 3

Percent of Successful Teacher
Overlap Across Sets of Criteria

Relationships
Paired

Ratio

Percent
Overlap

“

Successful with Targets
on both criteria (9) and
successful with the Total
Class (9)

Successful with Targets on
either criteria (14) and
successful with the Total
Class (12)

Successful with Total Class (19)
and successful with Targets on
both criteria (9)

Successful with Total Class (19)
and successful with Targets on
either criteria (12)

9/9

12/14

9/19

12/19

100

86

47

63




Figure 1

Criteria 1 Criteria II

Criteria III




A COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (ALT)
FOR MAINSTREAMED, LOW, AVERAGE,
- AND HIGH ABILITY STUDENTS

Barbara Larivee Janet M. Vacca

-

Paper presented at:

Amenican Educational Research Association
Annual Meeting
Boston

April 1980 <

29

This study was supported by a ghant from the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped, Division of Personnel Preparation (Grant #G00 750 1424).

-

R23 “




A Comparison of Academic Learning Time (ALT)
for Mainstreamed, Low, Average, and High Ability Students

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to compare several instructional
time variables for a select group of effective teachers and a non-
sele;t sample of teachers, and to examine these variables for
special needs, or mainstreamed,\students and students of varying
ability levels. Allot“ed time, student engaged time, and academic
learning time (ALT) data were collecte’ sia a classroom observa-
tion schedule. &he selected students were observed on eight occa-
sions over a three month period. Results indicated that these
instructional time variables were substantially higher in effective
teachers' classrooms. Furthermore, significant ability level
differences were evident. While allotted time did not differ
among the student types observed, engagement rate, percent of
easy difficulty tasks, and ALT were all sfgnificantly higher for
average and high ability students than for low ability and main-

streamed students.




<

" BACKGROUND

In recent years muéh research has focused on the relationship between
amount of instructional time and student achievement., Although correlations
of achievement with amount of instructional time have consisiently been
reported in the literature, the strength of the time-achievement relation=-
ship is apparently, to a certain extent, a function of the definition of
instructional time used by the researcher. When instructional time is
defined merely as time scheduled or allotted to the content area under
consideration, without regard to student engagement rate, the correlation
with achievement is generally low (e.g., Gaod & Grouws, 1J75, Kidder, O'Reilly
& Kiesling, 1975; McDonald & Elias, 1976). However, when instructional
time is defined as engaged time or actual time-on-task (also referred
to as attenhion or involved time), substantial ;orrelation with student
achieveﬁent has been well documented within the reading and math areas
(Anderson, 1975; Arlin & Roth, <1978; Bloom, 1974; Cobb, 1972; Cooley & -
Leinhardt; 1978; Fisher, Filby, Marliave, Cahén, Dishaw, Moore, &

Berliner, 1978; Lahaderne, 1968; Samuels & Turnurg, 1974; Schultz, 1973;
Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974). :

Evidently engaged time provides a more valid indicator of/}nstructional
time, since it requires efficient utilization of\allocated time. "Rzcently
Fishgr, et al.(1978) have proposed a third éimension to the instructional~
time relationship namely, task apprép;iateness. That is, a studeq;'s.
lear;1ng potential wi}% be maximized ;ﬁen the studenf is aétively ePgaged
in a content-related t;sk‘that is of appr;priate diffiéﬁlty level. This
variable is referred to as "academic learning time'. The present study '

is an attempt to further investigate these instructional time variables

for a sample of effective teachers, considering student ability level as

r
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& potential source of variation, Specifically, the purpose of this study b4
was two-fold: (1) to examine allotted time, engagement rate, task difficulty
level, and 2cademic learning time- (ALT) for mainstreamed\students as com-

? /

pared to their classmates of varying levels of academic ability; %and

(2) to compare these variables for a selected group of effective teachers o

and’ 4 non-select sample of teachers. .

»
PROCEDURE
g &

@

' ‘The operational plan called initia}ly for the selection of‘regular
_classroom teachers who had previously demonstrated their effectiveness
with special neads students functioning in the regular classroom setting.
Teachers were selected based on the actual performance of special needs
students in their classrooms. fhe initial sample of teachers was com-
prised of 33 regular classroom teachers in grades one through six who
were participants in a federally-funded inservice training project, All
students in these xlassrooms were assessed on a pre-post basis on acadenmic,
behaviofélg social, and attitudinal variables. A series of criteria were
established considering gains made by the special needs, or Qainstreamed,
students as well as gains made by the class at large for selection purposes.,
Effective teachers were defined as those teachers whose students showed
gains above the expected gain on theimajority of those variables asséssed,
Twelve teachers were identifig@ as meeting this dual-criteria of aucéess

with both their special needs students and their class at large, ksee

Larrivee, 1979 for a more complete description of the selection procedure,)

-

These twelve teachers subsequently agreed ‘to participate in the validation

phase of & second training project. For their participation they received

a small stipend. . I

-
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METHOD

-

»
3 -
-

jme research design for data collection on the instructional time
variables necessitated prior selection of four students in both the content’
areas of reading and math, *The four students selected were a special needs
learnef and.anlow, average, and high ability student in each c;nfént area.
A series of decision rules were constructed for selection of the special
needs learmer including the existence of a.written IEP, previous special
education classification, and present referral. For selfction of the
remaining three ability-legel students, all students were initiall; grouped
by abiliéy within subject and then a random number sequence was applied Lo
each group. The design called for tracking the same’special student in
both content areas and three éiffirent students in reading and math, or a
tota’ of seven students per class.

The data were collected over a three-month period. The data collebéion
scheme included a classroom ogservation component and a teacher ‘self-report
daily record of allo;tedqtime per student being tracked. The observation
system recorded fouE_categories: academic content, classFoom activity type,

) y
student engagement, and degree of task difficulty. The obsérvation

form was organized to be coded at 15-second intervals for each student

L3
>

observed. Fach of the four pre-éelected students were observed and coded
once per minutg. Sixteen”30-60 minute observations were conducted, eight
in each ;ubBect area, Observations were conducted once per week. The obser-
vation scheme was hesigned to sample across days of the week, time oif day,
and activity type to ensure greater generalizability. Three coders were used

to conduct the observations., Prior to data collection, intercoder agreement

was established as follows: 1007% for.academic content, 987 for classroom

]




*
#

activity type, 90% for student engagement, and 87% f&fxéaék“aifffculty.

-~

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

-

For analysis purposes,'the four variables considered were allott:edr
time, engagement rate, percent of time at easy difficulty level, and ALT,
ALT was defined as instructional time in the content area during whiéh a -
ﬁpudent is both engaged and working at an appropriate level of difficulty.
The total time allotted to reading and math for each day on which an

’

observation was conducted was taken from teacher daily record forms com=-
pleted for gLe selected students. Engagement and difficulty rates were
talculated from the observation data and pro~rat;d fdrlthe total time
afiotted to compute’ ALT. For each observation period, variable scores
were computed;. these scores were averaged across eight occasions.

The analysis performed %as a two-way ANOVA (class X ability). A
randomized block design, blocking on teachers, was used to examine the
effect of ability. Separate analyses were done for reading and.math.

As shown in Table 1, the results for reading reveal that while allotted
timé did not differ by student ability level, engagement rate, difficulty
levgl, and ALT differed significantly, In math, neither allotted time
nor engagement rate differed as a function ‘of ability level, whereas.
difficulty level and ALT were significantly different (Table 2). The
main effect due to class was significant for all four instructional time

¥

variables in both reading and math, Use of the Bonfegronirt procedure
to further examine the extent of the differences by ability group revealed
that engagement r%pe was not significantly different for the special needs
learner, as compareé\Fo both the low and average ability studénts, but the

\
comparison with high ability students showed significant differences

(P<.05 for math; P< .01 for reading). Similar comparisons for difficulty

A
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level and ALT showed the special needs learner to be significant1§ different
frqg both the average and high ability students in favor of the highgr
ability students, 'These results held for both reading and\math. The réader
is reminded that the results reported here are relapive to classrooms of
" teachers identified as*effective and therefore may ot be generalizable

to the population at large. . ‘

In order to provide ; préliminary comparison of these instructional

time variables for selected effective teachers and non-select teachers,

the results reported here were compared with the results of the Far West

Lab in the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (Fisher; Filby, & Marliave,
1977) . Teachers participated in thaﬁsétudy on a volunteer basis and
therefore degree of effectiveness was not &l;ontrolled variable. An at-
tempt was mahe to apply similar definitions\to~the variables being con-
sidered in oxder to render the coméarisons more meaningful., However,

data collection methodology for the two studies differed substantially.
Tables 3 and 4 are offered for comparison purposes. Analyses were ini-
‘tially conducted to determine the effect of grade; the findings wgte that
only allotted time differed sign%ficaqtly due to primary (grades 1-3) or
intermediate (grades 4-6) grade ievel. Reading allotted time was higher

for primary grades ipile math allotté? time was higher for intermediate

.grades. As a result of these findings, coupled with the small sample

size, our‘date was collapsed over grade. .

While these comparisons can in no way be considered conclusive, the
‘results show such marked differences in favor of the effective teachers
that further investigation is indeed warranted., In fact, ALT was from

three to four times higher in the classrooms 6f the effective teachers.

H
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-While a portion of the magnitude of the differences can no doubt be accounted
for by methodological and procedural differences between the two studies,

the strength of the differences is noteworthy.

-DISCUSSION

The results of this study support the ﬁeces;ity to éonsider,;tudent
abili;y 1eve1,as a potential confounding source when looking at variables
such as allotted time, engagement rate,\difficulty level, and academic
learning time in the classroom, Differences by ability level showed‘a

pattern of the special neéhs learner beiﬁibsignificantly different from

both the average and high ability student but. not from the low ability

student. These findings relative to the special needs learner have im-
portant implications for mainstreaming. That is, the mainstreamed student

should be able to benefit from instruction provided in a regular ¢lassroom

setting at least as well as regular classroom peers who are of lower abil-

ity but have never been considered candidates for special educational pro-

gramming.




Table 1

Summary Analysis of Variance for Effect of Class and Ability for Reading

/

- Ability Class

Variable “3,33 . ?11,33
Allotted Time ‘ <1.00 91 .78 ****k
Engagement Rate { 4.15 *% 2.40 %
Easy Difficulty Rate 8.50 #*¥k 3.55 #%
Academic Learning Time 10.69 ***% 11,23 #idkek

—

% P ¢.05; %% P <,0l; #*%% P< ,001; *%%% P < .000
Table 2 L

Summary Analysis of Variance for Effect of Class and Ability for Math

Ability Class
Variable F3,3 F 11,33
Allotted Time .<1.00 33.26 *¥¥w
Engagement Rate 1.77 6.09 #ikk
Easy Difficulty Rate 12.06 #*%* 2,23 %
Academic Learning Time 6.49 **x% 6.04 #FEE

* P<.05; ** P<,0l; *%% P ¢.001l; #***% P< .000




Table 3

Comparison of Group Means for Non-Select and Effective

Teachers by Variable for Reading

~

Variable Non--Select Teachers Effective Teachers
{n=46) (n=12)
Grade 2 Grade 5 ﬁESﬁéal Low Av. High
Allotted Time (min.) 88 109 122 124 125. 123
Engagement Rate - .73 .74 .81 .82 .86 .91
Easy Difficulty Rate. .53 48 .85 .87 .94 .98
Percentage of Time 30 27 70 72 81 89
Engaged at Easy Difficulty
Academic Learning Time {(min.) 26 29 84 87 99 110
Table 4
Comparison of Group Means for Non-Select and Effective
Teachers by Variable for Math ~
Variable Non-Select Teachers Effectivé\Teachers
(n=46) . (n=12) .
Grade 2 Grade 5 RRE§ial 10w Av. High
'Allotted Time (min.) 37 41 55 55 55 55
Engagement Rate .72 <74 .82 .83 .84 .88
Easy Difficulty Rate : .51 .37 .78 .82 .93 .95
Percentage of Time
Engaged at Easy Difficulty 26 21 66 69 79 84
Academic Learning Time (min.) 10 9 36 38 43 46
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BACKGROUND

The operational plan for the project called initially for the selection
of regular classroom teachers who had previously demonstrated their effec~
tiveness with special needs students functioning in the regular classroom
setting. Teachers were selected based on the actual performance of special
needs students in their classrooms. Students were assessed on a pre-post
basis on academic, behavioral, social, and attitudinal variables. A series
of criteria were established considering gains made by special needs students
as well as gains made by the class at large-fo} selection purposes. From
an original pool of 33 elementary teachers, twelve teache;s were identified
as effective. Subsequently, extensive classroom observations were conducted
in the classrooms of the twelve identified teachers in an effort to isolate
characteristic teaching behaviors.

Following a comprehensive review process, over 70 variables were
identified as worthy of consideration. These variables represent those that
have been found to consistently relate to student performance outcomes based
on previous process-product research findings. The specific variables
chosen for inclusion are shown in Figure 1. ihe variables have been
conceptual{zed within the framéwork of seven g;neral categories: (1) Class-
room Management; (2) Questioning Style; (3) Academic Learning Time;

(4) Individualization; (5) Teaching Style; (6) Classroom Climate; and
(7) Attitudinal Variables. Instrumentation was designed specifically for
the project in order to provide data on each of the 74 variables being

considered. Four modes of data collection were implemented: (1) Direct

classroom observations; (2) teacher daily recor&s; (3) teacher self-




Figure 1

Teaching Variables?@

QUESTIONING S

Volunteer Respondent (QP)
Student Selection (QP)
Narrow Questions (QP)
*Positive Feedback (QP)
* * Sustaining Feedback (QP)

CLASSROOM CLI

Movement-Free vs. Restricted (SOI)
Affective Environment (TOl)
Physical Environment (CM)

Noise Level Appropriateness (S1)
Non-Permissiveness (ORS)
Controlling Behavior (TOI)
Acceptance of Feelings (ORS)

L.

TYLE

* Content Questions (QP)

* Low-order Questions (QP)

*Correct Student Response {QP)
** Criticism of Response (QP)

MATE !

Awareness of Feelings (ORS)
*Warmth (Sl) )
* Teacher Responsiveness (ORS)
*Teacher Fairness (ORS)
* Performance Expectation (ORS)
* Relationship with Students (ORS)
* Initiation of Student Contact (ORS)

INDIVIDUALIZATION

Time in Small Groups (SOI)

Time in Large Groups (SOI)

Teacher Time with Individuals (SOI)
. Individualization of Work (SOIl)

Grouping for Math (BI)

Checking Student Work (ORS)
* Ad Hoc Grouping (CM)
* Instructional Appropriateness (ORS)

»

- *Grouping for Reading (BI)

* Attention.to Individual Needs (SI & CM)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Supportive Response to Conduct Problems (1Sl)
Supportive Response to High Severity Behavior (I1S!)
Teacher Consistency (ORS)
Uise of Praise (ORS)
*Supportive Response to Learning Problems (1S1)
* Supportive Response to Personality Problems (ISI)
*Supportive Response to Low Ability Students (ISI)
* Effective Use of Time (ORS)

~
ACADEMIC LEARNI

Allotted Time (DR)
Teacher Directed Time {ALT)
Student Directed Time {ALT)
* Easy Difficuity Level (ALT)
* Engagement Rate (ALT)
* Academic Learning Time (ALT & DR)
* Special Individual Work Time (DR)

-

*Total Supportive Response {(ISI)
* Task Engagement Feedback (ISR & IS!)
*Variety of Interventions (ISI)

** Need for Discipline (ORS)

** Total Punitive Response {ISR)

** Punitive Intervention (ISR)

** Incidence of Intervention {ISR)

NG TIME

** Unassigned Time {(DR)

** Teacher Transition Time {ALT)
** Student Transition Time (ALT)
** Waiting-for-Help Time (ALT)
** Off-Task Time (ALT)

** Hard Difficulty Level (ALT)

TEACHING STYLE

Assignment of Tasks (SOI)
Assignment of Homework (CM)
* Teacher Flexibility {TO1)
* Lesson Structure (CM)

* Clarity {SI & ORS)
* Academic Feedback (CM)
* Active Involvement (SOl & ORS)

OPINION AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Situational Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)
Educational Philosophy (TOIl)
* Positive Attitude Toward Mainstreaming (TQM)

Initials following each variable indicate the instrument used.
* High amount characteristic of effective teachers.
** Low amount characteristic of effective teachers.

* Professional Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)
*Scope of Professional Responsibility (TOI)

*Teacher Self Perception of Competence (EDS)
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report; and (4) téécher and- student interviews. Sixteeh instruments were
developed to provide the data necessary for assessing all of the §elected
variables. Figure 2 includes a list of all instrﬁments and the cor;esponq-
ing data collection mode. ’

Since only twelve teachers were selected as effective, the data
analysis was primarily based on means, ranges, and standard deviations.
For each variable the following were considered: (1) Actual range of
scores within a 20% range; (2) position of scores at either the high or
low end of the continuum; and (3) a minimum of 10 of the 12 teachers
within the desired range. 'Ultim;tely‘}o;éy—two of the teaching behaviors
were determined to be characteristic of teachers effective with mainstxeamed
students. These behaviors are designated in Figure 1 by one asterick (%)
indicating that the effective teachers engaged in a high amount of the

behavior and two astericks (**) indicating a low amount of the behavior to

bé characterists of the effective ceachers,




Figure 2

Project Instruments

Instrument ) Code Data Collection
Hode

Signs of Individualization SO1 Classroom Observatrion
Questioning Patterns QP Cla;srooq Observation
Academic Learning Time . ALT | Classroom Observation
Intervention Strategy Record ISR Classroom Observation
Observer Rating Scale ORS Classroom Observatio;
Daily Record-Reading, Math DR Teacher Record
Intervention Strategy Inventory ISI Teacher Self-Report
Classroom Management Questionnaire CM Teacher Self-Report
Educational Dimension Survey EDS Teacher Self-Keport
Job Satisfaction Questionnaire JsqQ Teacher Self-Report
Teacher Opinion Inventory TOI Teacher Self-Report

) Teacher Questionnaire on Mainstreaming TQM feacher Self-Report
Philosophy of Education PE Teacher Self-Report
(Bacﬁg:Bund Information BI Teacher Interview
Reading Program Implementation RPL Teacher Interview
bhih Program Implementatian MPI Teacher Interview
Student Interview SI Student Interview

-l
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DATA SUMMARY EXPLANATION

The charts to follow summarize data for only those 42 variables which
were determined to be characteristic of the téachers previoﬁsly identified
as effective with mainstreamed students. The 6?§anizatiog of the charts
corresponds with the category Headings used in Figure 1. The charts provide

. reference information which is keyed to two other reports, namely:

(1) Descriptive Tables for Specific Teaching Behaviors of

Selected Effective Teachers éhich is a series of tables

reporting data for each variable by teacher and overall

(see column 1 "Table Number "), and .

\ (2) Instrumentation for Data Collection which includes copies

of the 16 instruments developed to assess all of the selected
teacher variables as well as other descriptive information
on the development and administration of the instruments

(see column 2 "Instrument Reference").

The '"Data Collection Mode'" and "Instrument' codes are identified in
!
Figure 2, The charts also provide a variable definition, the specific

measure used, the "ecritical' range of scores and the mean for the twelve

effective teachers.
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Data Summary for the Identified Effective Teaching Behaviors for Mainstreaming

QUESTIONING STYLE

Collection Mode/

‘Table Identified Variablea Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference . . or Result
4 Content Questions o/ap % of content quas: c 81:91% 87%
pp. 8-11 tions asked by the C+0O+N
teacher *
4 Low-order Questions o/ap % of low-open and (L-O}+({L-N}) 89:-100% 97% . .
pp. 8-11 low-narrow content C
fuestions asked by
teacher
4A Criticism of Response o/ap % of incorrect, {I1-C) 01% 0.1%
pp. 8-11 criticised responses C
. to content questions
a4A Correct Student Response o/ap % of correct responses {C-P)+{C-N) 66-89% 80%
pp. 811 to content questions C
4 "' Positive Feedback o/ap % of student responses (C-P)+{!-S) 77-98% 86%
pp. 8-11 to content questions 3 [o]
which were positive-
ly reinforced
4A Sustaining Feedback o/ap % of incorrect re- (1:S)+({I-N)+{I-C) 61-81% 69%
pp. 811 sponses followed by followed by

sustaining feedback

another question
(1-S)-+{I-N)+{I-C)

a Data for these variables pectain to total observations averaged across Reading and Math
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CLASSROOM CLIMATE

Collection Mode/

1

Table Identified Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference or Result
29 Teacher/Classroom \/Si five questions on Si: "'yes"’ responses 84-98% 92%
Warmth p.75 #1,3,9,10,14; total responses
% of *'yes" responses
15 Teacher Responsiveness O/ORS question #8 on ORS; #of teachers with 100% “Hi
pp. 269 % of teachers rated “Hi** mean ratings
“Hi* 12
15 Teacher Fairness O/ORS question #6 on ORS; # of teachers with 100% “Hi"
Pp. 26-9 % of teachers rated “Hi*’ mean ratings
“Hi* 12
16 - Performance Expectation O/ORS question #7 on ORS; # of teachers with 100% “Hit \
pp. 26-9 % of teachers rated “Hi* mean ratings
“Hi* 12
15 Relationship with O/ORS question #5 on ORS; # of teachers with ' 83% “Hi**
Students pp. 26-9 % of teachers rated "Hi" mean ratings
“Hi* 12
15 Teacher Initiation O/ORS questicn #13 on ORS; # of teachers with 100% “Hi'
of Student Contact pp. 26-9 % of tcachers rated “Hi’* mean ratings
l‘Hill 12
) ‘\
\\
N
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INDIVIDUALIZATION

¢ Collection Mode/ * .
Table :Identified Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference or Result
t
15 Instructionat O/ORS question #10 on ORS; # of ""Hi’’ mean ratings 100% “Hi*
Appropriateness pp. 546 % of teachers with 12
“Hi’* mean rating
|
i 31 Grouping for 1/B8l question #13 on BI; # of teachers with 100% 3+ ‘
Reading p. 71 % of teachers re- 3+ groups groups |
porting three or more 12 |
groups for Reading .
i 1
24 Ad-Hoc Grouping. S/cm items #7, 14, 25,28 on CM; ¥ fouritems - 10-14rs 12
pp. 54.6 raw and % scores maximum (4x4) or 16 63-88% 76% |
across 4 items .
®
! 29 Teacher Attention to 1/S1 question #8 on SI; positive responses to #8
Student’s In p. 75 % of positive re~ total responses to #8 65-82% 66%
Needs (1) spopses
24 Teacher Attention to S/cm items #5, 20, 31 on CM; Y three items
Student’s I ndiv} pp. 546 raw and percent scores maximum {3x4) or 12 10-12rs 11

Needs (2) across 3 items 83-100% 92%




CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Collection Mode/

Table ldentisied Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range © Mean
Number Instrument Reference or Result
21 Variety of Interventions S/1S1 ’ % of different in- # of different inter- 79-93% 83%,
pp. 42-63 tervention typas ventions chosen
chosen on the IS| total different
types = 14
15 Efficient Use of Time 0O/ORS question #14 on ORS; # of teachers with 83% “Hi'
pp. 26-9 % of teachers with ’Hi" mean rating
*Hi"’ mean rating 12
15 Absence of Need for O/ORS question #16 on OSR; # of teachers w'!th 83% “Hi
Discipline pp. 269 % of teachers with “Hi’ mean rating
“H:”" mean rating 12 \
13 Task Engagement Feed- 0/ISR % of interventions # of times teach%rs 33-75% 48%
back (TEF) pp. 30-41 which were task en- qave TEF
gagement feedback total # of in- !
to students terventions used
14 Incicience of Inter- O/ISR # of interventions # of interventions’ 0-6.7 3.0
vention pp. 30-41 a teacher executed gbserved — (TEF) | per hr. per hr.
per hour total time observed
in hours = 4.2
13 Punitive Intervention O/ISR punishing interven- # of punishing inter- 0-8% 4%
pp. 30-41 tions observed on ISR; ventions used
% of punishing in- total interventions -
terventions a teacher observed
executed
22 Total Punitive Response S/ISI choice of punitive # of punitive inter- 5.16% 13%
pp. 42.53 intervention on IS; ventions chosen
% of punitive total #of items = 44
options chosen
continued
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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT (CONT.)

Collection Mode/

Table Identified Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference or Result
22 Total Supportive S/Isl choice of supportive # of supportive in- 66-86% 75%
Response pp. 42-63 intervention on ISl; terventions chosen
44
22 Support‘ive Response S/isi choice of supportive # of supportive in- 75-100% 81%
to Learning Problem pp. 42-53 intervention on 12 terventions chosen
Behaviors fearning problem items 12
22 Supportive Response S/1S1 choice of suppoi tive # of supportive in- 69-94% 76%
to Personahty Problem pp. 42-53 intervention on 16 terventions chosen
Behaviors learning problem items 16
23 Supportive Response S/1S1 choice of supportive # of supportive in- 83-100% 83%
to Low Ability Students pp. 42.53 intervention for 6 iow terventions chosen

ability student items

< 6
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ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME?

Collection Mode/

Table Identified Variablea Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Numver Instrument Reference or Result
18A Unassigned Time R/DR minutes of unassigned # of unassigned 0-23% 7.0%
pp. 30-41 time (UA) recorded minutes
on the DR total # of minutes
recorded
8A Teacher Transition Time O/ALT minutes of teacher # of teacher transi- 1.3-4.7% 3.0%
pp. 12-22 transition observed tion minutes
on the ALT total # of minutes
observed
7A Student Transition Time O/ALT minutes of student # of student transi- 2.1.7.8% 4.7%
pp. 12-22 transition observed tion minutes
on the ALT total # of minutes
observed
7A Watting for Help Time O/ALT minutes during which # of waiting-for- 0-1.2% 0.3%
pp. 12-22 students were observed help minutes
watiting for help on the total # of minutes
ALT observed
7A QffTask Time O/ALT minutes during which # of off-task 3.2-13.7% 9.7%
pp. 12-22 students were off- minutes
task on the ALT total # of minutes
observed
18A Special Individual R/DR minutes of special in- # of special individ- 0-10% 4.0%
Work Time pp. 30-41 dividual worktime (Sl) ual work minutes
recorded on the DR total # of minutes
recorded
continued
=
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ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME (CONT.) ™\

\

a Collection Mode/
Table ldentical Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference or Result
6A Easy Difficulty Level O/ALT % of students’ time time spent at easy 81.3:100% 90.7%
pp. 12:22 spent at easy diffi- difficulty level
culty level total time \
\
6A Hard Difficulty Level O/ALT % of students’ time time spent at hard 0-3.2% 0.4%
pp. 1222 spent at hard diffi- difficulty level _ \
culty level total time
7A Engagement Rate O/ALT minutes students # of minutes students 72.5-93.7% 85.2%
pp. 12:22 observed to be were engaged
engaged total # of minutes
observed
12A Academic Learning Time O/ALT minutes students engagement rate (x) 73-122 95.0
pp. 12:22 engaged in coptent area allotted minutes (x) min. min,
R/DR at easy difficulty level % of time at easy
pp. 30-41 difficulty

T

? Data are specific to the Reading/Language Arts Block

Do
(N
-
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TEACHING STYLE - :

Collection Mode/
Table Identified Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number . Instrument Reference " or Result
24 Lesson Structure S/CM seven items on CM: Y seven items (rs)a 23-25 s 24
pp. 54-6 #1,6, 13, 22, 24, 26, 29; maximum (7x4) or 28 82.89% 86%
raw and % scores
across 7 items o
29 Teacher Clarity/Instruc: 1/S1 seven questions on ¢ positve response 78-94% 87%
tional Effectiveness (1) p. 75 Sl: #2,%4,5,7,11,12, total responses
*13; % of positive
student responses
15 Teacher Clarity/Instruc- O/ORS question #9 on ORS; # of teachers with, 92% “Hi"
tional Effectiveness (2) pp. 26-9 % of teachers with **Hi” mean ratings
*’Hi"* mean rating T2 .
\ .
o 24 Academic Feedback S/Cm four items on CM: #9, ¥ four items {rs) 13-1G rs 15
i : pp. 54-6 17,18, 35; raw and % - maximum {4x4) or 16 81-100% 91%
scores across 4 itemsi
15 Active Involvement {1) O/ORS question #12 on ORS; # of teachers with 100% “H
pp. 26-9 % of teachers with “Hi" mean rating
**Hi"* mean rating , 12
1 Active Invojvement {2} 0/s0l % of time teacher C+S+1 100% 100%
pp. 6:7 was actively working C+S+Ii+N
with students
s
27 Teacher Flexibility S/TOY six items on the Y six items 2127 rs 23
pp. 58-60 TOl: "1,%12,14,718,21; maximum (6x5) or 30 70-90%

raw and % scores
across six items

77%.

a
% rs=raw score
* reversed item

220
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TEACHER OPINION AND ATTITUDE

T ‘
§ )
(Collection Mode/
Table Identified Variable Instrument Variable Definition Measure Range Mean
Number Instrument Reference ’ or Result
26 Teacher Professional S/JsQ Y twenty-two job-. 2 22 job related 69-107 s’ 94.0
Job Satisfaction (1) pp. 61-66 related items on JSQ items 72-97% 85%
maximum (22x5) or 110
25 Teacher Professional S/EDS three items on the EDS: pX three\items 10-15rs 13.0
Job Satisfaction (2) p.57 #1,12,13; maximum (3x5) or 15 80-100% 87%
raw and % scores
across 3 items
27 Teacher Scope of S/TO! six items on the TO}: Y six items 2029 rs 26.0
Responstbility pp. 58-60 #19,113,6, 16, 23; maximum (6x5) or 30 77-97% 86%
raw and % scores )
across 6 1tems \
25 Teacher Self- S/EDS #4, #6 on EDS; 3 two items 8-10rs 84
Perception p.57 raw and % scores maximum (2x5) or,10 80-100% 84%
across 2 iteins
28 Positive Attitude S/TOM ¥ twenty six items ¥ 26 items 84113 rs 91.0
" Toward Mainstreaming p.67 on TQM:; raw scores maximum (26x5) or 130
a
rs sraw score
‘reversed item .
\ ':_‘
=gl
e




EFFECTIVE TEACHING BEHAVIORS FOR MAiNSTREAMING:
A DESCRIPTIVE TEACHER PROFILE

Barbara Larrivee

Teacher Education and Special Education, in press

December 1981

This study was supported by a grant from the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped, Division of Personnel Preparation (Grant # GOO 780 1424)




Background

1

With the enactment of P.L. 94-142 regular educators are being
called on to meet new instructional and management challenges. State
and local educational agencies have begun the process of retraining regu-
lar education teachers. ‘However, no real body of knowledge exists to aid
educators in selecting appropriate inservice trgining. Currently a variety
of commercial materials are available ranging “from comprehensive pro-
grams designed as total curriculums to individuaﬁ modules and workshqg?
concerned with a particular skill, attitude, or‘competency deemed rele-
vant by their respective author. Yet it has not been established which
skills are important for regular educators to master in order to effect-
ively educate special needs children.

To date the requisite research has not been conducted which would
clearly identify these essential teaching skills. In order to address
this concern, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) funded a
three-year Special Project (1978-19813 for the purpose of identifying
those teaching behaviors whicﬁ effect positive change in the special

needs child's performance in the regular classroom.

Procedure
|
The operational plan for t project called initially for the selec-
tion of regular classroom teachers who had previously demonstrated their
effectiveness with special needs, or maintreamed, students functioning in

the regular classroom setting. Selection was based on the actual per-

formance of special needs students over the school year.
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During a prior BEH-funded inservice training project, a total of 33
elementary school teachers had received training earmarked to enhance
their tea&hing skills to accommodate mainstreamed students. In order to
evalﬁate the impact of the intensive training provided, all students in
the classroom of the participating teachers were assessed on a pre-post
basis on academic, behavioral, social, and attitudinal variables (Larrivee,
1980). For selection purposes, a series of criteria was established
considering gains made by the special needs students as well as gains
made by the total class (Larrivee, 1979). Gains on each of the student
progress variables, as well as gaiﬁ on an overall profile score obtained
from a discriminant function analysis, were averaged over all students
in all classes to provide a standard of comparison. Similar averages over
special needs children in all classes were determined to provide a com-
parison for mainstreamed students in particular. A student was judged
sucEessful on a given variable if his or her gain exceeded the overall
average gain, and a class was judged successful if its average gain
exceeded the overall average gain. Effective teachers were defined as
those teachers whose students showed gains above the expected gain on the
majority of those variables assessed. From the original pool of 33 ele-
mentary teachers, twelve teachers were identified as meeting the dual-
criteria of success with\not only their mainstreamed students but also
their class at large. Subsequently, these twelve teachers participated
in the initial validation phase of the project.

Following a comprehensive review process, over 70 variables were
idegtified to be included in the research design. These variables re-

presented those that had been found to consistently relate to student

Do
€N
k




per formance outcomes based on previous process-product research findings.
The specific variables chosen for inclusion are shown in Figure 1. The

variables have been conceptualized within the framework of seven general

Insert Figure 1 about here

categories: (1) Classroom Management; (2) Questioning Style; (3)
Academic Learning Time; (4) Individualization; (5) Teaching Style;

(6) Classroom Climate; and (7) Attitudinal Variables.

Me thod
Instrumentation was designed specifically for the project in orde;
to provide data on each of the 74 variables being considered. Four
modes of data collection were implemented: (1? Direct classroom observa-
tions; (2) teacher daily records; (3) teacher self-report; and (4) teacher
and student interviews. Sixteen instruments were developed to provide

the data necessary for assessing all of the selected variables. Figure 2

—

Insert Figure 2 about here

includes a list of all instruments and the corresponding data collection
mode. '

Data were collected over a five-month period during the second-half
of the school year. A minimum of 20 classroom observations were conducted
for each of the 12 identified teachers. Ob:ervations were conducted once
per week. The observation scheme was designed to sample across days of

the week, time of day, and activity type to ensure greater generalizability,

Three coders were used to conduct the observations.

4



Analysis and Results

Extensive data analysis was performed in order to determine the
degree of variability acrpss teachers for each variable under considera-—
tion. Since only 12 teachers were selected as effective, the data analysis
was primarily based on means, ranges, and standard deviations. For each
variable the following were considered: (1) Actual range of scores within
a 20%.range; (2) position of scores at either the high or low end of the
continuum; and (3) a minimum of 10 of the 12 teachers within the desired
range. Ultimately 42 of the 68 teaching behaviors were determined to be
characteristic of teachers effective with mainstreamed students. Anc
additional four attitudinal variables characterized the effective teachers.
These behaviors areldesignated in Figure 1 by one asterisk (*) indicat-
ing that the effective¢teaéhers engaged in a high amount of the behavior
"and two asterisks (**) indicating a 10Y amount ofwthe behavior to be
characteristic of the effective teachers.
Of those behaviors identified, 26 resulted from classroom observational
data, 10 from teacher self-repo;t questionnaire data, two from teacher
daily records, and fqur from teacher and student interviews. Sixty-two
percent of the behaviors being studied were identified as effective teach-

.

ing behaviors.

Discussion
Six of the behaviors determined to be characteristic of teachers
effective with mainstreamed students were relative to questioning style.

During the observation period all questions asked by the teacher were

.



coded by type, difficulty, selection of student to respond, and feedback
given to student answers. The findings showed that the identified teachers
asked questions during content lessons which were specifically related to
the contnet being covered. Their average use of content - specific questions
represented 874 of their questions. Their questions were of low conceptﬁal
order 97% of the time and were generally answered correctly by st;dents.
The data revealed that the effective teachers received correct answers to
their questions from the first student to respond an average of 80% of

the timé, indicative of their ability to gear their questions to their
target group or individual. Another finding was that these teachers almost
alwvays gave positive or supportive feedback to students responding to their
questions: In instances where students gave incorrect answers, the effect-
ive teachers followed-up by asking subsequent clarifying questions of the
student. This was defined as using "sustaining feedback." Criticism of
students' responses was observed on the average 0.1 percent of the time.

Those variables which were not identified as effective teaching strate-
gies during quesion and answer periods were selection of volunteers to re-
spond, selection of students either prior to or after posing the question,
and asking narrow questions which required a sinéle right answer. The ef-
fective teachers differed substantially on their use of these teaching
behaviors.

Several of the identified behaviors were in the realm of classroom
management. The successful teachers had a repertoire of intervention
strategies at their command which they differentially administered as the
situation warranted. While incidence of,inferventions was low, those
that dié.occur were supportive rather than punitive. Some of the support-

ive behaviors engaged in included providing individual assistance, further
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-explanation, encouragement, and affection. Punitive types of interven-

tions were observed less than four percent of the time. Apparently the
overall classroom management scheme for these teachers created an environ-
ment which served to prevent disruptive behavior since the need to disci-
pline students was seldom observed. Contributing to their effective manage-
ment was their ability to manage their time efficiently and their frequent
use of task engagement feedback to reinforce on-task behavior. Some ex-
amples of task engagement feedback are reminding students to get back to
work (non-punitively), drawing attention to the appropriate task, and ask-
ing questions about how work is going.

Another area in which data were collected was allocation of instruc-—
t;onal time, sometimes referred to as "academic learning time'" or ALT. 1In
order to collect this data, selected students were observed on a minute-by-
minute basis during a reading or language arts period. The results indi-
cated that non-instructional time was minimal in the classrooms of the
identified effective teachers. Some specific findings were that teacher
transition time occurred on the average less than three percent of the time.
This variable is defined a; time taken to change from one activity to another,
have students take their seats or quiet down before the next activity, or
a variety of other instances where students are awaiting direction from the
teacher. Other non-instructional time, such as student transition time,
i.e., non-academic tasks like sharpening pencils, turning in papers, get-
ting books, etc., was also happening infrequently, less than five percent
of the time. Students were almost never found waiting for help from the
teacher (0.3 percent of the time). That is, the effective teachers were

able to manage their classroom in a manner which afforded them the op-

portunity to provide immediate help for those students in need.

¢ -
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Successful teachers managed their classrooms so that all their stu-

dents spent most of their time engaged in learning activities. Their

average engagement rate was 85%. Off-task time was minimal, as was time

not assigned to learning tasks. Unassigned time averaged seven percent.
Another important finding was their ability to provide instruction and
assign learning activities which were at an appropriate instructicnal
level for a variety of student ability levels. The percent of students'
time spent at a hard difficule level averaged 0.4 percent for the ef-
fective teachers. Hard difficulty level is éefined as an inability to
perform beyond a chance level of correct responses.

In the area of classroom climate, successful teachers were found to
be highly responsive to their students and were perceived by their stu-
dents as receptive and friendly, as indicated by their responses to the
student interview. These teachers held high expectations for their '
students and frequently initiated contact with students. On a number of
variables investigated in this category the effective teachers varied
considerably. Whether or not free movement about the classroom was al-
lowed or restricted was not found to be a factor which distinguished the
effective teachers. Also, a variety of physical arrangements were in
use, ranging from a more traditional row-by-row seating plan to én open
environment where students moved about considerably. The degree of per-
missiveness as well as controlling behavior exercised ‘also differed sub-
stantially among the effective teachers.

Some additional variables not identified included amount of instruc-
tional time spent in small groups versus large group instruction, amount

of time teachers spent working with individual students, amount of in-

class time spent checking students' work and amornt of time students
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spent in teacher-directed as opposed to student-directed learning act-

ivities.

Several of the identified variables were categorized as teaching

style variables. The effective teachers made clear presentations of

]
lessons as evidenced, by their students reporting that they understood

!
assignments. Their iessons were well structured and generally pre-
.
planned. However, they did allow for flexibility in altering plans as

the ‘need arose. These teachers placed emphasis on academic feedback

to students and were always actively involved with students.

The attitudinal variables that characterized the effective teachers
were a positive attitude toward the mainstreaming philosophy, profes-~
sional job satisfaction, sense of involvement (labeled ""scope of profes-

sional responsibility"), and perceived teaching competence.

\

|

\
The results reported here suggest a tentative profgle of the teacher

efféctive with mainstreamed students. The successful teacher asks low-

order questions which are most often answered correctly by students.

Correct answers receive positive feedback, while incorrect answers re-

ceive supportive, clarifying feedback. Criticism is almost never used.

The effective teacher is highly responsive to students and holds high

expectations of them. ~In the classrooms of successful teachers, inter-

ventions are supportive, student contact is initiated, and on-task behavior

is reinforced. Students work at their own instructional level, are appro-

priately engaged in learning activities, and seldom warrant disciplinary

interventions.




\ - The first phase of-the-study-—reported here identified characteristics

of effective teachers defined in terms of average Sehaviors for the selected
teachers studied. However, it rémains to be determined whether there is
an optimal cut-off point for the behaviors identified. 1I1f, in fact, theFe
is an optimal level of performance for an individual behavior, the train-
'\ 1ing objective would then be to attempt to have the teacher reach a mastery
\nlevel specific to the given teaching behavior. An important corollary

\

ngsue which is yet to be resolyed is whether or not a ceiling level exists.
-— fhat is, is there a point beyond which increased performance doés not
|
matter or may actually‘be counterprodqctﬁve (i.e., become an ineffective
pr;ctice)?

\ ,
A final comment is warranted at this point. Although it might be

; £
possible to systematically identify generic teaching behaviors whfch one
could advocate for teachers of mainstreamed students, given the extreme
range \of differences to be expected within the mainstreamed population,

] ,
it would still be necessary to make selective use of the behaviors in order

4

to accammodate individual student characteristics. For example, while we
might be able to recommend the use of '"sustaining feedback" as a general
teachingksftategy important for a teacher to master, some students may feel
pressure and anxiety after having given an incorrect answer. Thus, it
would be important for the teacher to use the behavior d%scriminatingly
based on previous experience with the student.

The regearqh reported here represents an initial attempt to provide
an empirical base for teacher training efforts to prepare teachers to
provide an appropriate education fbr mainstreamed students. A second-
order validation phase is currently in progress involving 120 regular

classroom teachers with mainstreamed students for the purpose of address-

ing the questions previously raised.
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PREFACE

In 1978, the Rhode Island College Department of Special Education was

awarded a three-year grant from the U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Educa- ‘
tion for the Handicapped, Division of Personnel Preparation for the purpose
of training regular educators. The ultimate goal of this project was to pro-
vide inservice training to regular classroom teachers which would promote
the use of teaching behaviors which had been verified to positively effect the
special needs child's performance in the regular classroom setting. This“Specia1
Project had, in addition to a training focus, a comprehensive research and
development component.

The project entailed a three-level validation process. The first phase
encompassed the identification of those teaching behaviors characteristic of
teachers effective with mainstreamed students. Phase two involved the devel-
opment of training materials designed specifically to foster the acquis};ion
of those desired teaching behaviors identified in the initial phase. The
final phase was intended to validate that use of the effective teaching behaviors
would result in the expected positive performance of the mainstreamed child.

During Phase I, the operational plan for the project called initially for
the selection of regular classroom teachers who had previously demonstrated
their effectiveness with special needs students functioning in the regular

» classroom setting. Teachers were selected based on the actual performance of
special needs students in their classrooms. Students were assessed on a pre-
post basis on academic, behavioral, social, and attitudinal variables. A
series of criteria were established considering gains made by special needs
student as well as gains made by thz class at large for selection purposes.

From an original pool of thirty-three elementary teachers, twelve teachers

oS
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were identified as effective. The reader is referred to Technical Reports #1]
and#2 which describe the procedure for identification of the effective teachers.
Subsequentiy, more than twenty classroom observations were conducted in

each of the classrooms of the twelve identified teachers in an effort to

isolate characteristic teaching behaviors. Fo]lowiﬁg a comprehensive review
process, over seventy teaching variab]es'were identified for careful study.
These teaching variables were frequently related to student performance out-
comes based on previous research findings. Variables were clustered into

seven general categories: (1) Classroom Management, (2) Questioning Style,

(3) Academic Learning Time, (4) Individualization, (5) Teaching Style,

(6) Classroom Climate, and (7) Attitudinal Variables. Instrumentation was then
designed to provide data on each of the seventy-four variables being consid-
ered.  The reader is again referred to Technical Report #3 which describes the
"development and administration procedure for each of the instruments used for
assessment purposes.

Four modes of data collection were employed: (1) direct classroom observa-

tions, (2) teacher daily records, (3) teacher seif-report, and (4) teacher

and student interviews. Sixteen different instruments were developed to pro-
vide the data necessary to assess all of the selected variables.

Because only twelve teachers were se]ectéd as highly effective, the data

analysis was primarily based on means, ranges, and standard deviations.

The following criteria w?re used to include a teaching variable as charécteristid
of effective teachers: (1) actual range of scores within a 20 percent range,
(2) position of scores at either the high or low end of the continuum, and

(3) a minimum of ten of the twelve teachers within the desired range.
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Ultimately forty-two of the teaching behaviors were determined to be

characteristic of teachers effective with mainstreamed students. Three
Technical Reports provide detailed descriptive information on the ident-
ified teacher variables. Report #5 gives the specific variables ident-

ified. Report #6 provides-the-data tables and Report #7 consists of

summary charts.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to describe the final phase of the
project. This phgse was intended to vsﬁidate the previously identified
effective teaching behaviors for mainstreaming. As ment%oned in a
previous report, the initial results were based on extensive stud} of
the classrooms of twelve carefully selected teachers who had demori-
strated their effectiveness with mainstreamed students. Since only
effective teachers were studied it is not possible to make direct
comparisons with ineffective teachers. That is, it may be that some
of the individual behaviors identified as characteristic of the ef-
fective teachers are also behaviors engaged in by less effective.
teachers. Thus, there is no guarantee that these characteristics
actually distinguish sucéessfu] from unsuccessful teachers. There-
fore, a broader sample of teachers was earmarked for study in this
final stage to ultimately determine which dimensions of teaching are

related to the performance of mainstreamed students.

PROCEDURE

Activity Sequence

In order to implement Phase III of the project, an activity

time]jne was established %o ensure accomplishment of the project's

goals wi%hin the specified time allotment. This timeline is outlined

below. : ) ‘ .
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Timeline

1]

September-0October, 1980

Novemb%r -~ December, 1980

December, 1980

December, 1980

November - December 1980
December 1980 - January 1981
December 1980 - January 1981

January 1981 - March 1981

April - May 1981

May, 1981
May - June 1981

January - May 1981

Validation Phase Activity Timeline

(1980-81)

10.
i1.

i2.

-

°

Activity
Identify schools for Project participation.

Identify regular ciassroom teachers with
mainstreamed students to participate.

Identify mainstreamed students (i.e.,
students with an I.E.P. who spend any-
time in the regular classroom).

Schedule observations and identify four stu-
dents per class for observation purposes.

Train observers in the use of the classroom
observation instruments and establish appro-
priate reliability.

Collect pre-assessment and background data
on mainstreamed students in the above
classrooms,

Collect background qinformation on particfp-
ating teacher's training relative o main-
streaming.

Coliect observational data on participat-
ing teachers. *

Code, tabulate and analyze observation data
to complete "Teacher Profiles".

Provide teachers with their "Teacher Profiles".

Provide schools with inservice training
materials to be used with teachers identified
as needing skill training based on fhe1r
"Teacher Profile" (if requested).

Collect.observational data on mainstreamed
students.
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3
Validation Phase Activity Timeline
(Continued) ‘
Timeline - Activity
May 1981 13. Collect post-assessment data on mainstreamed
students.
June - August 1981 14. Analyze data to determine relationship of

use of effective teaching behaviors to
student success.

September 1981 15. Report results to schools.

Teacher Sample Selection

Early jn September letters were seqt to school administrators informing
them of the project's goals and requesting participation. Several meetings
were scheduled to explain the project to interestedlloca] school administrators
as well as classroom teachers. Administrators were asked to have teachers-who
were willing to participate coﬁp]ete a data sheet providing information re-
lative to their mainstreamed students. This data was compiled and personal
contacts were made to all teachers confirming their participation. This pro-
cess identified 130 teachers; ?Jﬁimate1y 118 of these teachers ‘compbeted

theierarticipation in the project. Project participation involved class-

room observations and completion of a veriety of data gathering instruments.

The specific requirements are delineated below.




Teacher Involvement Schedule

Classroom Observations (a)

Providing Data and Information
on Mainstreamed Student(s) - (c)

Providing Personal Data (e).

>

Compensation - (h)

)

" Intervention Strategy Inventory (ISI)

lvu')

Total of 4 hours or approximately °
4 obseérvations of about 60 minutes
in length during reading/language
arts instrucgtion T

To be conducted during January - °
April with each: teacher being

observed during a 4 consecutive
week period .

4

Logistical information

Classroom adaptive behavior (checklist)

Experienceyotraining, background
information

Questionnaire on teacher attitude

-
-

Stipend to be paid upon completion

Completed "Teacher Profile" resulting
from data from classrocm observations

Availability of training materials in.
teaching skill areas identified on the

"Teacher rofile"




Comparative Descriptive Data for the Two Teacker gamp]es

/

Participatigg teachérs taught in public e1ementary-§Fhoo1s in k%ndet-
garten'through grade six. A sample breakdgmn and c;mparison with the ef-
fective teacher samplé is provided in Tabjg!;. A total of s§?en_g£;;un-
ities across the state were represented in the original and‘validgtion
study teacher séhbles. The teacﬁers were from 30 different schools.
This‘descripf€;; data on the twe teacher samples is givéh'in Tab?e42.

Table 3 provides data on class size, reading groups, and Qﬁzdents

with I.E.P.s for the two groups of teachers. MNearly half of theclass- °

rooms in both teacher samples had less than 25 students and half had 25
or more. While all of the effective teacher classrooms had at least
three reading .groups, 17 of the validation sample classrooms had two

or less. Approximately two-thirds of both teacher samples reported
having at least three students with I.E.P.s. However, 50% of the-effect-
ive teachers, as compared to 35% of the sample Eeachers;ghad more than

Lxs

four students initheir classrooms with I.E.P.s.

Mainstreamed Student Selection v

«

Participating teachers were inﬁtia11y asked to complete forms provid-
ing specific information on their mainstreémed students. For the nurposes
of this project, mainstreamed students were defined as those Students who
had an Individualized Education Program (I:E.R) and spent any time in a
reguiar classroom:” Teachers were to indicate the portion of the day each
student was mainstreamed and the subject area(s). They also 1isted the

/
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Table 1~ . *

Teather Baékground Data by Sample

Sample

‘ . Effective Teacher Validation Study
[tem . Response o .
Option Fregquency Percent Frequency Percent

-

Grade Levél Taught K 0 0.0 5.9 R
, 1-3 5 41.7 55 46.6 . L.
4-6 7 58.3 56 47.5
Number of Years '
Teaching 1-9 3 25.0 22 18.6
¢ 10+ . 9 75.0 96 81.4
Pighest Degree * - ) - ,
Earned BA 0 0.0 19 16.1
BA+30 6 50.0 37 3.4
MA 6 - 50.0 62 . 52.5
/ -




Table 2

Demograplic Data by Teacher Sample

Sample
' Effective Teacher Vatlidation Study
i .
Community Code Number of . Number of
. Frequency Schools Frequency Schools
e - u
1 2 1 73 15
) B
2 6 5\ 110 2
* 3. : - ¢+ 15 1
4 2 2 10 1
5 0 " 7 ¢ 2
, 6 ; 0 - : 3 2
7 2 1 ) 0 . -
Total 7 i 12 "9 118 23
! - ) o 2
' K]
H !
i j ,/4/ / Y
t . ‘f /
; -
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| Table 3

“Classroom Desciriptwe Data by Teacher Sample

L

i .

N

Sample
/

Effgctivé&(egcher JValidation Study

Litem . ) Response
3 Option_ Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Class Size < 25 % 50.0 55 46.6
=25 3 SQ.O ; 63 53.4
Reading Groups 1-2 0 0.0 . 17 14.4
3 10 83.3 80 67.8
<-4+ 2 16.7 21 17.8
Students with IEP 0 1 . 8.3 4 3.4
. . 1-2 3. 25.0 34 28.8
. 3-4 2__..  16.7 39 33.1
4+ 6 50.0 7

41 34.




type of speciai serviées provided, such as special class placement, re-
source room program,speech and language, etc. From these data sheets
a single student was selected to be "tracked" in each c]assroom.-

Data were compiled for all mainsireamed students and classification
categories were determined based on the type of services received and
amount of time spent in the regular classroom. The mainstreamed student
sample was then randomly selected to represent these categories proportion-
ately. Since it was also necessary to ohserve the selected student during
the reading/language arts block in the regular classroom, some substitutions
were required when the selected student could not be observed. The descrip-
tive breakdown for the final mainstreamed student sample is_provided “in
Table 4. In four classrooms there were no students with I.E.P.s, thus a
student who was in referral and would 1ikely receive special services at
a later date was selected. The majority of the students in the sample were
classified as learning disab]ed. The number of students representing each

handicapping condition category is given in Table 5.

Representative Reqular Student Selection

The reseai'ch design incorporated comparison of mainstreamed students
with thgir regular classroom peers fbr some variables. In order to provide
a representative sample of regular students, the sample was selected from
ability groups for reading. Teachers were provided with instructions to

follow the procedural steps listed below.

oo
Fe
<



II.

II1.

Iv.

Teacher Directions for
Selection of Three Regular Students for Observation

If you have three reading groups, follow the steps below.
1. List students in each group in alphabetical order.

2. Arrange the three groups in relative order of ability as follows:
(1) Tow, (2) average, and (3) high ability.

3. Select the third student from each 1list.

4. List the three selected students on your sheet.

5. Identify any.student that was selected that may not be typical
of that group, i.e., goes out to specialist during the obser-
vation period, is frequently absent, has already been selected

as your special needs student, etc. and substitute a more suit-
able-student.

If you have ]es; than three reading groups:

Classify your students into three ability groups and then
follow the above procedure.

If you have four reading groups:

Eliminate the group having your selected special needs (IEP)
student and then fo]]ow‘the above procedure.

If you have five or more reading groups arrange them in ability
order and select the third student from the top group and from the
Towest group. Combine all the middle groups and select the third
student from the combined group.

' .,
ST
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Table 4

Description of Services for the Mainstreamed
Student Sample

(n=118)

1

Placement and Services Provided Number of
Students

Placed in a self-contained special education class and 13
mainstreamed into a regular classroom*
Placed in a regular classroom and provided services in 60
a resource room program
Placed in a regular classroom and provided with both 15
resource room ard speech and language services
Placed in a regular classroom and receiving only speech 21
and language services
Placed in a regular classroom and receiving no direct 5
services for academic subjects
In referral process ‘but currently receiving no

services (no I.E.P. as yet)




Table 5

Handicapping Condition Classification for the

Mainstreamed Student Sample

Condition Number of
Students

Learning Disabled

Mild 83

Moderate or multiple 10

classification

Behaviorally Disordered 3
Speech Impaired 17
Hearing Impaired 1
In Referral 4

12




Training of Observers

During the fall four observers with regular and special education class-

.Y reon experience were selected. Training occurred during the two-month

period prior to beginning the classroom observations for the teacher sample.
The observers were trained to use three data recording instruments (Academic
Learning Time, Questioning Patterns, and Intervention Strategy Record)

and one ra?ing scale (Observer Rating Scale) to be recofded in the class-
room setting. Copies of these instruments and coding procedures can be
found in an earlier report (Report #3).

During initial training, typed scripts and audio cassettes of actual
classroom dialogue were used for practice sessions. When observers became
proficient using the coding systems, video tapes and direct observation
in classrooms were used to provide further experience with the instruments.
To insure thorough knowledge of the use of the instruments and to est-
ablish inter-coder aéreement, three criterion measures were taken. These
were conducted in‘actua1 classrooms with all four observers coding simult-

t

aneously. Technical data on inter-coder agreement and reliability was

computed and determined to be more than adequate.

f-]
Classroom Observations

To facilitate the scheduling process, the period of time allotted to
conduct the classroom observations was divided int: three five-week cycles.

During each cycle, one-third of the teachers, or approximately 40, were

2%

13



observed. The observation scheme called for each teacher to be observed
on four occasions, once per week for four consecutive weeks. The fifth
week was used for any make-ups necessitated by cancellations or other
scneduling problems that may have occurred.

Each of the four observers observed approximately ten teachers
during each of the three cyc]es._ They were responsible for scheduling
with each of their teachers as well as supervising the selection pro-
cedure for the mainstreamed student and the regular student sample.

They also distributed and collected the other data gathering instru-

ments used in the project.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Validation of thexhodel

In order to validate the previously identified effective teaching
behaviors, the rgsearch desigr was extended to consider student variables
and contextual variables. In this final phase of the data qna]ysis,
mean scores were determined for the sample of 118 teachers on each of
ihe teaching variables to allow for comparison with the scores of the
effective teacher sample. In addition, the design considered the rela-
tionship of the use of the identified teaching variables to the success

of the mainstreamed student.

14



Instrumentation

Ay N

1%

The newdata collection scheme necessitated the inclusion of several
instrumepts not used in fhe initial phase. A1l of the classroom observa-
tion instruments as well as several of the teacher self-report instruments
were used in the first phase of the study. The new instruments and question-
naires provided data on teacher background and training, classroom and

school context and characteristics, programming, and performance of main-

*streamed students. Figure 2 includes a 1list of all instruments and the

corresponding data collection mode and code. Instruments not contained in
the original report on project instrumentation (Report #3) can be found in

the appendix.

Teacher, Student, and Contextual Variables Considered

The original study of the identified effective teachers considered
68 teaching behaviors and six attitudinal variables. Ultimately 42 of
the teaching behaviors and an additional four teacher attitude variables
were determined to be characteristip of the teachers effective with main-
streamed students. The identified variables are indicated in Fibure 1.

For this phase of the study, budgetory and time constraints prohibited
the inclusion of all of the 46 previously identified variables. An attempt
was made to include as many variables as possible while Timiting the hours

.“\ * .
of observation required as well as teacher time necessary for completion
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Figure 1
o Teaching Variables? )
. L QUESTIONING STYLE
Volunteer Respondent (QP) *Content Questions {QP)
Student Selection (QP) * Low-order Questions (QP)
Narrow Questions (QP) * Correct Student Response (QP)
® Positive Feedback (QP) ** Criticism of Response (QP)
* Sustaining Feedback (OP) o
% h
: CLASSROOM CLIMATE _
Movement-Fiee vs. Restricted (SOI) Awareness of Feelings (ORS)
Affective Environment (TOI) *Warmth (SI)
Physical Environment (CM) * Teacher Responsiveness (ORS)
Noise Level Appropriateness (S1) * Teacher Fairness (ORS)
Non-Permissiveness (ORS) * Performance Expectation (ORS)
* Controlling Behavior (TOI) * Relationship wich Students (ORS)
Acceptance of Feelings (ORS) * Initiation of Student Contact (URS)

INDIVIDUALIZATION

Time in Small Groups (SOI) Checking Student Work (ORS)

Time in Large Groups (SOI} * Ad Hoc Grouping (CM)

Teacher Time with Individuals (SOI) * Instructional Appropriateness (ORS)
Individualization of Work (SOI!) * Grouping for Reading (BI)

Grouping for Math (8I) ® Attention to Individual Needs (SI & CM)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Supportive Response to Conduct Problems (1SI) * Total Supportive Response (i1SI)
Supportive Response to High Severity Behavior (1SI) * Task Engagement Feedbdck (ISR & ISI)
Teacher Consistency (ORS) * Variety of Interventions (ISI)
Use of Praise (ORS) ** Need for Discipline (ORS)
*Supportive Response to Learning Problems (1SI) ** Total Punitive Response (ISR}
*Supportive Response to Personality Problems (IS1) ** Punitive Intervention (ISR)
*Supportive Response to Low Ability Students (ISI) ** Incidence of Intervention (ISR)

* Effective Use of Time (ORS)

‘ ACADEMIC LEARNING TIME
Allotted Time (DR) ) ** Unassigned Time (DR)

Teacher Directed Time (ALT) ** Teacher Transition Time (ALT)
Student Directed Time (ALT) ** Student Transition Time (ALT)
*Easy Difficulty Level (ALT) ** Waiting-for-Help Time (ALT)
* Engagement Rate (ALT) ) ** Off.Task Time (ALT)
* Academic Learning Time (ALT & DR) ** Hard Difficulty Level (ALT)

** Special Individual Work Time (DR)
TEACHING STYLE

Assignment of Tasks (SOI) * Clarity (S! & ORS)
Assignment of Homework (CM) * Academic Feedback (CM)
*Teacher Flexibility (TOI) . * Active Involvement (SOI & ORS)

* Lesson Structure (CM)
OPINION AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Situational Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS) * Professional Job Satisfaction (JSQ & EDS)
Educational Philosophy (TOI) * Scope of Professional Responsibility (TO!)
*Positive Attitude Toward Mainstreaming (TQM) . * Teacher Self-Perception of Competence (EDS)

: {nitials following ach variable indicate the instrument used,
*High amount characteristic of effective teachers.
** Low amount characteristig of effective teachers.

€)Y,
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Figure 2

Project Instruments

Instrument
Questioning Patterns

Academic Learnjgg*Time

Code
P
:ALT

‘Data Collection Mode

Classroam Observation

Classroom Observation

Intervention Strategy
Record

Observer Rating Scale

Intervention Strategy
Inventory

Teacher Questionnaire

Mainstreaming Attitude
Survey

I.E.P. Data Reéord

Devereux Elementary School
Behavior Rating Scale

Sociogram

Standardized Reading
Achievement Test

ISR

ORS
ISI

Q
MAS

DR
DESB

SG
RA

Classroom Observation

Classroom 0bservati6n

Teacher Self-Report

Teacher Self-Report

Teacher Self-Report

File Review

Teacher Rating of Student

Student Administered

Student Administered

Code

co

Co

co

co
TS

TS
TS
FR
TR

SA
SA
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of proﬁect instruments and questionnhires. Ultimately 33 teaching behaviors
and -one teacher attitude variable were reta1ned forlda+a'collect1on pur-

-

noses dur1ng the validation phase. .

»

A11 of the variables be1ng considered were classified under the general:
head1ngs of teacher, student and school contextua] var1ab1es These categ-
ories were further subdivided to’1nd1cate sbec1f1c variable components.
Under the teacher variable category, teaching behaviors are distinguished
from teaching variables. A behavior is defined as being specific and quent-
‘fiable while e>vaniab1etcould be a series of behaviors serving to create

a classroom condition or an indirect result of a teéching behavior(s).
Teacher training and teachen attitude variables were also specified. How-
ever, the terms behavior and variable are-oftentimes used interchangeably
in this report for the purpose of simplicity.

Student variables have been classified as relating to personal charac-
teristics or aspects of instructional programping. A third category is
performance measures used to represent indicators of success or achieve-
ment.  Contextual variables have been broken down by classroom and school
level. Figure 3 presents a summary of the classification scheme.

Summarizing, 42 teacher variables have been included for the second-
order analysis. A total of 27 student variables and eight contextua]
variables are also included in the design. Adjusting for variable duplica-
tion across categories, a grand totdl of 69 variables have been considered.
Figure 4 providesAthe;tgtélmyariabJe,sttﬁwjth_the”connespondjng date

collection instrument and the variable-:category (code).




2. .
”
Figure 3
Variable Category Classification, -
) B - Teéching'Behaviora
b
TV - Teaching Varjable
Teacher
Variables TT ~ Teacher Training and Background
/
TA - Teacher Attitude and Opinion
g
]
SC - Student Characteristic
Student .
Variables * IP - Instructional Program ,
PM ~ Performance Measure
School . = CC - Classroom- Context
Contextual . \
Variables SE - School Environment .
4\ Specific, quantifiable behavior L

b . . . ‘s e s
A series of behaviors creating a classroom condition; an indirect
result of a teaching behavior{s); or a teacher self-repprt variable

-
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Figure 4

Pyoject Variable List

_ Vafiab]e
P Instrument i Variable Category Code
Questioning Patterns Content buestions TB .
| Low~order Questions ) T8
Correct Student Response ‘ TV
Criticism of Response TB
' Positive Feedback T8
o Sustaining Feedback T8
Academic Learning Time Teacher Transition Time TB .
Student Transition Time v -
4 Waiting for Help Time TV f
Off-Task Time TV, SC, PM
v | Easy Difficulty Level TV
Hard Difficulty Level TV
) Engagement Rate v, SC, Pn ‘
Academic Learning Timé TV, SC, PM
Intervention Strategy Task Engagement Feedback 8
Record
Incidence of Intervention v
Punitive Intervention ‘. T8
Observer Rating Scale - Instructional Appropriateness TV
- Teacher Responsiveness TV
Teacher Fairness Tv

I




Project Variable List

(Continued)
Variable
JInstrument ) Variable Category Code
Observer Rating Scale Performance Expectation TV
(Continued)
. Relationship with Students TV
Initiation of Student‘antact TB
Efficient Use of Time TV
Need for Discipline ' TV
Teacher Clarity TV
Active Involivement B
Intervention Strategy Total Supportive Response TV
Inventory
Supportive Response to Learning TV
Prob1lems
Supportive Response to Personality TV
Problems
Supportive Response to Low Ability TV
, Students
¢
Variety of Interventions TV
Total Punitive Response: TV
Teacher Questionnaire Grade Level cC
Class Size o
) No. of Mainstreamed Students cc, P
O o Ratio of Mainstreamed Students  \ CC, IP
- . o to Regular oy N

>T1'me Allotted to_.

,j . . Arts . "%

No.'of.Reading Groups £C

&

Reading/ﬁ%nguage cc, IP

29w




Instrument '

Teacher Questionnaire
{Continued)

Mainstreaming Attitude
Survey

I.E.P. Data Record

‘Devereux Elementary School
Behavior Rating Scaile

Project Variable List
(Continued)

Variable
Years of Teaching Experience
Highest Degree

Years of Experience with
Mainstreamed Students

Special Education College Courses
Special Education Inservice Courses

Rating of Administrative Support

Rating of Support Services
Rating of Success with Main-
streamed Students

Positive Attitude Toward
Mainstreaming

Amount of Time with Resource
Teacher (and/or Specialist)
Length of Time Mainstreamed
Length of Time with an I.E.P.
Typé of Handicapping Condition
Mainstreamed Student's Age
Reading Achievement Pre-test
Maladaptive Classroom Behavior
(Summative score)
Factor scores for:

(1) Classroom Disturbance

’

(2) Impatience

(3) Disrespect - Defiance

22

Variable
Category Code

TT
TT
1T

1T
TT
TA, SE
TA, SE
TA

TA

IpP

SC
SC
SC
SC
SC, PM

SC, PM
(a11)
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Project Variable List

(Continued)
Instrument Variable Ca¥%£%%§lgbde
Devereux Elementary School (4) External Blame
Behavior Rating Scale
(Continued) (5) Achievement Anxiety
(6) External Reliance
(7) Comprehension
(8) Inattentive - Withdrawn
(9) Irrelevant - Responsiveness
(10) Creative Initiative
(11) Need Closeness to Teacher
Sociogram Social Status or Peer Acceptance SC, PM
Self-rating of Peer Acceptance SC, PH
Standardized Reading Reading Achievement Pre and Post SC, PM

Achievement Test

R4




Observation Schedule

Classroom observations began in January and continued for fifteen
weeks, exclusive of school vacation periods. The observation scheme called
for coding of the Academic Learning Time (ALT) and the Intervention Strategy
Record (ISR) concurrently. The Questioning Pattern (QP) was coded either
prior to or after the ALT and ISR . At the end of the observation period
the Observer Rating Scale (ORS) was completed. Each instrument was used
on four occasions. Figure 5 provides specific information on the amount

of coding time for each instrument.

RESULTS

Comparison of the Two Teacher Samples

This section includes a series of thirteen tables giving comparative

scores for the validation study teacher sample (n=118) and the effective

teacher sample (n=12). The tables are organized by data collection instru-

ment. The first ten tables (Tables 6-15) present data from direct class-
room observations using the QP, ALT, ISR and ORS. Tables 16-18 provide
data from teacher self-report instruments (ISI and MAS).

Comparison of mean scores by variable for the two samples was made
in order to identify variables showing considerable difference for the two
groups of teachers. Such mean differences would indicate that the effect-
ive teachers engaged in a higher (or lower) amount of the behavior than
the sample teachers, thereby identifying a potential area for teacher

training emphasis.

31
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Figure 5

Data Collection Schedule
for Classroom Observations

Length of Number of Total
Each Observation Observations Time
Ins trument (in minutes) (in minutes)
Questioning Pattern (QP) 15 4 60 {
. ‘ \
Intervention Strategy Record (ISR) 42 4 168 —
Academic Learning Time (ALT) 30 - 45 4 120 - 180 |-
Observer Rating Scale (ORS) 60 4 240
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0f the Questioning Patterns variables (Table 6), the variable show-
ing the greatest difference was sustaining feedback, with the effective
teacher sample engaging in approximately 16% more.of the behavior than
the validation sample. Effective teachers also asked more organizational
and non-content, personal questions and subsequently about 10% less
centent-related questions. Additionally, the effective teachers selected
students to respond before asking a question twice &s often as the sample
teachers (35.8 versus 17.8). Considering combined cétegories (Table 7),
the effective teachers asked questions which received\correct student
responses about 6% more often than the comparative saﬁLle.

Allocation of time by activity type is shown in Table 8. The major
difference between the two teacher groups was that the effective teachers
spent on the average 11% more time engaging their student;\in a question
and answer format and subsequently 11% less time providing for recitation
and drill. Percent of time spent in student-directed versus teacher
directed activities for the two teacher samples showed no apparent dif-
ferences (Table 9).

The mean percent of time spent at each difficulty level by student
ability is reported in Table 10. The data reveals that special needs
learners (i.e., students with I.E.P.s) spent approximately 14% more of
their time working at an easy difficulty level in the effective teacher

classrooms. Low and average ability students spent 13% and 11%, respect-

ively, more time at an easy difficulty level in these classrooms.




Table 6

Mean Frequency and Percent for Each Category
of the Questioning Patterns (QP) by Teacher Sample

4

Effective Teacher

Category Option ™
. Mean \\\\Mean

Type 1. content 143.1 88.4 2 . «8
2. organizational 11.7 7.2 9 4
3. non-content 7.1 4.4 .0 .8

Response level 1. low-narrow 107.8 75.4 .7 .9
2. Tlow-open 29.5 20.6 .7 .
3. high-narrow 7.4 5.2 .3 a
4. high-open .3 0.2 .2 .6

Student selection 1. before-volunteer 1.3 0.9 .9 .7
2. before-non-volunteer 50.0 34.9 .5 .
3. after-volunteer 66.5 46.5 .3 .2
4, after-non-volunteer 5.5 . 3.8 .0 .8
5. defined 23.3 16.2 4 .0

Response-feedback 1. correct positive 1011 70.6 . .
2. correct neutral 20.3 14.2 .5 .9
3. incorrect supportive 19.6 13.7 .2 4
4. incorrect neutral 3.4 2.4 .9 .
5. incorrect criticizing 0.3 0.2 .4 .3
6. sustaining feedback d 16.3 70.3 .5 .9

<,

4This variable was derived by computing the percent

another clarifying or helping question to the same student

Validation Study

of incorrect responses which were followed by

L2




Table 7

Mean Frequency and Percent
for Combined Categories of the QP by Teacher Sample

Sampie

. Effective Teacher Validation Study
Question Category
Mean Percent Mean Percent
Narrow ' 115.2 80.6 115.0 82.0
(1+3)
Low Order 137.3 96.0 : 130.4 93.0
(1+2)
Volunteer 67.8 47.4 69.2 49.9
Selected
(143)
Selection 72.0 50.3 97.3 70.0
After
(3+4)
- |
Positive 120.7 84.3 121.3 86.5
“ Feedback
(1+3) \
Response 121.4 84.8 110.6 79.0 ‘
. Correct |
\\ (1+2)
AN
AN
.
- 3,



Table 8

Mean Percentage of Time Observed in Each Activity Type
from the ALT by Student Ability Level.and by Teacher Sample

Sample
& ~
K Effective Teacher Validation Study
Special Special
Activity Type Needs Low Average High Needs Low Average High
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  Mean SD Mean SD  Mean SD Mean SD  Mean SD
Seatwork 50 35 53 34 57 %37 58 37 49 20 54 20 54 19 55 21
Question and Answer 31 32 34 34 31 37 30 35 22 18 20 19 19 14 19 15
Recitation, Drill 5 13 4 10 3 N 3 10 15 17 14 17 14 15 13 16
Demonstration, Lecture 4 7 4 8 4 8 3 17 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 10
Discussion 171 7 1 7 17 13 1 6 1 3 1 3
Special Individual Work 6 18 4 11 1 4 1 3 2 4 2 6 1 3 1 4
Unassigned Activities 2 10 0 0 2 8 2 9 2 7 3 7 3 7 3 7
guy @



Table 9

Mean Percent of Time Spent in Student Directad and Teacher Directed Activities
from the Academic Learning Time by Student Ability Level and by Teacher Samp]e

Sample
%
Effective. Teacher Validation Study
Special Special '
" Activity Needs Low Average High Total Needs Low Average High Total
Type . h
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
'
Student
Directed 50.6 35 52.6 34 58.6 37 60.0 38 55.4 36 51.5 19 56.0 21 57.4 19 58.0 21 55.7 20.
Teacher . _
Directed 48.1 35 46.0 34 3.9 38 38.3 37 43.1 36 48.0 19 45.6 29 42.8 19 42.4 20 44.7 22
N
g 3 oo
o




Table 10

Mean Propértion of Total Time Spent at Each Difficulty Level
.from the Académic Learning Time by Student Ability Level and by Teacher Sample

%

g

. Sample
. Effective Teacher Validation Study
" Special Special ~
Needs Low Average High Total Needs Low Average High Total

Difficulty . , - :

Level Mean SD Mean SD Mwzan SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

. \
Easy 84.3 26 86.6°24 94.0 18 98.1 11 90.7 21 70,5 .29 74,0 25 83.4 21 91.3 13 79.8 22 )
Medium ‘13.4 23 M.z 22 4.2 13 0.6 2 7.4 18 28.7 27 25.3 24 16.6 21 8.4 13 19.8 21
Hard 0.7 0.7 6 0.0 0 0.0 O 0.4 4 0.9 -4 c.0 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.2 1
v ‘



Table 11 reports the proportion of engaged and non-engaged time

by teacher sample. Differences were not substantial on these variables,
with the possible exception of teacher transition time which represented
3% of the time for the effective teacher samrle and 5% for the validation
study sample. h -
Academic Learning Time (ALT), defined as the amount of time .engaged .
in reading-related tasks which are at an appropriate difficulty level, .
is reported in Tablf 12. As‘canlbe seen, a]]ot;eg~Pime differed by only
five minutes with éhe validation study sample alloting the additional .
t%me t6 reading and related activities. However, in terms of ALT, the |
effective teachers averaged--95 minutes as compared to 89.8 minutes for
the sample teachers.
Considering types of interventions used by the two teacher sgmp]es,
' the grectest difference was in use of "task engagement feedback". Effect-
ive teachers gave feedback related to the task at hand approximately 10%
more often than the sample teachers (Table 13). Other differences
included greater use of planned ignoring, redirecting, and punishing
- by the validation study s;mp1e. The effective teachers used supportive
interventions about 5% more often than the sample teachers.
Incidence of intervention, reported as the number of occuyrences
per hour, differed dramatically for the two teacher samples. As shown
in Table 14 the incident rate for the validation s%Ldy sample was more
than twice as high as the rate for the effective teacher sample. Effect-

jve teachers intervened on the average three times per hour, while the

ny S
sample teachers intervened in excess of six times per hour.



- Table 11

Proportion of Engaged and Non-Engaged Time
from the ALT by Student Ability Level and by Teacher Sample

: — %
Sample
Effective Teacher ) Validation Study
Special Special

Time N Needs Low Average High Total Needs Low Average High Total

) Engaged - 78.2 79.0 83.0 88.8 82.3 - 81.9 81.8 82.4 85.9 83.0
Non-Engaged ‘ 1

Teacher Transition 3.5 2.7 3.6 2.3 3.0 5.1 4.9 5.0 4.8 5.0

Student Transition 4.9 53 4.8 3.6 4.7 3.4 3.2 3.1 2.6 3.1

Waiting for Help -0.5 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2

Off-Task o 12,9 12.5 8.5 5.1 9.7 10.0 9.3 9.5 6.6 8.9

1 &®
|




Table 12
Mean Academic Learning Time @
by Student Ability Level and by Teacher Sample

éamp]e . .
; P
Effective Teacher Validation Study
Academic Learning Time ’
Variable Special ) Special ‘
Needs Low Average High Total Needs Low Average Highi Total

Allotted Time (AT) (

(in minutes) 122 124 125 123 123 117 130 130 130 127
Engagement Rate (ER)

(percentage) 81.6 81.5 86.4 91.1 85.2 86.4 86.2 86.9 90.4 8.5
Time Spent at Easy

Difficulty Level (EDL) ‘

(percentage) 84.3 86.6 94.0 98.1 90.8 70.5 74.0 83.4 91.3 79.8
Academic Learning Time (ALT) ' .

(in minutes) 84.3 86.9 99.1 109.7 95.0 72.2 85.2 93.8 107.9 89.8

@Academic Learning Time (ALT) is computed as the product of (AT) x (ER) x (EDL).




Table 13

Frequency, Mean and Percent of Use of Each Intervention
- from the Intervention Strategy Record (ISR) by Teacher Sample

Sample
Effective Teacher @ Validation Study b
Intervention Type \\_\3 ‘
Frequency Mean Percent Frequency Mean Percent

Planned Ignoring 0 0 0.0 243 2.1 7.4
Signal Interference 36 3.0 12.8 389 3.3 11.9
Modeling - - 23 1.9 8.2 222 1.9 6.8
Redirecting 10 0.8 3.6 282 2.4 8.6
Supp..rting 69 5.8 24.6 648 5.5 19.9
Use of Reinforcers | 3 0.3 1.1 83 0.7 2.5
Punishing 8 0.7 2.8 185 1.6 5.7
Task Engagement Feedback 132 11.0 47.0 1211 10.3 37.1

Total 281 23.4 100.0 3263 27.7 100.0

@ Mean is based on a total of 252 minutes (4.2 hours) of observation

bMean is based on a total of 168 minutes (2.8 hours) of observation

, 31y
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Table 14

Mean Frequency and Percent of Intervention Types
from the ISR by Teacher Sample

Sample
Intervention Effective Teacher Validation Study
Category -
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Total Neutral 4.9 39.5 7.3 41.5
Interventions

Total Positive 6.8 54.8 8.7 49.4
Interventions

Punitive 0.7 5.6 1.6 9.1
Interventions

Total 12.4 - 17.6 -
Interventions @

Incidence of 3.0 - 6.2 -
Intervention @b

Task Engagement . 1.0 47.3 10.3 36.9
Feedback

Incidence of Task 2.6 - 3.7 -

Engagement Feedbackb

d Task engagement feedback interventions are not included in this figure
-

b Incidence is defined as the number of occurrences per hour
. { .

. !

\
A
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The observers rated each teacher on 18 variables on the Observer
Rating Scale. Ten of these variables were identified as characteristic
of the effective teachers studied. These variables are identified in —
Table 15 by an asterick. The scale was a three-point scale ranging from
high to low. The analysis considered the percentage of* teachers re-
ceiving a "high" rating. For six of the ten identified variables in
excess of 20% more of the effective‘teachers received,a high rating.
The\greatest difference was for ihstructional appropriateness. While
100% of the effective teachers were rated as providing forAindividual
differences in their instructional planning, only half, or 50%, of the
§émp1e teachers received siﬁilar ratings. For initiatiﬁg student con-
tact, 60% of the sample teachers wére rafed_high as compared to 100%
of the effective teaéhers. Differences favoring the effect{ve teachers
on the variables labeled performance expectation, attention to students
(teacher responsiveness), need for diseipline, and teacher fairness
ranged from 36% to 21%, respectively. Variable definitions can be found
in the sumniafy table to follow (Table 19). _

The Intervention Strategy Inventory- (ISI) was a teacher self-report

instrumént used to supplement data from the Intervention Strategy Record

"(ISR). As can be seen in Table 16, the two teacher samples were very

similar in their responses. In Table 17, the data from the IS; is or-
ganized by problem-type (conduct, learning, and personality). The——
greategt difference was that the effective tgachers chosé suppoigive
interveﬁtion options 16%‘6f the time for persohality-type problems as

compared to 67% for the sample teachers.

X

313
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Table 15

Frequency and Percent of Ratings by Category from the
Observer Rating Scale (ORS) by Grade and by Teacher Sample

, Sample
Category
Effective Teacher - Validation Study
High Av. Low High Av. Low
Classroom Climate
Cooperation 9( 75) 3(25) 0(0) 58(49) 56(48) 4(3)
Warmth 8( 67) 3(25) 1(8) 61(52) 50(42) 7(6)
Awareness of Feelings 9( 75) 3(25) 0(0) 78(66) 36(31) 4(3)
Acceptance of Feelings 8( 67) 3(25) " 1(8) 56 (47) 55(47) 7(6)
* Relationship with Students 10( 83) 2(17) 0(0) 81(69) 34(29) 3(3)
* Sense of Fairness 12(100) 0(C 0) o0(0) 93(79) 24(20) 171)
* Performance Expectation 12(100) 0( 0) 0(0) 75(64) 43(36) 0(0)
Teaching Style
* Attention to Students ° 12(100) 0( 0) 0(0) 81(69) 35(30) 2(2)
* Clarity 3 11( 92) 1( 8) 0(0) . 94(80) 22(19) 2(2)
*.Instructional Appropriateness 12(100) 0( 0) 0(0) 59(50) 56(59) 3(3)
Cheécking Students' Work 7(C 58) 5(42) 0(0) 83(70) 32(27) 3(3)
* Movement and Involvement +12(100) 0( 0) 0(0) 97(82) 20(17) 1(1)
* Initiating Student Contact ©12(1C0) 0( 0) 0¢0) 71(60) 44(37) 3(3)
‘Classroom Management
* Efficient Use of Time 10( 83) 1( 8) 1(8) 89(75) 25(21) 4(3)
Consistency . 9( 75) 3(25) 0(0)- 72(61) 39(33) 7(6).
.* Absence of Need for Discipline 10(¢ 83) 2(17) 0(0) 71(60) 42(36) 5(4)
Non-Permissiveness 5C 42) 6(50) 1(8) 101(86) 14(12) 3(3)
Use of Praise \\\ 8( 67) 4(33) 0(0) 71(60) 42(36) 5(4)

* identified variabies




Table 16 - ‘ "~

. : - Y .
Frequency, Mean, and Percent of Use of Each Intervention T .
, from the Intervention Strategy Inventory (ISI) ‘ /
by Teacher Sample ‘ - ]“ \ )
/ ‘e B
- - - / ,
Sample ? / )
gztezvent;on o “ ~ Effective Teacher . Validation Study y
rategy lype Frequency Mean Percent Frequency Mean  “Percent S
<
Supportive General - 78 6.5 15 ' 635 5.4 12 ‘
Supportive Special Program 61 5.1 12 571 4.8 1A
. Humanistic ' " 35 2.9 7 316 2.7 6
Glasser Principle 106 + 8.8 20 950 8.1 19
Use of Reinforcers . 49 4.1 9 478 4.1 9
' Redirecting - 66 5.5 13 785 6.7 15 s
" Total Supportive 395 2.9 75, 335 31.7 73
Modeling 9 75.0 2 81 1.0 2 °
Task Engagement Feedback 4 30 2.5 6 222 1.9 4
Ignoring - 8 Vi 2 122 1.0 2
Reminding 19 1.6 4 189 1.6 4
Total Neutral, 66 5.5 13 614 5.2 12
A )
. . )
Warn 19 1.6 4 183 1.6 4
Reprimand 22 1.8 4 183 1.6 4 -
Mildly Punitive 25 2.1 5 333 2.8 7
Moderately-Severely Punitive 0 0.0 0 44 0.4 1
Total Punitive 66 5.5 13 743 6.3 15 ’

f 2%
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. - Table 17 N
Mean Freguency and Percent of Each Intervention T&pe
N from the ISI by Teacher Sample - —
Sample '

Intervention ~ Effective Teacher Validation Study

Strategy Type Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Conduct Problem '
Supportive 11.3 70 10.4 65
Neugral 1.6 10 1.4 9
Punitive 3.2 20 3.8 24
* Learning Problem )

Supportive 9.7 -81 13.2 82
Neutral 1.3 10 1.4 9
Punitive 1.1 -9 1.2 7

Personality Problem

Supportive 12.1 76 8.1 67
Neutral 2.7 17 2.4 ° 20
‘Punitive 1.3 - - 7 1.3 11

Total
Supportive 33.0 75 31.7 72
Neutral 5.5 12 5.2 12
Punitive 5.5 13 6.3 14 ’
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Attitude toward maiﬁstreaming was assessed using the Mainstreaming
Attitude Survey (MAS). The MAS is a 30 item, likert sca]e.with five response
options ra‘nging from stroﬁé]y agree to strongly disagree. The'?ca]e
has five facibrs, previously determined tﬁrough factor-analytical pro-
cedures. As reported in Table 18, individual raw factor SCOrzs were
fairly similar for the two samples of teachers. H evép, the summative
attitude score showed a $1ight differencé indicating a more positive
attitude toward mainstreaming for the effective teacher sample.
[n order to provide a summary of the'résu]ts, all of the teaching
behaviors considered have been organized by category and reported in
a single table. Table 19 provides a variable definition as well as the
range (or result) and mean for both fbg effective teacher sampﬁe and
the validation study sample. As mentioned earlier, the original study
identified 42 teaching beﬁaviors, 33 of which have been -included’ for this
phase of the stud&. Summarizing the results from the series of tables
presehéed, 18 of the 33 teaching behaviors or variables appear to di's-
tihguish the effective teachers from the sample teachers. The identified
variables are:
(1) content questions
(2) sustaining feedback (questioning style)

(3) criticism of response

(4) teacher transition time
[
(5) student transition time . . .
{4cademic learning time)
(6) easy difficulty level

(7) academic learning time ) .
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Table 18

GMean Raw Factor Score
from the Mainstreaming Attitude Survey (MAS)
by: Teacher Sample

&

) Sample
fffective Teachef ‘ Validation Study
Factor @ : )
“ Mean SD- Mean SD
Philosophy of l
Mainstreaming ) 32.1 4.1 29.4 3.5 |
Classroont
Behavior 20.8 3.5 . 20.3 4.5
Perceived Ability .
to Teach : 10.8 3.1 11.9 3.2
Classroom- — - T T
Management 12.1 3.8 11.4 2.7
Academic and ]
Social Growth 14.8 3.0 12.3 3.0
Total Score 90.5 17.5

v d

85.3 16.9
|

@ A1l factors are realtive to special needs children

%



Table 19

Data Summary for the Identified Teaching Behaviors

Sample
: 03 \ / 3 K]
Effective Teacher Validation Study
Teaching Behavior Variable Definition . Range Range
- K . " or Result Mean or Result Mean
Questioning Style
Content Questions % of all questions asked which were 81- 91% 87% 80-100% 97%.
specifically related to the content
being covered ] N
Low-order Questions % of content questions which were of 89-100% 97% 75-100% 95%
a low cognitive level
Correct Student Response % of content questions answered 66- 89% 80%. - ' 60- 94% 81%
correctly by students
Positive Feedback % of student responses which received 77- 98% 86% 48-100% 88%
positive or supportive feedback
Sustaining Feedback % of incorrect responses followed by 61- 81% 70% 14- 91% 54%
another clarifying or helping question
to the same student .
Criticism of Response % of student responses which were 0-1.0% 0.1% 0-0.7% 0.3%

incorrect and criticized

e

© . 325
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Table 19
(continued)

Academic Learning Time

Teacher Transition Time

Student Transition Time

-

Waiting for Help Time

Off-Task Time !

Easy Difficulty Level

Hard Difficulty Level

Engagement Rate

Academic Learning Time

% of teacher transition time, i.e., non-
instructional time when students are
awaiting direction from the teacher

% of student transition time, i.e., non-
instructional time spent turning in
papers, getting books, etc.

% of time students were waiting for help
from the teacher

% of time students were inappropriately
off-task

% of student time spent working at an
easy difficulty level, i.e., low error
rate

% of student time spent working at a
hard difficulty level, i.e., high error
rate

% of Time students were appropriately

" engaged

Number of minutes allotted to reading/
language arts during which students were
on-task and working at an appropriate
instructional level

1.3- 4.7%  3.0%
2.1- 7.8% 4.7%

0- 1.2% 0.3%
3.2-13.7%  9.7%

81- 100% 9%
0- 3.2% 0.4
73- 94%  85%

73- 122 95
(minytes)

N-26.1% 5.0%

0- 9.0% 3.0%

0- 2.0% 0.1%

0-40.2% 9.1% -

50- 1005 80%

0- 9.0% 0.2%

54- 100% 88%

14- 223 90
(minutes)

32/

144

375



Table 19
(continued)

;

Classroom Management

/
- Incidence of Intervention Number of interventions used per hour 0- 5.7 3.0 0.4-22.9 6.2
(per hour) (per hour)
\\Variety of Interventions, % of different intervention types chosen 79- 93% 83% 50-100% 80%
on ISI ‘
- Punitive Intervention’ % of total interventions which were 0- 8% 5% 0- 33% 9%
punishing or punitive :
Total Punitive Response % of punitive responses chosen on ISI 5- 16% 13% 2- 48% 15%
Total Supportive Response % of supportive responses chosen on ISI 66~ 86% 75% 41~ 95% 73%
- ) . i
Supportive Response to % of supportive responses chosen on 75-100% 81% 33-100% . 79%
Learning Problem Behaviors learning problem items only on ISI
Supportive Response to 4 of supportive responses chosen on 69~ 94% 76% 50-100% 75% )
Personality, Problem personality problem items only on ISI -
Behaviors
Supportive Response to % of supportive responses chosen for 83-100% 83% 17-100% 61%
‘Low Ability Students low ability student items only on ISI |
Task Engagement Feedback % of total interventions which were non- 33- 75% 47% 0- 92% 37%
punitive comments or actions specifically
intended to keep students on-task
Efficient Use of Time % of teachers who maximize instruction by 10 83% 89 75%
making optimal use of classroom time teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #14 on QRS)
Lack of Need for % of teachers who spend 1ittle time (less 10 83% A 60%
Discipline than 5%) disciplining students teachers teachers

("High" rating on Question #16 on ORS)




Tabl2 19
(continued)

£

Classroom Climate

Teacher Responsiveness % of teachers who give much attention to 12 100% 81 69%
student responses and comments teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #8 on ORS) ’
Performance Expectation % of teachers who show positive 12 100% 75 64%
expectations for the academic success teachers . teachevs
of their students ,
, ("High" rating on Question #7 on ORS)
Teacher Initiation of % of teachers who consistently initiate 12 100% 71 60%
Student Contact student contact teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #13 on ORS)
Relationship with % of teachers whose 1like for and under- 10 83% 81 69%
Students standing of students is evident , teachers teachers
v ("High" rating on Question #5 on ORS)
Teacher Fairness % of tedchers who treat all students 12 100% » 93 79%
fairly teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #6 on ORS)
Teaching Sty .e
Teacher Clarity % of teachers whose communications are 1 92% 94 80%
understood by students teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #9 on ORS)
Active Involvement % of teachers who remain actively involved 12 100% 97 82%
as students engage in work teachers teachers
("High" rating on Question #12 on ORS)
| 33

9




) Table 19
/ (continued)

Individualization

\

B

Instructional Appropriateness

»

% 0f teachers whose instructional 12 59 50%
program is highly responsive to teachers teachers
individual neads of the students
("High" rating on Question #10 on ORS) \\\
\\\\\
Teacher Attitude \\\
o \
Positive Attitude Summative raw score on the MAS 84-113 9 68-112 \ 85
Toward Mainstreaming raw score raw score .
» \
»
4‘0{1 .
33 331

Ly



(8)
(9)

(12)
(13)

(14
(15
(16
(17

T el el

(18).

From the variables originally identified a teacher profile was developed

incidence of 1nterven§§on

punitive intervention

supportive response to person
problem behav?é;s'

supportive response to low ab
students

task engagemept feedback

lask of need for discipline

e ] I B
teacher responsivenesy
performance expectation
initiation of student contact

teacher fairness

Instructional appropriateness

Teacher Profile Data

ality

(classroom  management)

ility

(classroom climate)

. . . u . .
(individualization)

showing the critical ranges for the effective teachers. This profile was

composed of only the 17 variables obtained from direct classroom observa-

tiqg (i.e., from the QP, ALT, and ISR). One variable (Unassigned Time)

was not considered in the validation phase, leaving 16 variables on the

”

teacher profile. The profile was developed as a means for displaying a

teacher's scores for the purpose of identifying teachingiskill areas where

the teacher scored out of the desired range.

The teacher could then be

provided with training geared to the deficit teaching skill areas. A

copy of the teacher profile is provided on the page to follow.
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The teachérs who participated in the va]idation phase of the study
were given completed teacher profiles based on the results of the observa-
tions conducted in their classrooms.

Teacher profiles were completed for 116 téachers. The frequency and
percent of teachers scoring out of the desired range for each variable on
the profile are shown in Table 20. This data revealed that more than half
of the teachers' scores (59.5%) on giving sustaining feedback were outside
of the critical range. For task engagement feedback and easy difficulty
Tevel 32.3% of the teachers' scores were out-of-range. On teacher transi-
tion time and academic learning time 19% of ;he sample teachers had scores
out of the.desired range. For 32 teachers, or 27.6%, their incidence of
intervention exceeded the desired rate. These six variables had previously
been identified as differentiating between the effective teachers and the
sample teachers, based on mean scores for the two groups. The teache.
profile data further substantiates the differences.

Table 21 provides data on the number of individual behaviors on which
teachers were out-of-range. The greatest number of variables on which any
tgachgr in the sample scored out of thé desired range was seven of a possible
1é‘variab1es. Only five teachers ,in the sample scored within the_critical
ange on all of the variables. Tﬁé data revealed that 76% of the teachers
scored out of the desired range on at leasf two teaching behaviors. These
results indicate that the majority of the teachers sampled would require
specific skill training. The teacher profile data also revealed that .
teachers vary substantially in their need for training suggesting the neces-

sity for systematic assessment of skill proficiency subsequent to any train-

ing effort.
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Table 20

Frequency and Percent of Teachers Scoring
Out-of-Range for Each of the Teacher Profile Variables

Teaching Variable Frequency Percent

QUESTIONING STRATEGIES

Conteat Questions 0 . 0.0
Low-order Questions 10 8.6
Correct Student Response 1 0.9
Positive Feedback 1 9.5
Sustaining Feedback ' 69 59.5
- Criticism of Response 4 3.4

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

e

\Engagement ﬁate 4 3.4
Off-Task Rate 17 14.7
Teacher Transition Time 22 19.0
Student Transition Time 0 0:q_
waiﬁing-for-He]p Time 0 0.0 )
Task Engagement Féedback 38 32.3
Incidence of Intervention 32 27.6

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROPRIATENESS

Easy Difficulty Level 38 32.3

Hard Difficulty Level 0 0.0
| ,

Academic Learning Time 22 19.0




Table 21

Frequency and Percent of Teachers Scoring

Out-of-Range on Total Number of Teacher Profile Variables

Number of Frequency Percent
Variables
(n=16) (n=116)
7 1 0.9
6 2 1.7
5 4 . 3.4
4 16 . 13.8
3 33 28.4
2 32 27.6
1 23 \ 19.8
0 5 - \‘\ 43 o
\\\
AN
3u)
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Relationship of Teacher and Contextual Variables
to Student Success Measures

A final level of the analysis was concerned with the relationship of
the specific teaching behaviors and other contextual variables to the
success of the mainstreamed child. The following 18 performance measures
were considered: reading achievement, social status, self-perception of
peer acceptance, adaptive behavior (total score) and 11 individual behavioral
factors, and engagement rate, off-task rate and academic learning time (ALT).
The reading achievement score was a grade equivalent obtained from a stand-
ardized reading achievement test. Social status and self-perception scores
were from a group-administered sociogram. Overall adaptive behavior ind
individual behavior scores were from a behavior rating scale completed by
the classroom teacher. Engagement and off-task rates and ALT were obtained
from classroom observational data.

An order to determine the degree of predictability of each variable,

a series of partial correlation and regression analyses were conducted.
Given the number of independent variables, it would be expected that by
chance'a1one two variables would be significantly correlated at the .05
level. Initial analyses indicated that for many of the dependent variables
correlations were not beyond the chance level. Those variables with at
least three significant correlations are reported in Table 22. This partial
correlation analy#is controlled for grade and considered social status,
self-perception and the 12 behavioral variables. The results indicate

that variables from the behavior rating scale were more predictable than

L d




Teaching and

Table 22

Significant Correlations of Teaching and Context Variables with Student Variables

Context Variables

Student Variable with Correlation Coefficients
Total Supportive Comprehension Classroom Inattentive Irrelevant Maladaptive
Response Disturbance Withdrawn Responsiveness Behavior Score
(.05) “(.01) ~(.05) (.05) =(.05)
Total Punitive Impatience Classroom Inattentive \ Irrelevant Maladaptive
Response Disturbance Withdrawn \ Responsiveness Behavior Score
‘ (.05) (.05) (.05) | (.05) (.01)
\
0ff-Task Rate External Classroom Disrespect ' Irrelevant Maladaptive
Reliance Disturbance Defiance i Responsiveness Behavior Sccre
(.05) (.001) (.05) \ (.05) (.05)
Criticism of Social Need Inattentive
Response Status Closeness Withdrawn
(.05) (.01) (.05)
Length of Time Creative External Disrespect Irrelevant
Mainstreamed Initiative Blame Def iance Responsiveness
(.05) (.05) (.05), (.05)
315 %
312
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the social status variables. The total maladaptive behavior score is
a summative score of all of the items pertaining to maladjustment to the
classroom setting. Teacher supportive response was negatively correlated
with this variable, while punitive response was positively correlated.
This data couid be interpreted as suggesting that supportive responses
tend to 1imit negative behavior whereas punitive responses promote negative
behavio}.

Based on the results of the partial correlations, specific depender.t
variables were selected and a series of regression ana]yﬁes were run.
The selected dependent variables were social status, reading achievement,
classroom disturbance, inattentive-withdrawn behavior, engagenient and
off-task rates and ALT. Grade placement, sex, length of time mainstreamed,
hours of services, and pre-reading achievement were controlled.

A series of six regression analyses were conducted gonsidering the

following groups of variables:

Analysis 1: content questions (cq)
low order questions (LOQ)
correc£ student response (CSR)
positive feedback (PF)

, Analysis 2: task engagement feedback (TEF)
sustaining feedback (SF)
punitive intervention (PI)
incidence of intervention (101)




Analysis 3: variety of interventiohs
total punitive response

total supportive response

Analysis 4: relationship with students
teacher fairness
performance expectation
teacher responsiveness
teacher clarity
instructional appropriateness
teacher involvement
initiation of student contact
efficient use of time

lack of need for discipline

Analysis 5: engagement rate
off-task rate
teacher transition time
(Classroom
student transition time
average)
easy difficulty Tevel

ALT

Analysis 6: above six variab]es'for the

mainstreamed student

]
=Y
(N

(V1)
(TPR)
(TSR)

(MS)
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Those clusters of variables for which the F-statistic indicated that
one or more of the variables was a significant predictor of the dependent
variable are reported in Table 23. In some instances, although the variable
cluster is significantly predictive, individual F-tests indicate no signi-
ficance. This is probably indicative of the variables in the cluster being
highly correlated with each other. .

fhe results indicate that when pre-reading achievement is controlled,
the cluster of intervention variables and the ALT variables (both classroom
average and individual mainstreamed student scores) significantly predict
end-of-year reading achievement. The cluster of intervention variables
also significantly predicts engagement rate and off-task rate for the main-
streamed child. Use of sustaining feedback by the teacher predicts ALT
for the mainstreamed child-and use of punitive interventions predicts social
status. Positive relationship with students predicts engagement anp off-
task rates for the mainstreamed child. Instructional appropriateness signi-
ficantly predicts engagement rate and teacher responsiveness predicts ALT
for the mainstreamed student.

A second set of regression analyses considered the following nine
dependent variables: engagement and off-task rates, easy difficulty level
and ALT for the mainstreamed student; and classroom disturbance (CD), need
closeness to the teacher (NC), creative initiative (CI), irrelevant respons-
iveness (IR) and inattentive-withdrawn (IW) behavior. In these analyses
grade, sex, length of time mainstreamed, «nd hours of services were con-

trolled.




Significance Levels for Variable Clusters Which
Significantly Predict Student Success Variables
(Pre-Reading Achievenent Controlled)

Table 23
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Dependent Variable Code

Independent
Variable !

Code RA ER (MS) OTR (MS) ALT (MS) SS

TEF . 54 .39 .48 .69 .38
I01 . .87 .80 .80 .54 .37
SF .79 .39 .80 .03* .15
PI .88 .95 .95 .61 .05%

RWS LO1* .03* .78
IA .008* .08 .07

TR .89 .45 .03*%
ER .97

OTR .65

TTT .76

STT .66

EDL .63

ALT .63

ER(MS) 79

0TR (MS) .61

TTT (MS)

STT (MS)

. EDL (MS)

ALT (MS)




The significant results are reported in Table 24. When pre-reading
achievement is not controlled, some of the results are different from the
previous series of analyses. Percentage of contéht and low-order questions
and correct student response significantly predict easy difficulty level
for the mainstreamed student. Supportive response by the teacher signif-

jcantly predicts the.mainstreamed student's engagement rate as does lack

of need for'discjpline.
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Table 24

Significance Levels for Variable Clusters Which
Significantly Predict Student Success Variables
(Pre-Reading Achievement Not Controlled)

60

Dependent Variable Code

Independent

Variable
Code ER (MS)  ALT (MS) OTR (MS) EDL (MS) Ch IW CI
TEF ‘ .28 .70 .32 .35
101 .75 .87 .78 .24
SF .59 .10 76 .02*
Pl .90 .07 .72 .19
LND O01* . 04* .03*
IA .08* L01* .30
cQ J1 .04*
LOQ .15 01*
CSR .07 .03*
PF .14 .57
VI .87 .93 .92
TPR .10 .93 .63
TSR .03* .36 .61




RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TEACHER TRAINING

In conclusion, of the 18 variables identified based on mean Eomparisons
of the effective teacher sample with the validation study sample, 12 have
been further substantiated by significantly predicting one or more measures
of success for the mainstreamed child. The 12 variables aré as follows:

(1) use of content-related questions

(2) giving sustaining feedback

(3) teacher transition time (low rate)

(4) student transition time (low rate)

(5) easy difficulty level of tasks

(6) academic learning time .

(7) dincidence of intervention (low rate)

(8) punitive intervention (low rate)

(9) giving task engagement feedback
(10) need for discipline (low rate)
(11) teacher responsiveness to students

(12) dinstructional appropriateness

In terms of recommendations for teacher training, it is recommended
that teachers be trained to use sustainiﬁg and task engagement feedback,
provide instructional materials and tasks which students appropriately
engage in at a low error rate, ask questfons during instruction which are
specifically re]ated to.the content being covered and be responsive to

student responses and comments.
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Furthermore, it is recomended that teachers working with.mainstreamed

students provide a classroom environment in which there is Tittle either
teachar or student transition (non-instructional) time, need for discipline
as well as actual intervention rate is low, and use of punitive interven-

]

tions is minimal.
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I.E.P. DATA RECORD SHEET

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
SOCIOGRAM
DATA SHEET
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I1.E.P. Data Record Sheet
Date of birth

Age as of September, 1980

Handicaéping condition (or diagnosis)

Fresent levels of educational performance: (Record data available.)
{' -

ey

i “Grade
) Name of Date Raw X Stanine
A
rea Test . Given Score Equiv. Score
, Score
Reading Vocabulary
Reading Comprehension
Spelling
Language
Math Computation {
Math Concepts 1
{
\
Date of initial I.E.P. i
. |
Number of years, (and months, if*portion of year) as of June, 1981, this
student has been mainstreamed (ile., Sept. 1980-June 1981 = 1 yr;
February 197¢ - June 1980 = 1 yr.\ and 5 months).
2 N . \ - . Year (s) Month(s)

kY

\

\

\ —

If the student's placement is primari%y in a regular classroom, answer Questions
##7 and #8 (page 2). \

\

|
{
!
k
i

If the student's primary placement is in a special education class, answer
Question #9 (page 3). \



7. All di{:ct services are provided by the regular classroom teacher (i.e., the

student\does not see a specialist regularly during the school day).
‘ Yes No

8. Supportive services provided: (Provide information specified).

No. months
Services
Provided*

Check 1f | No. hrs./ No. days/

Service Provided day week

Counseling

Gccupational therapy

Physical therapy

Speech training

Language training

Hearing training

Resource room (i.e.,
sees L.D. or N.I.
specilalist)

Other (List):

* Beginning with Sept., 1980, give number of months services provided for tﬁis school
year. 1f services were provided for the whole school year (Sept-June) record 10
months; Oct. ~June records 9 months, etc.




Question #9..

If the 'student's primar

Record service provider by subject.

66

y placement is in a special education class, answer

Subject

Check (v) if provided
in Special Class

If provided in regular
class record:

No. hrs/day No. days/wk.

Reading

Language Arts

Spelling

Math

Social Studies

Science

Physical Education

Music

Art

Homeroon

Other (List):




Name 67

School

P

Mainstreaming Project’ Teacher Questionnaire
Please give the following information in the space provided.
Section I: Background Information
A. Classroom Data

1. Current grade level

2. Number of students on your class register

3. Number of students with an I.E.P. (i.e., resource,
speech/hearing, etc.) on your class register

4. Number of additional students mainstreamed from
a special education class not included on your
class register

5. Number of reading groups in your class

6. Number of actual minutes spent in Reading/
Language Arts Block daily. Do not include
break or recess time. (Write in number of
minutes each day.)

Mon. Tues. Wed. Thur. Fri.

B. Teacher Background

7. Total years teaching experience

8. Highest degree earned (including credits above)

9. Number of years you have had mainstreamed stu-
dents in your classroom

10. Coursework in special\¥ducation or mainstreaming:

a. Number of college courses

b. Number of inservice courses:

(1) sState-wide (i.e., Dept. of Educ. or
grant sponsored)

(2) Local (i.e., sponsored by your
district or school)
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Section II: Mainstreamed Student Information 68

Please answer the following questions for
who was selected to be observed.

1. How much of the total daily Reading/Language Arts time
given in Question #6 above, does this student spend in
your classroom? (Write in number of minutes per day.)

Mon. Tues. Wed. Thur. Fri.

Please check:
2. Did you participate in the I[.E.P. meetings for this
student? ) Yes No

3. Have you seen the written I.E.P. for this student? Yes No
4. pid you receive specific recommendations for pro-
viding instruction for this student? Yes . No

L]
Section III: Teacher Opinion

A. Services Provided
Please circle your response to the following items.

1. The level of administrative very low average high very
support relative to special low high
needs students has been:

. 2. The availability of addition- very low average high very
al support services for low high
special needs students
(i.e., resource room, reme-
dial reading, counseling,
appropriate instructional
materials, etc.) has been:

-

3. My success in dealing with very low average high very
special needs students in low high
the regular classroom has been:

e
e
4
~&

{




B. Teacher Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming

Please circle the letter(s) that best describes your agreement or dis-
agreement with the following statements. There are no correct answers;
the best answers are those that honestly reflect your feelings.

Scale: SA = Strongly Agree A = Agree U = Undecided
D = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree
1. Many of the things teachers do with regular students in SA U
a classroom are appropriate for special needs students.
2. The needs of handicapped students can be best served SA U
through special, separate classes.
3. A special needs child's classroom behavior generally SA U
requires more patience from the teacher than does the
behavior of a normal child.
4. The challenge of being in a regular classroom will pro- SA 1
mote the academic growth of the special needs child.
5. The extra attention special needs students require SA U
will be to the detriment of the other students.
6. Mainstreaming of fers mixed group interaction which will SA U
foster understanding and acceptance of differences.
7. It is difficult to maintain order in a regular classroom SA U
that contains a special needs child.
8. Regular teachers possess a great deal of the expertise SA 4]
necessary to work with special needs students.
9. The behavior of special needs students will set a bad SA U
example for the other students.
10. Isolation in a special class has a negative effect on SA U
the social and emotional development of a special needs
student.
11. The special needs child will probably develop academic SA U
skills more rapidly in a special classroom than in a
regular classroom.
12. Most special needs children do not make an adequate attempt SA U
to complete their assignments.
13. Integration of special needs children will require signi- SA U
fizant changes in regular classroom procedures.
14. Most special needs children are well-behaved in the class- SA 4]

room.

4
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15. The contact regular class students have with main- SA°A U D sD
streamed students may be harmful.

16. Regular classroom teachers have sufficient training to SA°A U D sDp
teach children with special needs.

17. Special needs students will monopolize the teacher's SA°A U D sD
time. )

18. Mainétreaming the special needs child will promote his/ SA A U D 8D
her social independence. » .

19. It is likely that a special needs child will exhibit SAAA U D SD

behavior problems in a regular classroom setting.

20. Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching is better done by re- SA A U » sDp
Source-room or special teachers than by regular class-
room tedchers.

21. The integration of special needs students can be bene- SA A U D SDp
ficial for regular students. .
22. Special needs children need to be told exactly what to SA A U D 8D
do and how to do it.
23. Mainstreaming is likely to have a negative effect on SA° A U D D
the emotional development of the special needs child.
24. Lack of application by the special needs child is one SA°A U D 93D
of the most frequent causes for failure.
+ 25. The special needs child will be socially isolated by ' SA A U p sp °
regular classroom students.
26. Pavrents of a special needs child present no greater pro- SA A U D sSp
blem for a classroom teacher than those of a normal child. .
27. Integration of special needs children will necessitate SA A" U D 8D
extensive retraining of regular teachers.
28. Special needs students should be given every opportunity SA A U D 8D
to function in the regular classroom setting, where possi-
ble.
29. Special needs children are likely to create confusion in SA A U D 8D N

the regular classroom.

30. The presence of special needs students will promote SA° A U D sD
acceptance of differences on the part of regular students.
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Administration of the Sociogram

General Directions

Please administer the sociogram at your earliest convenience, but at
teast by the end of May. It would be preferable to give the sociogram on a
day when there are not a lot of students absent. It also necessary for

your selected mainstreamed student to be present.

During the administration, it is important to discourage any comments

which might influence student choices and to keep students from looking at

their classmates sheets.

We anticipate that som; students in grades 1&2 may bave trouble with
the format and suggest that you administer it in small groups. For example,
vou might give it while the children are in their reading groups. If you
have any dquestions or concerns please feel free to call Dr. Barbara Larrivee
at 274-4900 ext. 238. If you would like one of the project staff to help in

the administration you can call the secretary, Carol Baccaire at 456-8024

to make arrangements.

You will need a copy of your class roster to read your students names
from and to return with the completed forms. Remember to add the names of
any students who may not be on your roster, but spend any time in your class
(i.e., homeroom, music, social studies, etc.). If any of your students are

new to the class (after February 1) please make a note on the roster. If

you have more than 26 students use the back side of the form.




' When your own name is read, mark the sentence which describes how you think

i

I~

~ \: :? B - 6
Directions for Administration - Grades 3 72
(}\ f';

Give each studen* a copy of the checklist and say:

We like class members in different ways. This checklist is a way of
telling how close a friendship you would like to have with other
students in the class. For each person in the class, you will select
the statement which most nearly describes your feelings about the
person and put an "X" in the box beside the statement.

The numbers 1 - 26 go across the top of the page.
will read the name of a person in the class. As I read a name, you
will select the sentence which tells how much you would like to spend
time with them. You can only mark one box for each person.

For each number I

Now, let's look at .the five sentences. The first one says:
WOULD LIKE TO INYITE TO MY HOME.

Number 2 says:

WOULD LIKE TO SPEND TIME WITH ON THE PLAYGROUND. -

The third sentence says:

WOULD LIKE TO SPEND SOME TIME WITH ONCE IN A WHILE.

Number 4 says:

WOULD LIKE TO BE MORE LIKE OTHER STUDENTS. -

The last sentence says:

WOULD LIKE TO LEAVE ME ALONE.

most of your classmates feel about you and wi'l mark for you.

No one in your
class will see your paper.

We're ready tec begin now. The first student will be

(use first name on your class roster). Mark an
"X" for only one sentenée. The sentences again are:
y one

Number 1: WOULD LIKE TO INVITE TO MY HOME.

Number 2: WOULD LIKE TO SPEND TIME WITH ON THE PLAYGROUND.
Number 3: WOULD LIKE TO SPEND SOME TIME WITH ONCE IN A WHILE.
Number 4. WOULD LIKE TO BE MORE LIKE OTHER STUDENTS.

Number 5: WOULD LIKE TO LEAVE ME ALONE.



*

Now, move to space #2. The second student is

(use second name on your class roster).

Mark one sentence with an ''x".

Scan the classroom to see if anyone is having difficulty. Continue to read
) )
! .
names from your class roster, repeating the 5 sentences occasionally as
necessary. Have ybur students check periodically (i.e., about every 5th

to 8th name) to make sure that they have only marked cne "X" in each

column.

Collection & Return

Collect all forms and put in the envelope provided along with the classroom
roster you used for administration. We will need to identify students who
have an IEP for coding the data. The completed forms will be picked up by

pProject staff by Thursday, May 28.

Project Update

We are working on coding all the data from the classroom observations and
are hoping to have the results for you within a few weeks. You will hear

from us soon.




Grades

Directions for Administration

Give each student a copy of the checklist and a place keeper.

materials have been passed out, say:

We like class members in different ways.

This activity is

a way of telling how close 4 friendship you would like to
have with other boys and girls in our class. For each
person in the class, you are going to pick the sentence
which tells how you feel about the person. Now, let's

- all look at the fi{ve sentences on your paper. I
will read them to you.

Put your finger on the fixst sentence.

WOULD LIKE TO INVITE TO MY HOME.

Now, move:your finger down to number 2.

-

A Put your finger on number 3.

It says:

It says:

WOULD LIKE TO SPEND TIME WITH ON THE PLAYGROUND.

WOULD LIKE TO SPEND SOME TIME WITH

Put your finger on number 4. It says:

This sentence says:

ONCE IN A WHILE.

WOULD LIKE TO BE MORE LIKE OTHER STUDENTS.

WOULD LIKE TO LEAVE ME ALONE.

Look at number 5. This is the last sentence. It says:

1 -2

After the

Now, look at the board and we will go over each of the five
choices.

Review each of the statements providing any further explanation which you

" feel will help your children understand the five different choices.

Then

write bn the board the following "key" words for the children to refer to.

1.

2.

Home

Playground
Sometimes

Be more like others

Leave alone

o
(S
P
S/

vy
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When everyone understands the five choicés continue with the following

directions:

Now, we are ready to start. Look at the numbers 1—3%6
across the top of the page. Fof each number I am going
to read the name of a person’in the class. As I read. a
name, you will pick the seritence which tells how much
you would like to spend time with them. You can only .
pick one sentence for each person. You will put an
"X" in the box beside the one you pick.

When your own name is read, mark the sentence which /
tells how you think most of the boys and girls feel /
about you and will mark for you. No one in yout class

will see your paper.

Let's put our marker on the paper so that only the
space marked #1 is showing. (Demonstrate to the
children how the marker should be on the page and
check to see that everyone understands.) The first
student will be

(use first name on your class roster.) Mark an "X"
for only one sentence. I will go over the sentences
again.

Number 1: INVITE TO MY HOME. .

Number 2: SPEND TIME WITH ON THE PLAYGROUND.
Number 3: SPEND SOME TIME WITH ONCE IN A WIIIE.
Number 4. BE MORE LIKE OTHER STUDENTS.

Number 5; LEAVE ME ALONE.

Now, let's move our marker to space #2. The second
student is ~
(use second name on class roster).

Mark one sentence with an "X".

N

N\
repeat 5 sentences

I
Scan the classroom to make sure that everyone understands. Continue to read

names from your class roster, repeating the 5 sentences each time or the "key"
words from the board.
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Collection & Return

Collect all forms and put in the envelope provided along with the classroom
roster you used for administration. We will need to entify students who

have an IEP for coding the data. The completed forms will be picked up by

’
3

project staff by Thursday, May 28.

i

Project Update

We are working oh coding all the data from the classroom observations and
are hoping to have the results for you within a few weeks. You will hear

from us soon.




Name

school Grade Date

L) ~

A -

1. Would like to invite .
to my home ) _
Ad B 3 £ Y

' 2. Would }ike to spend time
with on the playground. -

3. Would like to-spend some
time with orice in a while.

-

4, Would like to be more
like other students. :

5. Would like to leave me
alone, ~

© 1975 Marcia Horne N
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Name Grade School

I. Please write in times that you have Reading/Language Arts for each day of the week.

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

II. List mainstresmed students (i.e., students who have an I.E.P. and spend any time in your classroom)

Check Areas Check
Mainstreamed For Special Services Provided
Entire Language Other Resource Remedial- Speech  Other
Name Day Arts Math (Specify) Room Reading &  (Specify)
Language
1,
2.
3.
4,

III. For compérison purposes, we will also be observing a sample of regular students in addition to mainstreamed
students. We would like to observe three students, preferably from different reading groups. Please select
from your rosters the third name in alphabetical order for each group and list below:

Highest Ability Group

Middle Group(s)

Use these lines
if more than
three groups

8L

Lowest Ability Group 3;‘{)
N
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