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1.
What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?
This study reports a field test of six research-based teaching strategies with special education resource teachers and students with mild disabilities.  The approaches were peer tutoring, reciprocal teaching, effective teaching principles, computer-aided instruction, and two direct instruction models, all used in reading instruction.

Name/Title: 

n/a






Research Questions:  

Three research questions guided the design of the research. 

Would the approaches that had been advocated as effective, in fact, lead to better achievement on the part of students with mild disabilities than the usual instruction provided by their teachers?

Did any of the approaches stand out in increasing the rate of student achievement?

Did these approaches actually differ from one another with respect to the behavior of teachers and students as they conducted it? (Instructional Ecology.)

Expected Outcomes: Researchers who conducted this study expected that they would be able to identify important general relationships between instructional variation and student achievement.

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

Include a description of special education students and/or general education students that are included in the study.

Experimental Groups

In all, 37 special education resource teachers and 176 students with mild disabilities participated in this study.  All teachers voluntarily agreed to participate and were randomly assigned to one of the six instructional approaches.

Teachers were asked to select special education students from the 3rd or 4th grade who had an IEP in reading.  However, due to variances in teacher caseloads, students’ grade levels ranged from 1st to 6th grade.  The average grade level of these 153 students in the instructional conditions was 3.6.

Control Groups

For purposes of contrasting the effects of the six treatment conditions, the researchers added a nonequivalent comparison group to the study.  Six additional special education resource teachers from the same school district were randomly selected from the special education resource teachers not participating in the study.  Each comparison teacher selected 5 students for whom they provided reading instruction.  By the end of the study, 23 students remained as participants.  The average grade level of these students was 3.7. 
2.  Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

Researchers randomly assigned the 31 teachers participating in the study to one of the six instructional approaches.  Teachers received intensive training, with the goal of mastering the instructional model and successfully implementing it in the resource room.  To ensure consistency from teacher to teacher, within each model, researchers generated a model lesson plan for each group.

Computer-Assisted Instruction

Training for teachers using Computer Aided Instruction (CIA) began with participants’ reviewing research conducted during the 1970’s and 1980’s showing that CIA was generally effective in improving student achievement.  Twelve teacher-controlled software programs for the Apple IIe were reviewed and demonstrated.    Programs were selected to use as they related to classroom instruction and student skill levels.  These programs included instruction in decoding, sight word recognition, and comprehension.  Instructional factors controlled by the teachers included selection of words to be entered onto program disks, allocation of time to various programs, pacing of computer tasks, and creation of their own comprehension questions.

Direct Instruction with Science Research Associates Curriculum (SRA, 1988)

The primary components of DI include teacher signaling, choral responding, guided and independent practice, corrective feedback, and reinforcement. (Becker, 1977). This approach is said to promote high rates of academic engaged time and increases the amount of student on-task behavior.

DI/SRA is a basal reading series.  It can be described as being sequential, highly structured and repetitive instructional approach to reading with 10% error correction.  

Direct Instruction with Holt Materials

The purpose of this approach was to contrast an adaptation of Direct Instruction principles to a typical reading series.  In this case, Direct Instruction principles were used with the district reading curriculum, the Holt Basal Reading series. (Weiss, Evertts, Cruikshank, Steuer, & Hunt, 1983).  However, the basic assumptions and underlying philosophy were unchanged from the DI/SRA condition. Teachers were trained in using DI formats from the book Direct Instruction in Reading (Carnine & Silbert, 1979).

Effective Teaching

Major components of the effective teaching model were drawn from the work of Rosenshine (1979), Bloom (1984), and Brophy (1979).  Training began with a review of the elements of effective teaching, emphasizing time on task, clear presentation of materials and corrective feedback, guided practice, and monitoring pupil progress.

Peer Tutoring

Peer tutoring is an instructional strategy in which students work on academic tasks in dyads.  One student serves as instructor, while the other is the learner.  The peer tutoring approach used for training was one that was to be highly structured and closely supervised by the teacher. 

Reciprocal Teaching

Reciprocal teaching is a cognitive approach to teaching reading to elementary school students. (Palinscar, 1986).  The purpose of this instructional approach is to develop the cognitive and metacognitive skills required for the comprehension of texts.  The model comprises the instructional activities that take place during the dialogue between teachers and students regarding segments of text.  The dialogue is structured around the use of four strategies:  summarizing, question generating, clarifying, and predicting.  The students take turns assuming the role of teacher in leading this dialogue.  

3.
 Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

The design for this study was  #4, a pretest/posttest control group design. 

5.
Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

Student Achievement Gains

Students’ average achievement gains were greater for only two of the six research models:  Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) (effect size=<.18) and Direct Instruction with Holt Materials (effect size >.18)

Instructional Ecology

Qualitative data was gathered and interpreted in each classroom using two observation systems:  the “Code for Instructional Structure and Student Academic Responding” (CISSAR),  and the “Structure of Instruction Rating Scale” (SIRS).   CISSAR and SIRS rated student variables (i.e., writing, task participation, reading aloud, reading silently, talk academic, attention) and teacher variables (i.e., teacher academic talk, nonverbal prompt, and reading aloud) across models.

Observational data indicated that although students were responding more than half the time across instructional models, Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) was characterized by the highest level of student engagement, while Direct Instruction (DI) approaches were characterized by the highest level of teacher/student engagement.

6.
Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?  Was the intervention prescriptive in nature?  
No:  



Yes: 
X


If yes, briefly describe.

The researchers who conducted this study indicated that significant amounts of time and resources were involved in training the participating teachers to implement the instructional models.  They also indicated that follow-through fidelity checks were conducted by training staff, who were lead teachers within the district.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  



Yes: 
X


If yes, briefly describe.

Yes.  See #5.

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

No student achievement data, or data related to the instructional ecology of the classroom, was collected following the posttest that was administered at the end of the ten week study.

8.
Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?  Did this study match up special education and/or general education students in the same way as the earlier study 
No:  

X

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

Summary:

Rating
__2__ Design (scale: 1-5)


This study reports a field test of six research-based teaching strategies with special education resource teachers and students with mild disabilities.  The approaches were peer tutoring, reciprocal teaching, effective teaching principles, computer-aided instruction, and two direct instruction models, all used in reading instruction.  In all, 37 special education resource teachers and 176 students with mild disabilities participated in this study.  All teachers voluntarily agreed to participate and were randomly assigned to one of the six instructional approaches.

Student achievement data gathered through Curriculum-Based Measures (CBMs) showed that modest gains in student achievement occurred in two of the six research models: Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) and Direct Instruction with Holt Materials.

Researchers also collected observational data from classrooms in order to determine important general relationships between instructional variation and student achievement.  Student variables (i.e., writing, task participation, reading aloud, reading silently, talk academic, attention) and teacher variables (i.e., teacher academic talk, nonverbal prompt, and reading aloud) were observed and interpreted using two observation systems.  Data from classrooms that utilized the research-based strategies indicated that although students were responding more than half the time across instructional models, Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) was characterized by the highest level of student engagement, while Direct Instruction (DI) approaches were characterized by the highest level of teacher/student engagement.

It is recommended that, as educators review this summary of these research outcomes, they carefully consider the researchers’ interpretations of those outcomes.  The researchers made three important observations related to the limitations of the study and the generalizability of the results of the study:

1. They viewed treatment outcomes as modest and inconsistent across models.  

2. They concluded that the relationship between ecological (classroom) variables and gains in students achievement were not direct and determinate.  

3. They also voiced uncertainty as to whether the modest findings were due to limitations in the design of their research, or whether they validly reflected the variations in instructional strategies or models.
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