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findings on four topics are hxghixghted (sample findings in

parentheses); xnstructxon prior to referral (only abcut one-half of

the school day is instructional time); individualized educational

plans (subjective. ‘teacher evaluation has the greatest influence on
daily instruction); interventions for special needs students

{classroom teachers believe they are inadequately trained); and

interventions for LD students {(therxe are_no dxfferences in time

allocated to instruction for LD and non-LD students) Implxcatxohs of
these findings for practice are considered in chapter 2 in terms of
‘instructional time considerations, instructional decxsxénmakxng, and

interactions between regular education and special eddcatxcn.

Chapters 3-6 present evidence from the studies for the major findings

of the studies. A final chapter, chapter 7, summarizes the data

SOurCEE;éﬂé_ggsearch procedures used in the previous chapters.
—€ET -




N
UM University of Minnesota

-

Research Report No. 143

EDR4bbl]

R, U'S. OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
INSTRUCTIONAL INTERVENTION RESEARCH: -  NATIONALINSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
\ EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

L il . .. CENTER(ERIC) = "

AN INTEGRATIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 1 Thes_document nas_been reproduced a3

from the perébh of o}ba}ii}iiﬁh

‘ o Minor changes have been made to improve
ol o < B TSRt

_ 4 , P! Ve ecrnl duh A reproduction quality.
Martha L. Thurlow and James E. Ysseldyke . M —
n inions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanty represent ofticial NIE
postion of policy




Director: James E.

The Institute for Researc on’tear'ing Bj

a contract (300-80-0622) with-the O
ment of Education; throug fTitI Vi

. investigators are ¢onducting resear

1ﬁtéF9éﬁtion process as. it relates ta—]ea_ning; 1sa

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Research Report No. 143

INSTRUCTIONAL INTFRVENTION RESEARCH!

AN INTEGRATIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Martha L. Thurlow and James E. Ysseldyke
Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities

University of Minnesota

September; 1983



Acknowledgments

A collaborative endeavor by numerous individuals was responsible

= ——

for the production of this integrative summary of IRLD research.

Various students and staff members helped re-read publications;

the research findings for practice:

€|

o



Chapter 1

Overview of IRLD Instriuctional Intervention Research

Over a six-year period; the Institute for Research on Learning
Disabilities (IRLD) at the UgiVEhséty of Minnesota has conducted
Fesearch on issues 1in the asséssmént_and identification bf Jearning
disabled students. Although initial IRLD studies concentrated on the
types of assessment devices being used and the differences between
learning disabled students and other students, our findings pointed to

‘Jearning disabled students, as well as with non-handicapped students;

and the relationship between assessment information collected on
students and instructional interventions: o
information on instructional intervention in ‘today's schools,
~ esp 63511y as they relate to- Stﬂdéhts who are récéibﬁng special
edJ:ation services. - Findings from separate .sﬁudiés have been

'aﬁté§?§€éa to address major issues and to produce recommendations for
practice that are based on research results. The studies from which
the findings and recommendations wgréj derived used a variety of
methodologies. Included among these were: o . 7

. Surveys_and interviews |

- Comparative Stddie§

. Instructional time observations

- Test reviews

. Experimental comparisons

~+ Intervention studies

4
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practice are discussed in Chapter 2. Details of the evidence that

supports the findings are presented in Chapters 3-6. ~Information on

Yhe data sources and specific research procedyres are presented in

Chapter 7. o .

Instruction Prior_to Referral .

1. What is the nature of a typical instructional day?

a. Most instructional time is allocated to academic

activities; particularly reading and math. However,
only about one-half of the school day ‘is instructional
time; the other half is taken by recess, lunch, physical
,educat1on etc. .

b. Students spend most of their inStFHet16nai ‘time within

med1a workbooks or worksheets.

c. Teacher activity most often involves making no response
to the observed student and be1ng Tocated s1tt1nq or
standing among students , .

d. Students engage in active academic responding (e.g.,
reading, writing) for a very small amount of time,

which is approximately equalto the amount of t1me
spent in inappropriate responding -(e.g., looking .

around, working on an_ inappropriate task). Most time

is spent in task management responses (e.q., wgiting,

“41sten1ng, raising hand)

e. The nature of 1nstruct1on and student responding

varies greatly among students; some students have

much qreater opportunities to make active academic
~responses than others.

2. What is the nature of. a typical instructional day for _ ]
students at different levels of academic nompetence? '

-- The nature of instruction and most’ Stﬁdént responses do
not differ among students at different levels of
teacher-perceived academic competence. Students rated .
high in academic competence do tend to engage in academic
talk more than students rated low im:academic competence: ' _




What is the nature of a typical instructional day for
students at different levels of behavioral competence?

da.

Na di%#érehcés in times aiiacatéa”;a vaiiaus

teacher perce1ved behav1ora1 competence.

Students perce1ved by their teachers to be low in
behavioral competence endage in more inappropriate
behavior and receive more disapproval from their
teachers.

What is the nature of a typical read1ng per1od for students
in different read1ng groups? ,

a.

Across all read1ng groups, most students receive

instruction in small groups with the1r teachers among

them during a.typical reading period. - They use readers

and workbooks most often; teacher=student discussions

seldomly occur. The teacher makes direct teaching

responses topard a student for about 20% of a typical

reading period. )

On the average* students enqage in act1ve read1ng (oral

-~ and silent) for only 10 minutes of a scheduled

- 120-minute reading period: Active academic responses

overall are made for only half as much t1me as are
passive, task management responses.

The student's read1ng group p1aeement does make some
d1fference in the nature of 1nstruct]on received: Low

High, midd1é, and low reading grdUb'gtUdéhtg do not

differ in their total active academic responding times
(about 20 m1nutes) However middle group students
do engage in more wr1t1ng than low group students; and

low group students erigage in more reading aloud than
both middle and high group students. ‘

Low group students-engage in active academic. responses

more often when under d1rect teacher superv1s1on

What 1ntervent1ons do regu1ar educators try before referring

a student?

d.

Cl~»ssroom teachers use severa] typ1ca1 classroom

teaching techniques to assist a student having academic

or behavioral problems: -
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b.

Interventions that are tried prior to referral are

not implemented systemat1ta11y

Can positive changes be made in typical classroom teaching
techniques?

a.

ol

Active academic responding time can be dnub1ed by

prov1d1ng the teacher with workshops or feeuback on ways

to increase students’ academic responuing times.

Referral rates can be reduced and teachers attitudes

regard.ng prob]em students changed by providing ongoing

1Individualized Ediicational Plans (IEPS)

7

When is the IEP wr1tten7

a.

The development of the IEP is one of the most frequently

ment]oned steps in schoo] assessment pract1ces the

1nput time, ‘and:1ocat1on

IEFs tvpically are written within one year for most
sligible students.

*

What info.mation is coiietted and used to develop the TEP?

a.

Data collected by schoo1 psychologists for pregram

planning often are not the data found most useful by

classroom teachers.

t

Teachers of learning d1sab1ed students indicate that

results from formal tests are most influential in_
determining students' long-term goals, whereas informa?
techniques, particularly observation, are used
primarily 1in estab11sh1ng short-term goals.
SﬁbJeCt1VéﬂteéChé%”eVé1u&t16h has the most influence
teachers, parents, or other team mémbers is of.
secondary importance. '

9.

To what extent are regular education teachers prepared to

deal with special education students in their c1assrooms?

a.

Most classroom teachers believe they have not been

adequately trained to teach special needs students
in their mainstream classrooms.

Recently trained teachers express more positive

9
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11.

Interventions for LN Students

appropr1ate classroom 1ntervent1ons

What is the nature of instruction for stiidents one month -
before, one month after and two months after an IEP is
wr1tten7

a. No consistent trends are evideni in instruction as a
result of the referral, avaluation, and placement
process.

b. Although instructional changes generaliy are observed
initially, these changes often disappear two months
‘after the writing of the IEP.

c. Observed changes in students' classroom experiences

generally do not affect Students'’ reqpond1ng
behaviors: f
!
!

12:

13.

What level of service and student-teacHer ratio are most

common in LD instruction?

a. Most LD students receive part time direct instruction
frcm a resource room teacher:

b. More LD students are placed in full- -time spacal

consu]tat1on service delivery modes.

c. féachérg providing indiréct service are responsible for

direct 1nStruct10n.
How much time i< devoted to academic and non-academic aresas?

a. LD teachers most often provide academic instruction

in reading ur math.

b: ‘The amount of time devoted to academ1c and non-academic
areas varies for individual students.

c: Spelling instruction most often is considered

supplemental, while instruction in other academic areas

10
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Implications for Practice

T S The ISL0"research findings related to instructional intervention

00, S S S e e el
W seversl Smplications for educatcrs. These implications are

R c,xaaﬂ in thisg rhapter— They have peen erganized for convenaence,

s %htn *hrep -3reas: (a) 1nstructiona1 time conswderations., (b)

ingtructional decision mak1ng, and (c) interactions between regular

-

?indxngs related Lo 1nstruct:ona1 time indicate that a re1at1ve1y

Timired amgunt of Lime 3s aiibféiéd.io instructional ativiiies, and

. sHar of tha .time a170cated only a fraction involves students making

.
|

aetive academic -esponses.  Further, there is a great deal of

yariabilit ¥ Ffam pne student to the ﬁéii’ Specific changes in a_

student's placement have only 2 §ﬁéi1 1nf1uencn on the nature of

® i

radev'c responses,
ﬂE instruct1onal time Findinas ind1cate that ediucators must

focos an the diagnesis of iost'uct1en before fecusiag on diagn051s of

» . - =

taformation collected about the nature of instruction, and

sbéti*icaiiy about the time allocated to .various iﬁétrutiiénéi

in academic resppnding, -has direct relevance to planning changes in

instruction,




When confronted with a student exhibiting difficulties in school,

~—

attempts to increase the §tdé§ﬁf‘é.ééfiﬁekéééaéiié responding should

‘precede the referral of the student: Fo?\psychoeducatxona. evaluation,

and probably should precede any other pre- referra1 interventions that

might be attempted: " . Consultation sources for the teacher are

recommended; Pre-referral interventions. that are attemnted by

teachers typically depend on the teachers, without valuable input from

others. Such input should be immediately available.

When it is deemed necessary to place a student within a special

edication program, the nature of nstruction for the student should

-

change in' some obvious way. IRLD research results suggest that this
does seem to occur.+ Students are allocated greater amounts of

individual instruction and generally seem to receive a greater amount
of positive reinforcement from their special eduééiiéﬁ- teachers.

However, changes in academic respond1ng times -are not reflected

these environmental changes: Only minimal change; in stUGEnts' active

academic responding times occur Changes are 1ncons1stent from one

student to tHe next as the students preceed through the referral to
placement process. Time considerations must be given more atténtion
by those designated to provide special education services to students.

Instructional Decision Making

Procedures are needed to make the elect1on of instructional
methods and materials more formal. Instruc€1ona1 changes should be

tied more closely to objective evaluation results.

-y
ey

o
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Inferactions Between Reqular Education and Special Education

Students placed in special education continue to spend part of
their school day in the regular éaijééfiaf; class:  Yet; regular
education teachers continue to believe that they are inadequately
prepared to meet the needs of these students: Specific procedures are
needed to gpsure that interaction between the special educator and the
regular educator occurs. The regular classroom teacher should be
informed of the nature of the program provided to the student in the
special class setting, as well as the gbéjs-bf the ihstructibh and the
student's progress. The regular educator should be given specific

e

.H‘
R
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Chapter 3.
Instruction Prior to Referral

This chapter summarizes " IRLDP research f1nd1ngs re1ated to the
issue of what iﬁétFﬁétiéﬁ‘iésjiké ?6? regular education students. Six
specific questions are addressed in this chapter:

What is the nature of a typigcal instructional day?
What is the natire of a typical instrictional day for
s students at.different levels of academic competencé?
What is the nature of a typical instructional day for.
students at different levels of behavioral competence?
What -is the nature of a typical reading period for
students in different reading groups?
What interventions do regular educators try before
teferring a student? : -
Can. positive changes be made in. typ1ca1 c1assroom teach1ng
techn1ques?

For each question, the major f1nd1ngs are summar1zed and the data -

. ordered ,in _terms of . recency); Specific evidence for the. major

_ act1v1t1es, particulardy read1ng and math. Howevpr, . ‘ /
only about one-half of the schoot day is instructional /
time; the other half is taken by recess, lunch, physical /

education, etc. . ;
b. ng@éﬁfﬁ,gﬁéﬁﬂiﬁ6§f 6f7tbg1r 1nstruct1ona17§1me7w1th1n \ﬁ«_

entire group structures and working with readers, ‘other /

media, workbooks, ar worksheets. !
c. Teacher activity most often involves making no response /

+ to the observed student and being located s1tt1ng or ‘
- standing among students.. ; ‘
1 o - . ,

[y
(wp)
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d. Students engage in active academic responding (e.g.,
read1ng, writing) for -a very small amount of time,
which is approximately equal to the amount of time

" spent in inappropriate responding (e.q., looking -
around, working on an inappropriate task) - Most t1me

is spent in task management responses (e.g., waiting;
11sten1ng, raising hand)..

e. The nature of instruction and student responding

var1es great]y among students; some students have

much greater opportunities to make active academic

responses than others.
Data Sources: |

Instructional time observations (RR 73; 86)
Evidence: |

An extens1ve observat1ona1 study was conducted to prov1de data

workbooks; worksheets, and paper and pencil tasks. Student¢ received

typ1ea1 sehoo] day (RR 73, 86) For all students, the official length
of the tota1 school day was 390 minutes. Appnoximateiy 170 minutes
were devoted to lunch, recess, moving between;ciassrdams,-musit, and
physical education. During the 220 minutes in which the students were
in the classroom and observed, about 40 ﬁ%ndtés were allocated to non-
academic activities such as free time, business ﬁanagéﬁént* and -

the sﬁééi?ié activities to which most time was allocated, averaging

about one hour and about 45 m1nutes, respect1ve1v. The major task for

students ,1nvo1ved the use of readers, fo]]owed by other media,

almost all of their instruction within entire group structures. Most
i ) . ) 71 .

¢

S &
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frequent1y, the teacher was located among students or in front of<the

1nvo1ved task management. responses, esnec1a11y passive responses such

"as 11sten1ng to the teacher, Wa1t1ng to ta1k to the teaeher; and

raising hands.  For those student fég;saﬁgég that were éEtﬁ’v’éTfy’

academic in nature, most twime was spent writing. Inappropriate

student responses accounted for about 30 minutes of the student s

school day*"Across studentsf a typical schooT day was character1zed
The obsqryat1ona1 data also revea]ed s1gn1chant""var1ab111ty '

among 1nd1V1dua] students.. On . the average, the observed student

one hour per day; however; foribne student the actual tlme was 37.8

'mi'n'Utes and' for "an’bt'h'er the time was 116.8 minutes. The average

Ayet one student rece1ved only 12 minutes of read1ng while another

received 113 minutes of nééd1n§ S1m11ar1y, wh11e the avéFaﬁe amount

to 58 minutes for another: ' These da11y d1fferences can amount to vast
differences in the amount of 1nstruct1on~studentS-rece1ve over the-
Course of the school year: For éxample, if the daily difference in
time’ a110cated to read1ng cont1nued over the year, the student with

\\\ the h1ghest t1me.wou]d receive 277 more hours of reading instruction

Variability in students’
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active academic responding during one school day also has significant
implications when considered in terms of a school year. For example,
the range in tine actualy spent actively engaged %asréaaﬁag (oral and

student, the lowest student wou1d have to read for 90 days to read for

the same amount of time that the h1ghest student read in one day*

Different Levels of Academic Competence?

“Findings:

-- The nature of instruction and most student responses do
not dif/er among students at different levels of
teacher-perceived academic competence. Students rated
high in academic competence do tend to engage in academic
talk more than'students rated low in academic competence.

Data Sources:

- ‘Instructional time observations (RR 86)

high, middle; or Tow in academic _competence revealed on1y one

',stat1st1ca11y significant difference among the gfaﬁas (RR ééﬁ;

greater amount of time than did students ih the 1oqhacadem1c group.

Times observed for all activities, tasks, teaching st

|

locations, teaching activities, task management student responses,
inappropriate student responses, and all other active academic <tudent

responses were similar to those reported for the. typical instructional
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day.  Thus; the students' instructional experiénces were similar-
regardless of their teacher-perceived academic competence. For all
g%oups, the studéhtsisactiVé aeaaémie Eé;%éhdihg time was low (i*é;;
(i.e., 6 % hours).

What is the Nature of a Typical Instructional Day for Students at

Different Levels of Behavioral Competence?

Findings:

a. No d1Fferences 1n t1mes a11ocated to var1ous

the classroom occur for students ‘at different 1eve1s o?

. teacher- perce1ved behavioral competence.

b. Students perceived by their teachers to be low in

behavioral competence _engage in more -jnappropriate

behavior and receive more d1sapprova1 from their
teachers.

Data éauﬁees;

,,,,,

Evidence: ’ o L

Observations of students who had been ranked by their teachers as
" high, middle, or fow in behavioral competence revealed Few differences
among the groups (RR 73). There were no difgerences bétweéh gééups in
time éTjééété& to any of the instructional (e.q., reading, math) o
non-instruétional activities (e.q., %réé time),  in tiﬁé‘ spent on

{
,,,,,

various tasks; or in time spent in various types of 1nstruct1ona1

grouping. | Regardless of the students’ behav1ora1 competence, teachers
most often| were among students or in front of the ciass. A1l times

were s1m11ar to those reported for the tyﬁfcal instructional day Z

_Teachers\d1d respond differently to St'dents 1n the three group

Low beﬁévtdﬁé] group students rece1ved 51gn1ficant1y more teacher

~
-

20
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d1sapprova1 than e1ther middle gz h1qh qroup students Although the

groups, low behavioral group students 'ece1ved at least twice as much

teacher d1sapprova1 as other students,,or about two and one=half more

 the h1gh group. Low behaV1ora1 group students also soent more time

mak1ng 1nappropr1ate responses overa11 than did either middle (14%) or

high (12%) group students.

- Differences’ among groups also .emerged as a function of what the

teacher was doing (RR 119); .When the teacher was d1rect1y teaching

the target Student students in th" low behav1ora1 group spent more

l

: t1me ask1ng academ1c quest1ons than-students in other groups- however, -

when the teacher was making no response to‘ the target student,

students in the low group engaged in inappropriate .play more often

than other students. Teach1ng structure influenced teacher behavior.

During both ‘entire group iand small group 1nstruct1on teachers
d1rected more d1sapprova1 toward students in thei1ow group; during

entire group 1nstruct1on teachers provided m1dd1e group stpdents with

fewer direct teach1ng responses than they did h1gh and 1ow group

students. ' . ' 5

'what is the Nature ofggagglyplcalggRead1ng Period for Students in

o
7777777 -

?indings*

a. Across all read1ng groups, most students receive

instruction in small_groups with their teachers among

them dur1ng a typ1ca1 reading period. They use readers

21



and workbooks most oftesn; teacher-student discussions
seldomly occur. The teacher makes direct teaching
. responses toward a student for about 20% of a typical

reading period.

b. On the average, students engage in active reading (oral

and silent) for only 10 minutes of a scheduled

120-minute reading period. Active, academic responses

overall are made for only half as much time as are

; passive; task management responses.

c. The student's read1ng group p]acement does make some o

difference in the nature of instruction received.’ Low

group students; in general, receive less teacher

lecture instruction; more 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on, and
more teacher approval. :

d: H1gh m1dd1e, and Tow read1ng group students do not
differ in their total active academic responding times
(about 20 minutes). -However, middle group students
do engage in more writing théh Tow gfaue Stﬁdehts, ‘and

, both middle and h1gh group students.

P4 o

‘ e. - Low group students,éngagé.1h act1vé academic responses
more often when .under direct teacher supervision.

. Instructvona] time observat1ons (RR 79, 119)

Ev1dence

In an observat1ona1 study of sfﬁ&éﬁfs during their schedu]ed !

120-minute read1ng_periqd; 30 minutes could not be observed because
students were m6Vihg from one classroom to another or were wa1t1ng,fof
instruction to begin (RR 79): During the average 81 minutes actually
: ,anocated to reading instruction, the tasks most frequently used
included readers; worksheets; other:media, and workbooks " Paper-
pencil tasks and teacher-student discussions seldom were ohserved
during reading instruction. About 5 minutes per reading péribd Wéfé |

allocated to getting materials ready or putting them away. The
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majority of reading time was altocated to small group teaching, with
teachers spending most of their time among students.” The most

]

observable response ‘toward fhe ofserved student. The average amount
of direct teaching received by one student in a typical reading period

was about 18 minutes. On the average, students received either

period.

In a typical reading period; students engaged in active academic

~ responses, including silent and ora) reading; writing; and answering

and asking questions; for about 20 minutes. Of this time, students
read silently for about 8 minutes and read aloud for less than 2

minutes: Task management responses comprised the majur portion of

students' time; on the average, the student engaged in these responses-
for about 4l minutes. Most of this time (about 29 min) consisted of
passivé responding (e.g., waiting for instruction, listening to

_another student read).  Other task management responses included

looking for materials, moving, or teacher-approved play. Students
engaged in inappropriate behaviors for about 12 minutes of reading

academic talk.-

Some differences were found in the nature of instruction and
student responses for students in high, middle, -and- Tow reading
groups. For example; although all reading groups: received most of

workbooks; middle and "high groups received more instruction through .

.
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teacher lecture than did low group students. Further, middle and Hidﬁ

reading group received more individual instruction tnha- middle. and
high group students. Logically; sttdents in the low reading group
also received more instruction with the teacher beside them (11 min)
than the other students (1 afﬁ;< nurihg the réaa%hg périod; middle
teacher response was directed to them. On the othor hand, low reading
group students fég\1ved miore teacher approval than middle and high
group studentsi{ f ough the amounts of approval received were less

than 30 second{-per reading period for all groups.

* Although students in low, middle, and high reazding grouos 4id not

differ with respect. to task management and inappropriate responses,

they @id differ 1in the amounts 6¢ time they engaged in writing and
reading aloud: Middle reading group students engaged in writing more
than low group students; however; low réaaéﬁg group studéhtg éngaqea

were low for all groupsl 0veraii—-students in the three grousps did
not differ in the amount .of time engaged in total active academic
responding, Whith' averaged about 20 minutés of the 12G-minute
scheduled reading period.

Several differences were found for the logw reading group ctudents

teagher at the student’s S|de*1RR 119); BuFiﬁ@iiﬁdiiidg§1 %éédihq

instruction, low reading group students received more opportunities to

\‘\‘
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rnnt implemented systematically;
Nata Sources:
* Survey of classroom teachers /PR 91 .

In treir responses to 2 syryey, regular classroom tgichers

tdentified the classroom

interventions they sttempted pricr to

refarring students for psychoeducationa! evsluztinn (2R 91},  fOver

nalf of the atrempted intarventions appearsd to be typical classroom

dependent on  the

interventions were dependent on the classroom teacher
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. referralitn-assestment phase (RR 1403, Several ‘eachers were able to

&

implemant the alternative to referral -system successfully. While
veferral ratas Aid drop considerably at first, it appeared that more

attention still needs to-be aiven to the recognition :hat by dealing

with  ctudent problems "in the regolar classroom, special educatien
- - ¢

plazements an be avoided and students' instruction can be improved.

" -
Pl
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Chapter 4
‘Individualized Educational Plans (IEPs)
This chapter’ summarizes IRLD research findings on issues related

to individualized educational plans (IEPs). Two specific questions

are addressed in this chaptér:
When 1s fhe iEﬁ wr1tten?

What information 1s collacted and used to develop the 1EP?

orders in-terms of rééeﬁéy) " Specific evidence for the major findings

then is presented

7 . whenAJSAIheglEﬁgwrltten?

Findings:
a. The deve]opment of -the IEP is one of the most frequently

mentioned steps in school assessment practices; the

‘development of plans .varies accordwng to educators’
input, time;, and 10catxon

b; 1EPs typically are written within one year for most
eligible students;

‘Pata Sources:

Suivey of LD teachers (RR 80)
Survey of special education directors {RR 14)
Evidence: 7
Learning disabilities teachers; who, completed & survey on

instructional program pTanning and implementation practices, indicated

- that IEPs were written within -one year for 97% of the eligible

students (RR 80). The ma)or1ty of . §EuaéﬁE§‘ IEPs also were reviewed

dur1nq the spring of the same school year.

28
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Development of the IEP -was one of the four most frequently

mentioned steps in school district assessment and decision-making
processes by special education directors; most directors indicated
that placement decisions preceded development of IEPs (RR 14).
Although many directors indicated that the IEP was developed at a
meeting with parents present, some described considerable development
of the plan preceding the parent meeting. In addition, the persons
réspdps'ibie For ﬁmeméﬁfaﬁg the instructional plan most oftenTwere

often were not present when the IEP was 8éVé166é6;

What - Informat49n44sgﬁollectedAandAUsedAto,Deve1op the IEP?

. Findings:

a. Data collected by school psychologists for progranm

planning often are not the data found most usefu1 by~
classroom teachers:

b. Teachers of learning disabled students indicate that
results from formal tests are most influential in
detérmining students' long-term goals; whereas informal

techniques, particularly observation; are used
primarily in establishing short-term goals.

/7ﬂ\ c. Subjective teacher evaluation has the most infiuence
/ | on daily instruction; consultation with previous
teachers, parents, or other team members is of
secondary importance.
Data Sources:
"+ 1Ins uct1ona1 p1anning survey (RR 27, 30)-
- Survey of LD teachers (RR 80)

-

A nationwide samp]e of school psych010g1sts 1nd1cated ‘that most

used standardized tests, rather than behavioral observationsf teacher
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input, or record reviews, as the means to collect information for
program planning (RR 365; The Wechsler Iﬁté11§6éﬁéé Scale for
Children - Revised, the Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test; and the Wide
teachers from two separate samples identified standardized tests as

fost useful in making program planning decisions, there wWas much -
greater variability in their responses (RR 27, 30). Teachers, i%_
contrast to school psychologists, more often identified informal
measures, behavioral observations, and teacher input as useful in
program planning. - They alsc named many more different standardized
fests, and the three tﬁat were named most often (wééﬁéiék Intelligence
Peabody Individual Achievement Test) were not the same  three:
i&éﬁf%?%é& by school psychologists. '}
Jn another Survey, LD teachers indicated that the primary sources
of %ﬁ?éfﬁéfiéﬁ used to determine IEP long-term goals and SHdFt-ééFﬁ
objectives differed (RR 80): Results from formal tests; particularly
achievement tests, were most influential in determining long-term
goals for B4% of the teachers. Overall scores on achieverent féSVtS,—‘>
patterns of scores on achievement tests; and discrepancies between
ability- and achievement tests were emphasized. | Only one-quarter of
the teachers indicated that informal techniques, including ‘observation
of student performance ahd; informal assessménisi had the greatest
influence in &etermining iang:term goals. E&néuitéiibﬁ Wﬁiﬁ.ﬁﬁéﬁiéué

teachers, parents, and other team members was mentioned infrequently

30
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|

s a primary source, but was mentioned as a secondary source.

Internal constraints (materials, time, teachers). were not considered

. to be influential. o S

In contrast, the same teachers listed informal techniques,
particularly observation of student performance; as the primary Source
of information in developing short-term objectives.  Tests were

mentioned as important by 40% of the teachers; however, the major
emphasis was on criterion-referenced tests rather than standardized
norm-referenced achievement tests. Again, consultation with other

classroom tedchers, parents; and otheér team members rarely was

reported as a primary source, but was included more often as a
secondary source. Similarly; internal constraints (materials, time,
teachers) were not perceived to be influential in determining short-

term objectives.

st

31



27
Chapter 5

Interventions for Special Needs Students

This chapter summarizes IRLD research findings related to the
naiure of educational interventions for specia1 needs students. Three

-

To what extent are regular education teachers prepared

to deal with special education students in their
classrooms? - . . |

What kinds of interventions do teachers prefer for

students exhibiting different classroom behaviors?

What is the nature of iﬁsfrﬁéfiéﬁif§risfﬁ&eﬁfs one month

before, one month after, and two months after an IEP

is written? - -

For each question; the major fihaihgs are summarized and the data
sources from which the findings were obtained are listed. Specific
evidence for the major %ihaings'then-is presenteéd.

To what Extent are Regu1ar Education Teachers Prepared to Deal With

SPECJal Education St”dents in the]ig C]assrooms?

F1nd1ngs

a. Most classroom teachers believe they have notfbeen

adequate1y trained to teach special needs students
in their mainstream classrooms.

b. Recent]y tra1ned teachers express more pos1t1ve

attitudes about their preparation for handling
special needs students than do teachers tra1ned

over 10 years ago.
Data Sources:
Survey of classroom. teachers (RR 68)
Evidence: - | o
'Régbaﬁéég to a‘squéy of regular é1assfaam tééeﬁers éanéiﬁﬁ that

. LY

'v ' s .

: \ ’ ¢
{3

~o . ¥ T
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adequately trained to dea with the special needs of many students now
placed in their mainstream classrooms (RR°68). . Teachers most often
rated their prépargﬁion for recognizing students' problems in the
areas of drugs, abuse, LD, and ED as poor; approximately 10% of the
teachers nated‘their‘prepe?atibn.as good for drug-abuse and ED-related
concerns. Preparation for‘idehiifyiﬁg learning disabilities was rated
good by about éne:quarter of the teachers. Only 8% SF the iéééﬁééé

felt ‘adequately prepared to handle spec1a1 needs students in their

‘classroom.

Teachers' opinions varied as a function of whén ‘they FeeeiVea

© theirtraining: Teachers trained \ within the past Five years had ﬁiéi«'e’

years ago. Given the teacher cuts currently be1ng made in schoo1s

LY

those teachers most likely to remain in classrooms seem to be less

well prepared to teach handicapped students unless districts have
1mp1emented cont1nu1ng education programs. ‘

What Kinds of Interventions do Teachers Prefer for S‘udents Exh1b1t1ng

lefereni+ClassroomABehavions?

---Regard]ess of student behavior, teackers prefer to be
involved in the planning and 1mp1ementat1on of
appropriate classroom 1nterveqt1ons

- : . N

Data Sources: _—
* Case study investigatior (RR 76)

Evidence: : . i

”ﬂﬁ;er reading a case study of a th1rd grade boy demonstrat1ng

j\

SOC1511y 1mmature behaV1orsf perceptua1 d1ff1cu1t1esf or unmanageab1e

-

w
‘w\

o
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béhaviors, réguiar ciasgrgom teachers ratéd théii pré?éréhCé for 40

teacher for implementation (RR 76). Teachers preferred teacher-

directed interventions, such as \Wodifying matériai;i.'Séiectihg

different materials, or monitoring students' progress. The teachers'

second choices were for interventions 1involving consultation with

parents and/or specialists: Least preferred interventions were
éifé?ﬁa1-b1éééﬁéht actions (e:g:, resource room) and teacher-
nondirected attiéﬁs (é;@;; private fﬁf6?iﬁ§); Only one §i§ﬁi?iééﬁf
difference was found as a Fﬁhétidﬁ of the type of child rated:
eéhsﬁ1tat19é ihtéFVéhtidhs were Sélééféd less often for fﬁé case study
child demonstrating perceptual difficulties: In general, regardless
-bf student béﬁévibrf teachers indicated a des1re to p1an appropr1ate '
1nuervent1ons within the c1assroom.r

What is the Nature of Instruct1on for Students One ﬁdﬁfh Eé?dré, One

: Month After;, and Two Months A?té?;aﬁ,fERfié Written?

-

Findings:

a. No:consistent trends are evident in 1nstruct1on as a

result of the referral, evaluation, and placemant

process.

b. Although instructional changes generally are observed

initially, these changes often d1sappear two months

after the writing of the IEP.

c. Gbserved changes in. students' c1assroom experiences
generally do not affect students' respond1ng
behav1orst

Data §6Urees-




oV : ' L]

e

Evidence:

Observations of four students during the refevral-to-placement

'disappeared by the time of observation at two months following writing

of the IEP.  Further, while some changes were observed in the
students' classroom experiences; these changes were not reflected
consistently in changes in the students' respondimg times, includihg °

active academic responding times: The finding of variability among
students was highlighted by the lack of censistency in instructional

times and academic responding times even .for students in the same

school and for students at the same grade level.

1

|
Ut
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Chapter 6

Interventions -for LD Students

This éﬁ%bter' summarizes IRLD research findinas reiétéd to the

Seven speC1f1c quest1ons are addressed 1n this chapter:

- What level of service and student- teacher ratio are most
common in LD 1nstruct10n? . : L s

- What are the eritical factors eons1dered when developing
interventions? :

character1zed7 s

- What strategies are used and believed to be effect1ve with Ln
students? , » _

- What is the nature of instruction for LD students compared.to
regular education students? '

- What is the nature of instruction for students in different LD’
service delivery environments? :

-

" For each duestidn the méjbr findinés are guaﬁaiiiéa and fﬁé" data

urdered' in terms of recency): Spec1fic evidence for the major

f1nd1ngs then is presented.

What tevel of Service and Student-Teacher Ratio are Most Pommon in £D
Instruction? \ . _ -

Findings:

" 3. Most LN students receive part t1me direct 1nstruction
from a resource room teacher,

b, Mdre Lﬂ students are p1aced 1n fﬁii’tiﬁe speciai

consultation service delivery rodes.

c. Teachers providxng indirect servic .are responsible for



twice the number of students ac those teachers provid:na'
direct instruction. - .
Data Sources:
- Survey of LD teachers (RR 80)
: Survey of specxa1 educat1on teachers (RR 35)

Evidence:

A ‘ﬁatidﬁai §ambiev of e1emehtary and seééﬁdéry' Ln teétheré

(RR 80). The amount of direct service time .defines the Teve1 of

‘service. Most students were served through level 3 service: 70% of

the teachers indicated that they worked directly with .the students for

up to fbu$\hours a day. The remainxng +éaéﬁéisfﬁéiieﬂ directly with

the students 1in a self-contained setting (level 5), special

residential school (level 6); or 4-6 hours per. day (Tevel 4); 7%

provided indirect ﬁiéhitéi‘ihd {level -1} or consu‘te*ian (level 23,

55F0i6é5; Ahétﬁé% more restructed, sampTe indicated that ‘LD students

often received from 30 to 60 minutés of resourcé room service (RR 35).
This sample of teachers.a1so indicated that they believed there was nn

direct relationship between the amount of time a student had been in a

" program and the amount of time the §iudeni curfeﬁiiy héé Béiﬁé seen by

the resource room teacher. In response to 3 survey, another group of
LD teachers reported providing direct service to an average of }4
students (RR 80). Those teachers providing indirect service indicated

—;

they had an average of 38 students each.

'V
.y

s
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How Much Time is Devoted to Academic and .don-Academic Areas?

Findings:

a. LD teachers most often provide academic instruction

in reading or math.

-

b. The amount of time devoted to academic and non- academtc

areas varies for individual students:

¢. Spelling instructfon most often is comsidered
suppiementaT while instruction in other academic areas
is split more evenly between replacement and
supplemental work:

Nata Sources:

. Survey of LI teachers {RR 65, 80)
Evidence:

LN teachers reported that most time was devoted to reading, with

'smf» average time b’éiﬁ’g’ a'p’prbximaiéiy 45 minutes ‘uz”n’ 80). . Math

‘area:; some students received 3 minutes of reading 1nstruction while

pthers received 2 hours. Insfructvon in reading, math and-urwtten

_!anguaae was . cons idered supp]ementa? as often as it was considered to.

\

A

instruction in spelling was considered supplemental to regular cTass

instruction rather than as a replacement for it. Teachers also

. reported that an average of 45 minutes per day was spent in areas

be a renfacement for requiar ciassroom work (RR ' B5). However;i

Gther than rééaéﬁg; math, written iéhdﬂégé; and sﬁéiiing (ﬁﬁ 80). The

Stiéﬁté; béhéV!ﬁri fine motor dgvelopment, arti affectiﬁe education;

career aducation, thinking skills, and study skills. Again, the

!



amount of time devcted to these other areas varied araatly, ranging
from 3 to 200 minutes.

What are the (Critical! Factors  fonsidered  When  Develgping

Intervent ions?

Findings:

-

a: Sobjective rather than oblective data primarity are

b: étﬁdéﬁt éﬁé?étté?i%tiéé rather than family or school
iﬁfé?ﬁétiéﬁ §fé censidered most important in making

Nata Sourcés:

- Survey of LD teachers (RR 80)

* Test review {RR 5)
Evidence:

Qver half of a, national sample of LD teachers indicated that
“personal ohservation of siudenf performance” was thair: primary
consideration for making program changes for their students (RR 80).

having a major effect on intervention planning: The minimal effect of
standardized tests during intervention probably is related to the lack
of instructionaliy-relevant information _obtained from global |
performance scores and the relative difficalty in modifying

—————————

standardized tests so that they.provide information from which to
begin to plan meaningful educational programs (RR 5).

39
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matizatignal  strateqgias  usad, Student characteristics such  as
ytteation span, mstivation, and social skilis, rather than family or

classroom information, school district constraints (e,g., materials,

L

Leachers when rﬁékiéé;sééiﬁé&é absut the various components of the

o~ %

students’ program.  Student characteristics was the primary factor

influencing teachers’ dections about time, methods, and motivational

strateqies; For determining the materials used with students, the

Wl

teachars were inflyenced Dby, student <characteristics,  student

performance on informal! measures, and the materials avaiiable,

15 How are Changes in Students' Instructional Programs Tharactarized?
Findings:
a. Teachérs most often change materials, methods, or
motivatignal strategies for students.

a

b. Teachers seldom changs the instructional programs of
students. .
Nata Sources:

- Comparative study of formative evaluatjon effects (RR 88, 96,
111y : .

- Survey of LD teachers (RR-80,137) ,
. Edﬁﬁé?étﬁé study of teachers’ éQéTS {BR 61}

Evidence: :

co - ' | | "

s »
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ﬁkﬁﬁﬁéﬁ per &ear per student (’RR 61, 88 95, 111). 1h a éurbéy of LD

tnachers, teachere whd re?ied on test- based informatton in the1r on- s

gozng in=truc§ional nwa]uat~ﬁn§ were ﬂore 11kely to make pragram

chanqos 'han were beachers who primar11y used observat1onal technzques

eRR 137) The areas mast 1ikely to be changed included materwa?s,

methads. aﬂd motxvationa1 strategies,/chanﬁes in time a11ocatron and "

Mest  veachers  used sub;ect:vg judgment ather than objective
ser?arminéé data as the bas‘s ?6?'%5§f?66€i66&1 EFG@F&E éﬁéﬁ@éé;

6. What SrrategissfgarefALgedfgdndm,Eeileﬂed to be _Effective with LD R
‘Students? |

¢indings:

a. instructional asterials selected by LD teachers differ
as 3 function of academic area and )evel of the student;
tesching methods and motivational strategies do not

differ for elementary and se_ ndary students.

h. Hork on spec'fic ski1ls within academi areas and"
praetice arn the. most common1y used teaching me&hdds.

C. Irstructienal nrocedures considered to be effective
differ for specific academic areas;.structured (task
anatysis). skills teaching frequent1y~is identified as

~an effective pr06§duré.‘

4. Instroctional materia{g;gnd«prUCedures viewed as_ 3 A

2ffactive for LP-studdnts also -ara viewed as effective ,
for athér specizl education students. _ “'; . e

Althaugh not {sed- yggyfgf;gn 4§§gategiés ;hqgfinva?ve

‘students in setecting insfructiona‘ activities or

‘teachers in continuously monftorinq student performance

R - seem to be effective with resource room students.: :

o
.

Data SnurceS'

, Surveys of LD teachers (RR 65 66 89)
- Syryey- of special aducatiqn téachérs 1RP 36) o
Experimental comparisoq of se1F-management strategies (RR 11%

vl
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* Instructional time observations (RR 72, 78)
. gozparat;ve study of format1ve evaluation effects (RR 96, 97,
1 121 :

" Evidence:

A survey- of LD teachers indicated that their choice of

’iﬁgiéﬁééiﬁﬁﬁi—ﬁifé%;”‘

. Wh11e the regular classroom text was used most often for math and

spelhngi a commerc1a] program (é.g.; Uistér\ was_the pr1mary mater1a1
for. reading instruction.  Other choices included ébﬁéﬁmébiés and
locally developed programs. In descr1bing instructional methods, two-

th1rds DF the teachers primarily emphasized worx on subsk1lls in both

read1ng and math: two-thirds of the teachers used work on suhsk11Js

and practice. Practice aaé-iﬁé,gééaﬁa.magi Fréduéﬁtiy used method for

were used infrequently; ~ With regard to motivational strateg1es,

social  and 1nd1rect rewnforcers were used most- often by the LD

teachers. Other strategies (e;g;; concrete reinfo*rers, ontracts,

self.management strategies) were used by 7less than 10% of the
teachers.

Elementary and secondary leve] teachers. did net,differ in metheds

and motivational strategies used with. students (RR 65). Soitie
aifferences were noted %ﬁ_cﬁgiCE ’ ﬁater1a1s. Secondary teachers
relied more on commercial prag?éms. in réading aﬁd{ consumables in
Spéiiﬁﬁé than did éiémeﬁiéry téaéhers. Elementary teachers used more

varied materials to teach reading, they used the classroom text most

often ;n teach spelling.

L]
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time of the annual review, variabil¥sy among the LD teachers was
“apparent (RR 80).  Materials used with the student was never

. considered to be the main reason for student progress: Four of Six

;  provided reasons were mentioned by at least one-fifth of the sample;
these included additional instructional time; constant monitoring of

- —student—progress,” student motivation, and a lower student/teacher
| tvatton, and @

ratio. - The instriuctional approach used was meﬁtTSFEH_B“‘I"Sﬁ-oF:the__________

teachers. Thus, teachers in this semple attributed student progre

to practice, student effort; and on- gbihg teacher eva1uat1on rather
than to the methods and materials employed.

A sample of LD teachers indicated that effective instructional
procedires differed for the academic areas of reading, math, and

_ N o _ . Ll ____
written language (RR 66). Specific programs or approaches were listed

. most frequently as "work1ng" when teaching reading to LD students.

Although a total of 11 strategies were identified for teaching

reading, each of the other strategies (e*g;; mu]ti-sensory; high
H . i 1

interest mater1a]s) was ment1oned by 1ess than 10% of the teachers.

M:‘ﬁ_

M?n1pu1at1ve mater1a1s, : réBet1t1on/pract1ce; ‘ éha a task

~ when teach1ng math to 1D studentS' a spec1f7c prdgram7appraach-was—~—-~;——

mentioned 1nfrequent1y. Structured (task analysis) sk111s teaching
was 1nd1cated~ﬁ6§t often as an effective way to teach written language
to LD students; high interest materials, specific programs, and a
moda11ty approach also were deemed effective.

L
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academic skills to learning disabled students (RR 66). - Although
training was cited second most often, it was mentioned much '1é'$9/
often. The experience of- thé teacher (,1 e., years of teaching) did

" not resu1t in differences regard1ng the Pdent1f1ed effective strategy

for read1ng and written 1anguage- on]y one d1fference was found for i

math that is, teachers w1th.more exper1ence listed speC1fic programs

or approaches to teaching mathematics with greater frequency than did

teachers with less experience. | ,*' ,7 - .

their goa]s for their students, Wﬁth a11 groups be11eV1ng it important I

to have the child learn in the basic education 6F6§Fém* to reduce C
-

inappropriate types of behavior; and to provide interventions baééaﬂéﬁ
affective needs (RR 35): = The three groups showed few differences in j
the major teaching activities they selected for their students.. - . - |
: ' , |

|

|

l

Experifiental comparisons of thréé.tiéatméhts involving teacher vs -

student selection of 1nstruct1ona1 activities (RR 115; 117) indicated’

that when students select their own instructional activities from
among: several options, their achievement is giéatér than when the
teacher selects for _them, even though the activities selected by

téééﬁéfé are characterized by greater structure. Similarly, teachers
;Who.havérimbiéméhtéd;é~rébeatéd~meéSurémeﬁtvand evaluation system have . _
made more appropriate decisions éBSGt changing students' programs (RR
96, 97, 116). Further, their students have made better progress than
" students whose teachers did not successfully implement the system.
Soiie research has indicated that academic engaged time variables \
F - x

are highly related to student achievement; although the directions.of - |
. - ; ] .' . V \
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have been cons1dered 1mportant in regu1ar educat1on may notr be as
[ : -

effect1ve in special education (RR 121 133).

~17. What is the Nature of Instruetion for LD Students Compared to Regu1ar
‘ Education Students?

F1nd1n95'

a. There are no differences in time allocated to Ll
instruction for LD and non-LD students. However, therei - -
are significant differences in the fype of instruction -

rece1ved LD students rece1ve about 10 t1mes as much

much approval (1/2 min) as non-LD students.

h. Despite differences in the nature of instruction, there

are ro differences in the total academic respond1ng

time of LD and non-LD students, which totals only about .

45 minutes during a 390-minute school day. However,

there are some differences in the type of academic o
responding. : :

-

-c. LD students spend more t1me engaged -in. read1nq aloud,

talking about academics, playing academic ‘games; and ’o

asking and answering quest1ons than do non-LD students,

while non-LND students spend more time engaged in wr1t1ng

than do LN students.:

d. Instruct1on rece1ved by LD students in the resource _
room and in the mainstream classroom differs in several . ;
S ways; further; they make several specific active , ‘ o Q
» : academic responses for greater -proportions of time
in the resource.room, During regular classroom time,
: : ED.and non-LD students receive similar mstruction' and
= _ . engage in similar amounts-of academic, task management :
- and inappropriate responding. - (

Y

Data Sources' o I T

. Instruct1ona1 time observations (RR 72 90)

Evidence:

Observations of LD and non-LD students in terms of activity,

s task, structure, teacher Tlocation, teacher behavior; and student
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response indicated re1at1ve1y few differences (RR 72). There were no

differences in the amounts of time a11ocated to activities; for-both

groups about 85% of the 1nstruct1ona1 day (22% of the 390-minute

a110cated to reading, math, and 1anguage, an average of 1ess than 15

ninutés éééh aay was . allocated to other'act1V1t1es such as sc1ence;

’71re'group struetures; There

\\weré nd-d%??érénéés in total active academic responding tifies for the

'””1f1cant differences. wer e\?ound between the two groups in the

amount bf.t1mé;el16eated to the use bf dther med1a such as f1ashcards;

and films (with LD-students using other media for.a greater amount of

t1me), as we11 as 1n the ‘amount of t1me a110catedgtog4nd4v4dua1 and

ent1re group structures. LD students received more 1nd1V1dua1

" S —— gy — i —— 5 —— _ ,f_‘\

~ instruction (16% of instruction) than non-LD students (1;4%); and less
entire group instruction (se%) than non-LD students (75%). LD
students rece1ved s1gn1f1cantTy more time with the teacher beside them

more time wr1_t1ngi while LD students ,spent more time. engaged in

playing academic games, reading aloud, talking about academics, and
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""" academic

responding time for both LD and non-LD students was low. Both groups ‘

spent most of their ‘time making passive responses, such as listening,

waiting, and /r’a’isi'ng hands.

In a second analysis, LD students' instruction in the resource
classroom was compared to non-LD -classmates' instruction in the

observation period was 95 minutes per day. No significant differences

“were found in the times aT]O(?atWactivitiéé afid—tasks; or in
~ students' overall” academic, task management, or 1inappropriate

" responding times. The groups differed in the amount of time allocated

to individual teaching §tFﬁEtﬁFé5§ LD students - in ‘the resource

classroom were allocated nearly 25 times as much individual teaching:

_ as non-LD students in the regular classroom. LD students received

more time with the . teacher beside them. = Although no differences

efierged for the amount of time the two.groups were engaged in active -
academic responses-overa1L:2;D students engaged -in academic games, -
- 71 S

reading aloud, academic td1k, aud asking academic questions for

greater amounts of time than non-LD students (however, all times were
very 1ow). .

In another analysis, instruction for LD and non-LD students was.

compared when both were in the regular classroom (RR '90):  No

differences between the groups were identified for times allocated to
activities, tasks; teacher locations; teacher activities, or student
responses: . - ;

-
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Comparisons of the experiences\ of LD studente in regular and
resource rooms dindicated that their, placement in a resource room.
\

" setting for part of the day a]tered the nature of 1nstruet1on for them

4!

in some ways. In the resource room,

they were allocated more small

- group instruction and more teacher, approva1 1 the ma{hStFeam- g

classroom, more time was a11ocate'
IR f ,
other talk. A]though the nature of 1nstruct1on 1n the two sett1nqs
appeared E6'1nf1uence the LD~ students' opportun1t1es to resoond.

specific ways it did not seem to ;1nf1uence their overall

e

opportunities to make active academic responses. .

18. ﬂﬁéisissiﬁésﬂéihiéséfglnsthuctlungfargstudent544nf04fferent LD Service

De11very EnV1ronments7

‘Findings:
~a. Several differences seem to exist in instruction
as a function of the level of LD services. Differences
are most evident in times allocated for academic
aetiVitiés aﬁd-ihStEHetidhal g?éﬁpiﬁéSi

twme spec1a1 education placements.

c. Comparisons in-terms of the severity of the learning _
disability also indicate differences in instruct1ona1 g
’ a _ approaches -

Jata Sources:
;'iﬁsEFﬁéfﬁéﬁaj time observations (RR 78)
~ - Evidence:

‘Observations of LD students in five levels of service delivery

indicated there Wéi‘ef- several chfferences in=instructional approaches

v




(RR.78\ Students in levels 2 and 3 were a11ecated more time for

academic act1v1ties than were students in Fu11 t1me spec1a1 educatwon

p]acement For students in all serviee 1eve1s; most time was

- language than math; No d1fferenees viere found for time a11ocated to
non- ééédeﬁié attivities. In terms of teachfng structures Students in

1eve1s 1-3 (1 e., 1éss than ha1f the school day in spec.a1 education)

mawnstream inftruction) were a11ocated mare ihdividua1 ?ﬁstFﬁEEiaﬁ

than students in ii ’ther 1eve1s.- T1mes in individual structures

ﬁegarding studéritsi responses, no differences were found in

active academic responding overall or task management responses

overall for students in the var1ous sService de11very 1evels. ﬁbﬁever;

.

per day) ‘ 3 .
In a second ana1vsis Ehe students in different levels were

comb ined and compared- severa1 differences were found in 1nstructiona1'

aﬁp'i-'aaeﬁ’e’s for th” i*ss and more severely 1é5?6iﬁ§ disabled. L&ss
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greatar amounts of time than more severely learning disabled students,
but they also spent more time in inappropriate student responses :

Less severely learning disabled students were aliocated more time for
académ§ciéc£%vétiés;'éhtigé group teaching sifﬁctﬁ%gs; and o teacher
response . than were more severely learning disabled é%qaéntgg who were

allocated more time for other media, individua) téétﬁ%ﬁg structures,

-




Table 1 -

Instructional Intervention Research Data Saurces

strategies and misbehavior

~ Data Seurce %g;gg{:h . Qaééiions
Survey of LD teachers 698‘0437 : 7, 18é12 13,1415,
Instructional time obsérvations . 72, 73 78, 79 i;éj§3§iii;16.17.
85 90 95 11“ 18

Survey of -special ed teachers 35 12,16

Comparative study of Fdi'mative §8,96,37 ,111 15,16
evaluation effacts 1165121

Survey of classroom teachers 91 5

|atervention study on increasing 139 6
agademic respondipg time -

Comparative study of pre-referral 149 - 6
interventions '

Survey of special ed directors 14. 7

tnstructianal planning surveys - é?;iﬁ 8

Survey of classroom teachers 68 9

Casé study lavestigations 76 10

Test review 5 14 .

Comparative study of teacher goals 61 15

Survey of LD teachers 66 ‘ 16

Experimental comparison of 115,117 16
self—management strategies )

Nbservation of management 133 16

1Yl




- . Chapter 7
_ Data Sources B
%h{g CHaﬁtéF provides a summary of the data sources and research

prevweus chapters; " An overview of the data_sources is prov1ded in

Table 1. - The IRLD research reports in which more - detailed
eéxplanations may be fo und are listed in the table; as are the numbers
of cbérégﬁbﬁaiﬁg research quest1ons. The data_soqraes are ordered' (\
N

within this chapter (and the table) according to the frequency with

which they are cited as sources of evidence -for various research
questions. '
Survey of Classroom Teachers' Instructional Program _Planning and -
!mpiementation Practjnes (RR 65, 80, 137) ’ '

Ouring 1980-1981, 128 _teachers of 1aarning disabled students
completed - a, A§6F6éy on %ﬁét?dét?éﬁai program - biaﬁﬁihg _and |
?ﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁtéti&ﬁ.EFaEt§Eé§; The survey was sent to teachers Faﬁdéhfj.
selected from the national membership 1ist of the Council for°Learning
D1sab111t1es (CLD) of the Couneil for Except1ona1 Ch11dren a follow-- *

“up reminder ‘was sent; The responding teachers were from 42 states
distributed fa1r1y eﬁen]y amorig ruralk suburban, and urban ‘schoal
d1str1cts. The majorxty of teachers were Fema1e, he]d graduate -
dég’ééS— taught in elementary schools; and provided d1rect service
1nstruct1on to 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students. The average number of
years of experience teaching special education students was 6.3 years.

After _interviéwiﬁg 25 ~“learning disabilities téa'ché'rsi ‘a
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_teacher random]y selected ‘dne Student (accord1ng to ‘sﬁééi?ié
guiaéiiné* providéd by ihVééE%§5E6F§). from his/her caserad~ aha S

and teachér 1nformat1on, student information; selection of 1EP goa1s

and obaect1ves program description, determinants of the program '

changes in “the or1g1na1 instructional plan, evaiuat1en of progress;

arid” other téﬁiés (e:g:; “teacher satiSfaetiénf general comments).

Teachers were provided with a reperto1re of respon ses for some
questions; however, the investigators did not view the 1list as:
exhaustive and encouraged the teachers' use of ii'o'th’erii as a response.

Instructlcnalgllme,6bservat1ons (RR 72, 73, 78, 79, 86 90, 95, 119) ' i

During 1989-81* students were observed systemat1ca11y to examine

-

groups of students. Data were recorded on 53 var1ab1es within six

categor1es in 10- second 1nterva1s by exper1enced observers over entire

school days for each.student observed. The six categor1es included - S

activity, 'task;. teaching ‘§£eue£u;é; ateacher‘ 1ocat1on; teacher

activity, a'n”d student response. At the end of the school -year (sbring

““fm«a.-Tj;iééisg students for whom parental permission was given were
.adm1n1stered an individual achievement test*

The nature  of 1nstruct1on and aeadem1c respond1ng times were

- examined in eight deferent studies. The subaects 1nc1uded 1nrthese

stud1es and spec1f1c procedures are described be1ow. ' _ 5;;'

Lngandgnon-ta students (RR 72) Thirty-four th1rd and fourth

53"




suburban schoo! d1str1ct were observed over two entire schoo] days to
examine the nature of instruction and academ1c responchng for LD and
noneLD_students. LD students We’ selected first by random]y picking
from third and fourth grade students frece1V1ng LD instruction. A
non-LD peer for each LD student then was selected randomly from the
names of same:séx students in the LD students‘-hohéroonsﬂ Twenty-four
of the students were boys and 10 wéré giris; their honeroom teachers
%nciddéd 12 ?éﬁéiés and 5 males. The LD students were in ;égaaFée

~ aays to examine ‘the ﬁétﬁré of instruction and academic FéSﬁbﬁdiﬁg time .

fog\ students of high, m1dd1e, and low teacher-perceived behaviora1

competence. Students with1n the' oarticipating class rooms had been

rated by the1r teachers (8 females, 2 males) in terms of their

Je

behav;ora] competence in the c1assroom,_from top (most competent) to -

bottom (JeastAcompetent). One studest was randomTy se1ected from each
behavioral group (high, middle, 1ow) in _each of the 10 c1assrooms,
with the restriction that all students from one classroom be of the
same sex. . | i |

mmmwmmmm ﬁe%‘c‘j-gii

LD students were observed over two entire schoo! days to examine the

N

&
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learn, Five levels of LD sérvice were defined on a .continuum ir terms

Gf the améaﬁt.oé saéciaiizédehéiﬁ réééived—by the Siudént. Level 1

: monwtormnq and some consultation wn11e 1eve1 5 students received al
'ihst&uctgﬁﬁ within a special classroom. SEQ§é5£§ were selected
randomly from each lave) of service, with 3 students each from levels
;:5i5 2; &, and 5, and 14 students from level 3 (this distribution was
reflactive of the general distribution in the population). Seventeen
of the students were boys and O were girls; éﬁéi? homeroom. teachers
included 17 females and 6 males: Students receiving LD services at
jevels 1-4 were from 28 classrooms in '10 elementary schools in a
suburban school district; level 5 subjects were ?fém two classrooms in
one elementary urban school (1eve1 5 services were not offered in the

syburban school dwstr1ct5

Reading group_placement (RR 79).  Twenty-seven second grade

stucents were observed during reading periods for two days to examine
the nature 5? instruction and academic responding times for students
in high, middle, and low reading groups. fhréE;studenié.Fféﬁ each of
nine suburban schools were selected randomly from the high, middle,
and lo. second-gride réad{ﬁg qrbuﬁg within each school. The §Eﬁaéﬁt§
females . 1 mile. .Students were observed only dUring the two hcurs
designated for second-grade reading instruction by the school
district. In most cases, this was continuous observation; in a few
cases, the two hSuré were divided in some way (1 hour in the ﬁbrﬁiﬁg

and 1 hour in the afternoon)
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. Teacher-perceived academic competence (RR 86). Thirty third and

fourth grade students were observed over twp entire school days to

examine the nature of instruction and students' responding. times for
students who had been ranked by their teachers as high, middle, or low
in academic competence. The'students were from 10 classrooms in five

male and 15 were female. Their teachers inciuded eight females and
two males. Before 6?§érVéti6ﬁs were started, each teacher had ranked
all-students within the class in terms of academic competence; one
student was randomly selected from each third of the ranked 1ist with
the restriction that the three students from one class be of the same
sex. .

1 Regular classroom vs. resource room (RR 90). Eight pairs of LD.

and non-LD students from eight classrooms in eight suburban elementary
schools were observed over two entire school days. The students were
in grades 3-4; five of the béi?é were males and three were females.
Their homeroom teachers included Five females and three males. The LD
time in the rescurce room ranging from 36 minutes to 225 minutes per
day. LD students were selected from third and fourth grade students
who wera on the schools' LD rolls; a non-LD peer then was selected for
each LD student by randomly selecting from the names of same-s-x
students in the LD students' homerooms: Observational data were
analyzed in three ways: (a) percentage data were used in comparisons
of LD students’ times in the regular classroom with their times in the

resource room; (b) actual times were used in comparisons of LN
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students times' with non-LD students' times when the LD student was in

the regular classroom, and (c) actual times were used in comparisons -

of LN students' tifies with non-LD students’ times when the LD students
were in the resource room.

Referred students (RR 95). Four students were observed for two

entire school days each at three different times within the referral-
to-placement process. The students were from four classrooms in three

elementary schools in a suburban midwestern school district; thres

were male and one was female. They were'in grades 1-3. The students

child study teams for consideration for special education evaluations.
The first two days of data were cbllected before the child study team
met to consider the referral. . The next ‘two days of data were
éd11éé£éa'a§5iaxiaafé1y one month aftsr an IEP had been written for

two months after the IEP had been specified.

o

Academic responding as a function of instructional ecology (RR

119). The academic responding times of 58 elementary students were

examined during various activities, tasks, teaching structures;

teacher locations, and teacher activities. The students were in 10
classrooiis third or fourth ‘grade classrooms: in five elementary
schools, and were observed for -two days each. The Students {hé1a§éa
26 boys and 28 girls; their teachers were 8 females aRd 2 males.

Survey of Special Education Teachers': Classroom Perspectives (RR 35)

ﬁuriﬁg 1979-80, an associate of Minnesota's {hStitUté asked
' Vg

teachers of learning disabled, educable mentally retarded, and
o e \
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children. in their classes and some of their program activities. The
'Fégaaﬁséé of 75 special education teachers were analyzed; 25 of these -
were teachers of LD students: All Eéééﬁé#E.Wé?é from a school system .
in Florida. The survey included three sections. .The First bresented
statements about objectives of resource room planning; teachers

indicated how important each objective was to their current
B I _f B . : )
programming efforts. ' The second section Fédﬁéstéﬂ information about

the student population served by the teachers. The last section
included questions about the actual resource room progra:. )

Comparative Study of ?6kﬁéﬁiVé Evaluation Effects (RR 88; 96, 97; 111,
116, 121) : :
~An éxpériméntaiZCOhtroi_comparison was conducted during 1981-82

-

direct measures in reading on student achievement and the structure of
the learning environment. The subjects included three different
sampies; these are described below. After extensive training in the

use of ,direct measurement procedures, teachers were directed to

instructional program, over the entire school year.  Visits by

observérs and frequent phone ¢6htac§§ prov ded éééabéck to the

teachers on the accuracy of their implementation of the measures.
Both experimental and control subjects were administered two

achievement measures (timed samples and subtests from a standardized
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test) and the Structure of Instruction Rating Scale. 'In addition, the
Accuracy of Implementation ﬁating Scale was completed for experimental
subjects. The Structure of Implementation Rating Scale (SIRS) was
designed to measure the degree of structure of the instructional
lesson that a student received. The observers rated 12 factors on a
scale of 1 (iow) to 5 (high). Inter-rater agreement was high (:92);
in addition, the reliability of the SIRS as indicated by measures of
homogeneity was :86: The Accufacy ;a?_raa1éaé§§'$ﬁjo_ﬁ Rating Scale

(AIRS) was designed to assess the degree of implementation of the
continuous direct measures: The AIRS consisted of 12 items rated on a

1 (low) to 5 (high) scale. Parts of the scale require direct

observation whereas other items on the checklist are completed by

inspection of student readiM graphs and reading IEP forms. The

reliability of the AIRS as indexed by internal consistency of items
was .62, which is adequate for research purposes. " ‘ /7

Sample 1 (RR* 88, 116, 121). The subjects were 20 grade 1-8

students in a rural educational cooperative, representing- 20

experimental-control matched pairs. Three fourths of the students

were boys and the mean grade level of the students was 3:8:. All

'subiécts were functioning dramatically below their peers in reading.

The stucents were studied in the resource room setting; their teachers
ere seven special education resource teachers whose experience ranged
from two to six years.’

A total of 39 special education teachers

ri

and their students, from a large urban school district in the eastern .

part of the U.S.; participated in the study. Most of the teachers’
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were female; §§&déﬁ£§ selected from then -aseloads Féad.aﬁédf-three
years below gﬁaéé{1é9é1 (fifth grade). Students were in programs for
the emotionally handicapped; or the brain-injured, or were placed in
Fesoiirce. Foois ; |

Sample 3 (RR 111; 116; 121): The subjects were 38 elementary

grade 1-6 students in a suburban school district: Mot of the
students (84%) were male.

Survey of Regular Educ3tion Teachers Who Had Referred Students for
y jucational Evaluathaon (RR 91) ' _

During 1980-81; 105 elementary régﬁ{ér classroom teachers
completed referral surveys at the time they referred students for
psychoeducational evaluations. ﬁinefyzcné percent of the teacher
sample was female; the average number of years 6F~£éééiihg experience

was 11.4 (range = 1-35 yrs.). The average class size per teacher was

district administrators served as contact liaisons betwesn researchers
and schools:. Principals asked teachers ts read a letter describing
the study at the time they initiated a referral, and if interested in
participating; to complete the.survey and return it directly to the
investigators.

A tﬁbipggé survey form was used to elicit information about the
referred students. In addition to Fétihg the referred student
relative to his/her reading g?bup classmates, each teacher provided

information regarding six factors: (a) reasons for referral, (b)-

op T
eno ]}
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causes of ,the student's school difficulties, (c) ‘interventions
attempted within the classroom before referral, (d) desired outcomes
from the referral, (e) desired outcomes ﬁ:aa the assessment, and (F)
desired changes in the referred student's behavior. - Ratings of
students relative to reading group peers were made on a scale 6F 1 to
5 across several dimensions: ?Uhétiéh%hg within ~the group;
functioning as typical of the grous, ability to learn, speed of
1earn1ng, motivation, behavior, matﬁrity; and 5udgméht; A: free-

lnteryent1on Study on Increas1ng Academ1c Respond1ng Time (RR 139)
Buring 1982-83; eight teachets in two suburban elementary schools

participated in a year-long intervention project on increasing

. students' academic engaged time. In each school, four teachers were s

-

selected by the building principal from teachers volunteering to

t

bart%cjpaté in the project. Of the four teachers in ‘each school, two

attended inservice presehtat1ons and also were observed after the

. inservice to monitor their students’ academic responding time. The

other two teachers in each school attended ‘the Same inservice
presentations and their classrooms were observed following thel/

‘inservices; addi tfona11y, they received feedback consu1tat1on based on

the classroom observation results. Thus, four teachers participated

%ﬁ the treatment condition of inservice on1y; ahd four partiCipatéd in

the treatment cond1t1on of inservice plus feedback consu1tat1on Six

of th teachers taught 1n the pr1mary grades (f1rst through third) and
two. taught in the* 1ntermed1ate grades (fourth tﬁrough s1xth) Seven

teachers were fema1e.

t]
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Comparative Study of Pre-Referral Interventions (RR 140)

participated in a study on the effects of impiéméﬁtihg a pre-referral
intervention system. In this system, ccnsuitaﬁidh; observation, and
intervention occurred before a student entered the typical referral
for assessment phase.

A survey Ssééééinglteacheréi beliefs about.special services and

teachers' experiences and preferences about the referral=to-placemente

addition referral rates were tabulated at the beginning of the school
year, ﬁ.i'a'w'é;v' through the school year and at Eﬁé end of the school year
for both the current year {1982-83) and the previous year (1981-82).
Data were analyzed to determine both (a) tﬁé effect of the prereferral .
intervention on referral rates as compared to the previous year, and
(b) -the éxtent to which changes in teachers' attitudes occurred over
the school year.

Survey of Special Education Directors.on Assessment  and
Dééiéiéﬁ:ﬂékiﬁégéiééiiééér(RB 14) {:,

r

During 1979, 100 directors of special education from 349 states
provided information on assessment and decision-making practices in
their school districts. Their school. districts were located in rural,

“urban, and suburban settings, and varied:widely in total population

3 j . | 62 |
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district, the survey elicited information on (a) the ivpical
composition of the teams involved in mdking screening, placement, and

instructional programming decisions, {b) the sequence of steps in the

assessment and decisfon-making process; (c) factors thought to

general concerns regarding placement team decision making and the
development of the individualized educational glan {[£P}.

lastructional Planning Surveys (RR 27, 20}

Two samples of teachers and school psychologists wers sarveyed
during 1979-80 regarding the use of assessment procedures in planning
instructional programs for handicapped students. The first sample was
considered Lo se a pilot study sample.

" In the pilot study, a group of 79 LP lead teachers, coordinators
and supervisors, and a gfoup of 36 school psychologists were asked to
{a) identify the types of information they considered useful for
instructional planning for handicapped students, and (b) indicate the
greatest need of LD students: A1) participants were from Minnesota.
ihe majarity of the teachers were female and the. average years of
teaching experience was 13:7: ‘The majoritv of school psycholoaists
were male and the average number of years as practicing psychologists
was §.3: about one-third indicated they had an average of iﬁreervééré
teaching experience. Half of the teachers comoletsd a ong-page survey:
" that asked them to rafk order a list of 33365§méﬁ£,ptﬁceduées in terds
of - their usefulness For insteuctional planning. - Tha  remaining

teachers and all schoo! psychologists completed a one-page free- .

¥
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order according 1o their usefulpmse. ﬁiﬁ teachars 4nd poycholadists
alse ranxed four 1istad neads of LD students (academic sxills,

classrgom Sehdvior, Sel1f-image, and "siherv),

. .
Tne secend sample. inclbded 3 nationa! sample of 33 q@oof
piychologists  amd 34 reqular  aducatign  teschers, The  schog)

poveholagists! names wo'e random!y selected From the memberzWip iist

far e Natipral Association for Schoo! Psycholaqists.,  Simce a

mationwide 1list of elpmeatary schonl teachers was unavatlabie, the

names of elemaniyry <chao?* Aere randamiy seiected from a directary of
e £y

0.5, senagiy, and 3 ?étter was sent to the priacipsl Adirpcting him or

rar to randonly celect 3 classraom teacher to complete the survey.

=y

Foligr-up Tattors wers ﬂmulnyed The schon? nsycho‘cg*Sts were from

?& difrerent statas; tne teachers werg from 27 fgiffsrent states;

henpo 't psechoingisls were instructed to liar 10 devices or gats

callactign grocedutes they most often wse in asseSSments fenduet to
€13 tAstructioRaT programs for Mandicapped students. Teachers were
instructed to 1isr the 10 devices or data collection procedures they
ind mast 4sefs! Tar slanaing fastructional programs For handicapoed
Stifants. A6TH 1egohPrn and schoo! psychologists wers instructdd to
think sbout the provigus schoo! year when they developed their Tists,

4 He S08cifig, ang f0 1ist devices In order, beainning witk the one

survey nf flagsroom Teachers aboyt Professional Education Training
Programs {RR B3} ’ '

ﬁursﬁﬁ-iﬁé fall of 1980, elementary and secondary teachers f-om

nno mot~aoa? Tan. ﬁchou? trict a ttendzng a aorkshup ﬁere asked to
- ) . Jf

wr

i

&

}'iiﬁ;
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provide their opinions about the educationaT programs in nhwch they

wer2 trained.  While ajtendance at the workshep was mandatory,
completion 6? the “Teacher Survey? durwnq the workshop was vo1untéry.

The greatest percensage of the 148 responding teachers. (45%) were

certified in elementary education. The level of education rangec from

» hacheloi's degres (63%) to a specialist or doctorate (1.4%); about
Fifth of the tsachevs held a master!s degree.

A onespage survey was developed te examine the éxtéﬂf‘fd which

l

teachers' trawning orepared them to recogn1ge and teach students W1th

sppcxal orob?ems, 1tems . were pre§ ented in a multiple-choice fcrmat

with the chaices being good, ‘fair, or poor. The survey was -

dvstr1hut-d to the partzc1pants at the b991nn1ng of the workshop and

tuﬁﬁéd'ih on a voluntary basis at the conclusion of the workshop: 1In

add:tion to anaiyseé ‘conducted on the total group of subjects;

responses from two groups of teachers (5 or less years of teach1ngv

exper1ence vs. 10 or mcre years of teaching experwence) were compared.

fase Study- invest{gatlon,(RR 76) <

During 1986 81, 174 e1ementary teachers rev1ewed a case study on

a third grade male student exhwbxtzng e1ther unmanageab1e behav1or

socially 1mmature behaviorf or: perceptua1 d1ff1cu1t1es within lthe
classroom. Eighty-six percent of the samp1e was female and §5% were
between the ages of 26 and 44 Most (92%) of the teachers taught in

public scheﬁls‘ the'd1str1butwon\of part1cwpants from various types of

relatively even. fééchérs from each state, with the exception of

Kl&ska, were represented. Two-thirds of the. subjects had completed -

o
el
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bachelor's or master's degrees and 40% had completed coursework in
speciai education. , i

»
t

of their signatures agree1ng to part1c1pate in the study. The -

materials were Sent in two separate ma111ngs. * The Ffirst set of

materials 1nc1zred the student case study and an Actions to Be Taken

survey. In this suryey, teachers' responses to each of 46;statements:

about _ 1ntervent10n were sc]1c1ted Each treatment alternative 'wag

presented in a sentence to. which the'teacher was to 1nd1cate degrees

of agreement;(1;e;; 5), or d1sagreement (1. e., 1) on alto 5 sca]e.V
The 40 intervention choices ranged from thqse in wh1éh the.c1assroom ;

teacher would have primary responsibility, to those suggesting shared -

responsibility, to thdse where the téacher _ would have . no

responsibility in implementation.  The teacher then was sent -a

Disturbing BehaV1or Check{1st II, Rotter's- Interna1 External Sca]e

I

*and a demograph1c information form.

.
A two~week time limit was suggested for comp]et1ng each -set of

mater1a1s, both a fo110w~up 1etter and postcard were used to encourage

the subJectsAto return completed mater1als;7 The final sample included

0

approximately equivalent : numbers of teachers who received and
N © . . { .

evaluated the immature (Nss?i; unmanageable (N=58), and perceptual

A

" (N=59) students.

Test Review: Extending g Test for Diagnostic Purposés (RR 5)

During 1978-79, ada>assac%até of the Institute analyzed the
mathematics ~ subtest. of a: popular standardized test and then

&
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represented its content in a format similar to that used in diagnost-c

math tests. An error analysis matrix was developed: it was 3pplied E%
. Ve .

“The mhthematwcs performance of a sixth grade studéﬁf

tomparative Study of Teachers' Goa!l Settmq Strateg‘les on Student

S » o
~and data-utilization rule, and (b) messurement 'fréauéﬂcy. . e

Achievement (RR 61} ) L.
*

During 1979- 80 éé sbéc{ai éducétéan ‘Yesource. teachers ffaﬁ a

examing the gffects “on student readina achicvement of “ai goal. size
. T B

were famale; they had. an average of 9.5 vears.
téétﬁéhg experience. fach teachér selected four to s:x students from
nis/her caseload, resulting in a student sample of 88 bovs anﬂ e

= The §’”d’ﬁ’s' mean age wag 1

LD‘

irls,

&D“
u-\

9,3 years; their mepan grade lavel

'

as 3.9, ¥

i
W

. Teachers were randomiy assigned 1o one of two experiments
treatment groups for (He opurpose of - measuring student  progress:
Long-Term Goal. Measurement [(LTGM! or Short-Term Goal Measurement
[§TGM). In LTGM, teachers tested studnts’ hral reading perfprmante

— o Fd

by “administering a 30-fecona word recognitioa. tsit cotprised of 25

LY

words randomly selected from the ‘targe set of wards ito bz ialraguces
<
ﬂiiﬁ%ﬁ the 12-week study. TeacHers in this condition ea2vz required to

make an instrugtional intervention every 10 days. In the STG¥ arsuo,
teachers testad a student's reading performance by administering 4

3B-second word retaqni-soo test comprised of 25 words that incliudsd

eaeasa!a?y words iﬁt?éd&téa ?ﬁ the curreant instruetisﬂa? period plus

words s ?mbled From precedinq stories. Teachers connared the student’s

-
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.

-a h‘

ngt 3 3Nort-torm aimline »@13%ad to *ME cyrraal short-

31 ard made progrsm agYuStAenIS dccordianle,  Both groups of
taachers randomly 3scigned their students 1o ane of thres frequency of
moasufotans  conditions:.  datly, wBEkly, Or Jre-pnsl mpasurement,
i

ﬁur%hg.iﬁe Tregt, , spvRnth, Ind twelfin weeks af the stuly, tembers

, agrinistered curriculunsnysed maasurcs (both worit recogiirion snd oral

& . - e -
rpading passagest to 3ll studenis in the sty ?,

i . -

Suremy of L0 Teachers gn Their Belinfs Abgut L0 Siudents (RR 66)

2

Niring 1980-81, 3 Aationa! sample of 127 " teacners orovided

snfg-mytinn on several factors related to their beliefs about LD

stadensts  and  iostructigeal procedures that work w=ith them:  Vhe

texchors were from 36 states, the District of Columbia, and anada,

anid worp omplaoyed in grban, §ﬁﬁd?5éﬁb’"7775653? communities;, Most of
. ) . S . N 2 - ) Ty o=
the toachers wera working with elementary S‘xdentﬁ, and mast wgre

”

z

fomata; . ' }

L

A two-page survey form elicited anfarma:s’n on the teachers'

betinfs about tD students and effective instr) Ctional tnterventions.
1\ Siu free-rasponse items asked for descridtions of:  {a) major
chirdctaristics of LD tudeénts, ‘b)) sjjor réa sOns. children become LD,

e} infgrmat ian most useful in determining level anf amount of service

Y]

neaded by LU students; {d) what works best for teacwing reading to LD

{67 what works best for teacﬁ/;a maiﬁéhaiicé E&’Lﬁ students,

and [f) wnat works best For teaching written Ianguage tc LD sEu&éﬁfé;

the major soruce of their information (nxnerience, books and Tourna1s. -

rratn'na or other), Tﬁé:survey also prgsented seven statements about

T &% A




youngsters; using a four-point scale from “very significant problem" -

‘to "not a problem:" Finally, the survey asked subjects to provide
information about their backgrounds; the programs in which thgg were
teaching, the children served, and their schogl district criteria for
~ classification of a student as LD. |

Experimental Comparison of Self-Management Strategies (RR 115, 117)

Buring 1981-32, the effects of student charting agd student

g n s o E e A ey o m i ia i i o e T At
selection of instructional activities were examined. 1In addition, the

natyre of stuisnt-selected activities was cor-arfd to the natyre of
™

teacher-selected activities. Forty-two elementary resource room

the study. ihey were selected from the caseloads of 8 resource

teachers who had agreed Lo participate in the study:

Observation uf Management Strategies and Misbehavior (RR 133)

During 1882-81, observations were conducted to assess the type of

manusic. * techniques used t¢ control behavior. 3Subjects were 5ix

inapprcptiaterbehavioriin the ciassroom. CHSSeiotioné occurred three
*imes during the fall, Corralational analyse: '%é*‘é used to determine
the reclationships <mong teacher Ueh.viors. and between “teacher
behat iar and measiies n” student misbanaving. \'

1]

69
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