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Abstract

MULTIPLE-CASE DESIGN OF SECONDARY SPECIAL EDUCATORS TEACHING
STUDENTS WITH HIGHINCIDENCE DISABILITIES IN SELFCONTAINED
SETTINGS: RATIONALES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGE€HOICES AND
PERSPECTIVES ON EVIDENCIBASED PRACTICES

Nancy J. Emanuel, Ph.D.

George Mason University, 2017

Dissertation Director: Dr. Margaret Kifgears

Evidencebased practices (EBPs) and instructional strategies are the methods
through whichcontent is delivered to students. Multiple internal and external factors
influence the choice of instructional strategies and EBPs used by secondary special
educators working with students with higitidence disabilities (HID) in the self
contained settig

Three participants were included in this multiplese study to discern whether
there are differences in what secondary special education teachers at the beginning, mid
career, and senior stages of their careers state they use when selecting iredtruction
strategies. The instructional strategies stated most frequently and the detgiog
process were examined. Any similarities or differences between or among special
educators at different stages of their careers were identified. Each special educator

participated in multiple interviews, two classroom observations, and responded to a



guestionnaire about their experiences using EBP and instructional strategies. In addition,
evidentiary documentation and the special
interviews were used to develop each case study.

Results indicated that each special educator based instructional strategies
primarily on student needs and student engagement, and were not influenced by
administrative or other outside factors. Each spedacator valued the theoretical use of
EBPs but did not consider educational research when selecting instructional strategies.
Further, based on the number of years teaching experience, the special educators in this
current study did not differ significdly in their use of strategies. Each special educator
valued direct instruction, question and answer, and an interactive teaching model. The
beginning and migtareer teachers used technology to engage students. The senior
teacher used traditional studyggats for instruction and review.

Overall, each special educator theorized that EBPs were suitable for conveying
content material to students with HID in the smhtained special education setting.

Each was unaware, however, of the mandate for using EBdPnot feel obligated to use
EBPs, and identified student needs and standardize testing as the driving forces behind
selecting instructional strategies. Further discussion as it relates to the selection and use
of instructional strategies, are presehndéong with implications for practice, limitations,

and future research.



Chapter 1. Introduction

Federal regulations mandating the use of evidérased practices (EBPS) in
public schools came about as a result of two major federal eduaat®the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) and the No Child Left
BehindAct of 2001 (NCLB). The NCLB legislation emphasized the use of EBPs
identified through scientifically based research, yet no clear guidelines were established
to direct educators how to select and implement these EBPs. States receiving funding
through NCLB and disseminating financial support to local educational agencies (LEAS)
comprised of public schools and regional districts, were required to ensure that the funds
were used to
implement a comprehensive school reform program, found through scientificall
based research, to significantly improve the academic achievement of students
participating in such programs as compared to students in schools who have not
participated in such programs, or that has been found to have strong evidence that
such programwiill significantly improve the academic achievement of
participating children. (No Child Left Behind Act of 20& 1606(a) 11(a & b)
Given these broad directives, defining and identifying specific EBPs proven effective

through scientific research, patlarly in special education, has not only been difficult



but open to interpretation (Cook & Schirmer, 2006; Cook, Tankersley, Cook, &
Landrum, 2008, Odom et al., 2005; Slavin, 2008).
Terms Used to Describe Instructional Methods

Many professional fieldsncluding psychology, business, and advertising, use
research and evidence to make decisions about treatment and products. Having originated
in the medical field, the terevidencebased practice ef er s t o fAt he consci
explicit and judicious use aurrent best evidence in making decisions about the care of
the individual o (Sackett, Rosenberg, Gray,
broadest sense, EBP is considered a systematic approach to a treatment or a process,
combining evidence, needand clinical expertise, to produce services that are
individualized and empirically sound (Shlonsky & Gibbs, 2004). The concept of using
EBPs in special education has been brought to the forefront due to the requirements of
IDEA and NCLB.

Research abounstructional strategies and EBPs can be confusing when authors
and educators use a variety of terminology to reference these practices. Developing
standardized terminology has been suggested to help eliminate any confusion. The terms
strategy practice andmethodare frequently used interchangeably and are generally
similar in meaning. Cookt al.(2008) proposed specific definitions for instructional
strategy, best practice, and evidehesed practicdnstructional strategyas defined as
the approdues a teacher may take to actively engage students in learning, designed to
meet specific learning objectives, learning styles, and the developnieatradrs. The

termbest practicavas defined as any strategy based on any number of sources, including



personal preference or experience, peer recommendations, professional development,
commercially developed instructional tools, educational training, and information from
websites. The authors noted that educators frequently referred to instructional pesctice
best practicewithout regard for supporting research that could show positive impact on
student outcomes. Cook et @008a)noted that most importantly, credible experimental
research should be the distinguishing difference between evitdased practices and

best practices. Detrich and Lewis (2012) proposediieatiermEBP be reserved for the
decisionmaking process of sstting educational practices informed by the best available
evidence. Marzan(2007) and Mesibov and Sh€a011) noted that EBPs are

instructional interventions that are experimentally tested and likely to result in consistent
positive results when usedttvifidelity.

In this study, specific terms are used with specific meamivigencebased
practicerefers to an instructional method that meets strict criteria basechpinically
supported evidencd he terminstructional strategyefers to an instruainal method that
has not been based on research evidence. While it is true that EBPs may be instructional
strategies, instructional strategies may not always be EBPs. Both are considered
instructional methods.

EvidenceBased Practices in Special Education

Quiality research using experimental control to identify instructional methods
(e.q., peer tutoringhat cause improved student outcomes (e.g., reading fluency) provide
the best source of EBP§(Ires,Farley, & Cook, 201 These EBPs afgased on their

record of effectiveness in providing a quality education to students with disajérks



federal regulations require their Ug2enzin & Giardina, 206; Torreset al, 2012)
Special educators endeavoring to improve the educational outcomes of themtsimay
identify ways of teaching students from a multitude of sources including websites,
textbooks, college instructors, professional development trainers, and colleagues. Their
effectiveness, however, may be uncertain and unproven, and could réswtenl |
intentioned teachers i mpl ement ap.g0).i neffect

While the intentions of NCLB and IDEIA were to improve academic achievement
for students with disabilities, no specific guidelines were provided for this challenge
Special educators have faced the task of defining and refining which strategies and EBPs
produce the most significant educational outcomes and are appropriate for meeting
specific student need$drreset al, 2012) Teaching is not always an exact scegn
however, and individual teachers bring individual methods and styles of instruction into
the classroomMesibov & Shea, 2011Mesibov and She@011) found thateducators
may independently select the tools of their craft, not knowing if their effdlitsreate
positive results for students with disabilities. With good intentions, educators may be
confused due to the overwhelming and often interchangeable use of instructional
terminology, including EBP, instructional strategy, and instructional pex&iook et al.,
2008&). Implementing EBPs with fidelity, as they were designed and for whom they were
designed, is a significant feature of EBPs but may be overlooked by teachers as a result
of variations in experience and student neddiss{bov & Shea2011)

Cook and Cook (2011) identified two aspects of EBPs in special education:

macreEBP, referring to educational programs that encompass entire curricula; and



micro-EBP, referring to specific strategies found within larger programs or initiatives.
Educational research may use the term EBP to indicate skills (e.g., leadership style),
programs (e.g., Content Literacy Continuum), instructional strategies (e.g., mnemonic
strategies), and broad initiatives (e.g., Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math
(STEM) education) (Cook et al., 20& ook, Tankersley, & Landrum, 2009; Metz,
Espiritu, & Moore, 2007; Torrest al, 2012).

Biesta (2007) examined the use of EBPs in special education through three
different lenses: (a) the appropriateness of compadungational practices with medical
or business practices, (b) the role of educators in determining professional practices, and
(c) the role of research in determining educational EBPs. The author reasoned that using
EBPs in education was quite different quared to using EBPs in the medical or business
fields: ABeing a student is not an il l ness
process of learning was described as a recursive system within a series of mediated
interactions that provided pprtunities for students to respond and demonstrate learning
through their responses. Special educators are frequenthgkatit when selecting and
implementing instructional strategies but may not have the experience or rationale to
support their choies. Educational research may identify strategies that prove to be
effective under controlled situations but the extent of their value in universal situations
may be overstated and fegaching Mesibov & Shea, 2011).

Special educators determine how to presand reinforce information and skills
for students with disabilities, and it is important that these educators use methods and

strategies most likely to improve student educational outc¢@uesk et al., 2008).



Mattison and Schneider (2008) attribusttbng positive effects to special education
outcomes when EBPs were used consistently and with fidelity with students in classroom
settings. Despite their potential benefits, research suggests that EBPs continue to be
underutilized by teachers when instiing studets with disabilities (Cook & Odu,
2013 Wanzek & Vaughn, 2006). Practical wisdom and common sense clearly are
necessary when making instructional decisions, and not all EBPs are appropriate for all
students with disabilities and @chtional suations (Cook & Odm, 2013). EBPs should
be an i mportant component in teachersod ins
unreasonable to limit teachers to using specific techniques for all students in all situations
(Mattison & Schneider, 2008).

Practices that may not be based entirely on empirical research are referred to as
instructional strategiesr instructional practicegCook et al.2008&). Instructional
strategies may be appropriate for use in certain situétidnssufficient research has
beenconducted regarding a practice that may be effective anecdotally (e.g., Reading
Mastery)(Mesibov & Shea, 2011). Cook and Cook (2011) noted that while EBPs are
valuable tools when teaching students with disabilities, additional factors are equally
importart in determining how to teach. Special educators may be experienced senior
teachers or firsyear novices and base their instruction on what they have learned
through years of firsthand experience or in college classes. Teachers make instructional
decisiors based on student attributes, including intellectual, emotional, and social
abilities, as well as educational experiences and socioeconomic backgrounds (Cook &

Cook, 2011). School district funding and the availability of support technology may force



teaclers to use what is available versus what may be optimal (Cook & Cook, 2011).
Students with specific needs may require unique instruction, and the strategies may not
be EBPHCook & Cook, 2011; Mesibov & Shea, 2011). Additionally, teachers may
simply not beaware of or have access to research informing them ablocagonal

practices (Cook & Odwn, 2013; Torregt al, 2012).

How EBPs are used to deliver instructionStudents requiring special education
may receive their services in a variety of settingslulsive education, whereby students
with disabilities receive instruction in the general curriculum alongside students without
disabilities, has become common for students with-fiigldence disabilities (HID)

(IDEA, 2004). Highincidence disabilities inade specific learning disabilities (SLD),
emotional and/or behavioral disabilities (EBD), speech and language impairment (SLI),
mild intellectual disabilities (MID), and other health impaired (OH]I) including attention
deficit hyperactive disorder (ADHDY.he level of support available to these students

may differ greatly compared to the support provided in acgglfained class comprised

of students with similar needs (Mitchell, 2007). Students with disabilities typically
process and retain content infation differently yet are placed in quiglkaced general
education classes driven by standardized testing and are expected to achieve academic
results similar to students without disabilities (Cook & Cook, 2011; Detrich & Lewis,
2012). A significant body ofducational research recognizes the importance and value of
using EBPs for students with disabilities regardless of their educational placement (e.g.,
Cook, Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 2003; Cook et al., a0D&8xdrum, Cook,

Tankersley, & Fitzgeral®?0®; Scruggs, Mastropieri, Berkley, & Marshak, 2010



Determining the EBPs that are effective in different settings for students with different
needs, unfortunately, is not a simple process.

How EBPs are identified.Researchers and experts in speethication may
differ on which methods should be used to identify EBPs (Slavin, 2008; Wanzek &
Vaughn, 2006). Cookt al.(2009) looked extensively at the research examining how
EBPs in special education were identified. They found that the quality ofcestadies
and results were primarily dependent on the research design and methodological rigor.
The favored research design was experimental study with treatment and control groups,
generally accepted as the most reliable determinate method for imstaligtiactices.
Cook et al. (2009) stated, however, that the research indicated that other methods of
investigation, such as singdelibject studies, quaskperimental studies, qualitative
research, and correlational research provided considerable vatnedetermining EBPs.
Single-subject and case study research studies were found to contribute to the research
base, but could not provide generalizable results due to the small number of participants
included and the often unique study settings. The rdsef@also cautioned against
relying on statistics from studies using large numbers of students since statistically
significant findings may be identified when actual outcomes may not be educationally
meaningful for students (e.g., educational technoldgghk et al. (2009) concluded that
no single formula was available for determining which instructional strategies were
EBPs.

The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), a nationally recognized

organization that supports professionals working in the fiegpe€ial education, has



attempted to delineate definitions and guidelines regarding EBPs. CEC (2014), along
with a panel of experts in the field of educational research, developed a guide specifying
the quality indicators and types of research deemed atepvhen seeking to identify a
practice as evidence based, including experimental group comparison research and
singlesubject researci:his may help unify a large body of educators and researchers
working to develop guidelines for identifying effectigducational practices.

The U.S. Department of Education developed the What Works Clearinghouse
(WWC) in 2002 as a fitrusted source of scie
(2003) foreducators, policymakers, researchers, and the pibiig.routinely updated
Web-based resource promotes practices verified as effective through experimental
research for use with students having differing needs.

Scruggset al.(201M) investigated interventions used in secondawgl content
courses for se with students with disabilities and reported on the effectiveness of several
instructional practices. The researchers noted that studies investigating effective
instructional practices for secondary students were limited in scope and number and
suggestd that additional research would be beneficial to identifying what works with this
student population. Teachers were recognized as the critical component to effective
instruction since they determine how students are taught and ultimately impact student
outcome.

Who uses EBPsBoardman, Arguelles, Vaughn, Hughes, and Klingner (2005)
interviewed and surveyed general and special education teachers at the elementary level

regarding their awareness and use of EBPs. The researchers sought to determine whether



or notteachers were in favor of using EBPs, if they had access to and used educational
research, and what influenced their selection of instructional practices. The researchers
al so examined teachersd i mpressions about

Cook, Tankersley, and Harjusol#/ebb 00&) suggested that in order to fully
consider how practitionedsand specifically special educatdrselected and
implemented instructional practices, additional research utilizing surveys, case studies,
observational resedrcand qualitative studies be employed at the elementary and
secondary levels. These studies would examine how educators select and implement
EBPs and suggest how this may influence the educational process for students with
disabilities.

Biesta (2007) copared the mechanics of research to the value of educational
experience, noting that the true value of educational research was not in reporting the
results of implementing instructional strategies conducted in experimental, controlled
situations, but rathrethe ways research could inform how teachers may select
instructional strategies based on personal experiences and other social aspect. Biesta
(2007) found that educators simply knowing what worked (e.g., EBPs) could not replace
the wisdom educators ga&id from experience and informed practice when determining
what instructional met hods woul d meet the
cultural and moral values as well as their previous educational experiences and training
were found to influece how EBPs were selected for use in public schools (Biesta, 2007).
The author noted that knowledge of instructional practices was not an end product but

rather an instrument for guiding Aprofessi

10



knowledgemay provide some connections between the actions of teachers and the
educational consequences for students, educational decision making frequently involved
reaching conclusions based on need, judgment, and culture. SinGllaoly et al.
(200%) noted thatmplementingeffective teaching practices in special education
required the professional insight and experience of educators skilled in recognizing
student needs and in finding teaching methods designed to facilitate the learning process.
Limited studieqe.g., Boardman et aR005 Landrum et al., 2(®) have
addressed specifically how educators determine their educational practices. Elementary
level teachers were interviewed and survedyg@oardman et al. (200&pout their
familiarity with EBPs and hwe frequently EBPs were used during their instruction with
students with disabilities. Landrum et @0Q2) surveyed general and special education
teachers in order to discern their preferences for the ways in which information about
instructional practice were disseminated. These studies did not address what influenced
or motivated teachers to implement instructional strategies, and none included secondary
level special educators.
The Use of EBPs
Researchers and educators may share the goal of impr@adgraic outcomes
for students with disabilities (Cook & Cook, 2011), yet values and perspectives about
how to reach that goal may differ significantly. Looking beyond student needs, the role of
practtioners in the process of education has been considedeseveral studies were
conducted to identify what influence praiciners have on the implementation of EBPs

(Biesta, 2007, Cook & Cook, 2011; Slavin, 200B3acher education, moral and cultural

11



backgrounds, personal preferences, federal mandatesjpreseacher preparation and
professional development provided by employers may influence whether or not EBPs are
used to teach students with disabilitiBsesta, 2007, Cook & Cook, 2011; Slavin, 2008)
Teacher willingness to implement EBPs with fidelitgy also impact their use

(Boardman et al., 2005). Slavin (2008) identified three requirements essential to
implementing EBPs on a widespread basis: (a) rigorous reviews of promising
instructional practices that can be used on a broad scale; (b) imgd&oreaf federal,

state, and local policies designed to support promising innovations and provide ongoing
evaluation; and (c) systematic reviews that translate research findings into language and
formats accessible to educators and policymakers. Withegetthree requirements,

Slavin (2008) stated that attempts to implement an evideased educational system

would have limited success.

Responsiveness to the needs of students with disabiliti@gyond training and
administrative requirements, meetitg theeds of students with disabilities may be the
most significant consideration when it comes to determining the use of EBPs. Boardman
et al. (2005konducted focus groups with elementhayel teachers of students with
learning disabilitiesr{= 30) andeachers of students with emotional/behavior disorders
(nh= 19) to examine the teachersd perspectiyv
to which they found research findings to be useful. The study addressed the ways in
which new strategiesweretim oduced within target teacher s
the appropriateness of these strategies for students with specialTreedtidy revealed

that teachers primarily selected instructional strategies based on the individual needs of
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students ad on personal experiences teaching and using specific techniques. These
considerations were more significant compared to whether or not a practice was research
based. Of the 49 teachers interviewed, 32 stated that they did not feel obligated to follow
instructional plans or programs provided by their school districts, nor did they feel
obligated to i mplement EBPs. The greatest
instructional needs using whatever methods they identified as best for the individual.

Researchto-practice gap.Despite training and mandatesyareness of the
effectiveness of EBPs does not appear to increase the frequency of their use by educators
(Cook et al., 2008 Slavin, 2008). This discrepancy between awareness and
implementation As come to be known as the resedcepractice gap (Carnine, 1997,
McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Educational researchers and professionals have
investigated this researtb-practice gap for more than 20 years and it continues to
perplex them (Cook & Odu, 2013 De<hler, Ellis, & Lenz, 1996; Fuchs & Fuchs,

1996). The researeto-practice gap refers to the disproportional application of EBPs
compared to the implementation of instructional strategies in educational settings (Cook,
Smith, & Tankersley, 20t2Porter & McMaken, 2009).

An early study by Malouf and Schiller (1995) suggested three factors that
influence the connection between research and practice: teacher knowledge and training,
teacher attitudes and beliefs, and contextual factors. Teachelekiye and training
referred to the skills the teachers possess as well as the experience brought to the
classroom. Attitudes and beliefs referred to personal feelings about the value of research

and its role in classroom practice. Contextual factors tierenany demands on teachers
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within the classroom and the school setting, including lack of preparation time for
lessons, administrative constraints such as class schedules, and curriculum requirements
(Boardman et al., 2005; Malouf & Schiller, 1995).

Fidelity of use.Fidelity of use refers to the implementation of an EBP as it was
designed. In order to expect EBPs to yield results similar to the research studies from
which they originated, EBPs must be correctly implemented and provide similar exposure
to the treatment, employ comparable materials, and provide similar length of time in
treatment (CEC, 2014)f educators fail to implement EBPs with fidelity, it may indicate
that they do not trust or understand the research supporting a strategy or simgiy d
have the necessary materials or administrative support required for proper
implementation (Gersten, Vaughn, Deschler, & Schiller, 1997; Jitendra, 2005a;
McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Failure to use EBPs may negatively impact the
educational outcomeas students with disabilities; failure to use EBPs with fidelity may
be equally troubling. Cook et al. (2003) found low rates of implementation of 6BPs
students with emotional and behavioral disordEBD), indicating that many of the
techniques knowto be effective for students with EBD were not being used, and when
used, were done so without fidelity, making them ineffective or even counterproductive.
Failure to implement EBPs with fidelity may offer one explanation for special
educat i oto@raducé graaterypasigve educational outcomes (Morgan, Frisco,

Farkas, & Hibel, 2010).
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Implementation of EvidenceBased Practices

Biesta (2007) acknowledged the significance of practitioners in the educational
process and suggested that simply havimgwareness of the effectiveness of
instructional strategies and EBPs did not equate to the ability to determine if an
instructional strategy was appropriate to meet the educational needs of a specific student.
He indicated that additional factors, inclnditeacher preparation, professional
devel opment, and teachersdé backgrounds may
methods used to instruct students.

Preservice preparation for special educatorsThe goal of teacher preparation
classes for special edators should be to prepare them to implement the curriculum and
standards of education publicly agreed upon for the benefit of students (Landrum &
Tankersley, 2004). A review of teacher training programs found, however, that preservice
special educatioreachers were infrequently taught how to discern research data and
were rarely provided guidance in understanding research methods and interpreting
findings (Brownell, Ross, Coh, & McCallum, 2005; Greenwood, 2001; Landrum &
Tankersley, 2004). Preservice teachers were found to be frequently overwhelmed with
academic reading, writing, student teaching, student observations, and other academic
demandsPreparation for special eduoss did not provide training in identifying or
implementing EBPs and preservice educators had very little exposure to educational
research (Brownell et al., 2009)he lack of training and exposure to the use of
educational research may preclude new teacfiom seeking to consider EBPs in their

instructional repeoires.Brownell et al. (2005) identified four components of high
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quality initial preparation for special education teachers: extensive coursework and field
experiences, appropriate coursewarkpedagogy for teaching content, high degree of
coherence between coursework and fieldwork, and professional collaboration. Special
educators may simply avoid using educational research due to a lack of experience and
training(Carnine, 1997; Greenwood, @0, Landrum et al., 2®).

Feng and Sass (2010) studied the teacher qualities that most impacted student
achievement. Teacher experience, interpreted as the number of years special educators
taught students with disabilities, was the primary trait that sigaificantly impacted
student achievement (Feng & Sass, 2010). Academic gains for students receiving special
education rose in relation to the experience of their teacher, with the largest gains from
experience occurr i ng netheirfirstthrough fith ytaessac her 6 s

Students in general education made no significant gains when their teachers held a

postbaccal aureate degree, defined as a mas

education, however, had higher achievement gains whenitr t eacher hel d
degree Klingner & Boardman, 2011 ougaret, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 2005). This may
indicate that teachers learn to implement effective EBPs based on their personal
experience versus preservice training or educational research

Professional developmentPublic school districts typically require educators to
participate in professional development sessions designed to indoctrinate them in specific
preferred methods of instructioBrfyant, LinanThompson, Ugel, Hamff, & Hougen,
2001;Cook et al., 2008. Gersten et al. (1997) described effective professional

development as dynamic programs integrating organizational, systemic, and cultural
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components designed to teach teachers how to implement EBPs. Professional
development at thiecal level for both novice and seasoned teachers frequently did not
provide the exposure, training, or practice needed to effectively implement specific EBPs
(Cook et al., 200& Dingle, Brownell, Leko, Boardman, & Hagger, 2011

Boardman et al. (2005pfind that teachers criticized their district professional
development for failing to support instructional techniques and failing to provide
sufficient materials and other resources.
lack of trust in the apppriateness of proposed EBPs and confidence in adapting EBPs
into usable classroom strategies. The teachers noted a distinct disconnect between
research and the realities of classroom instruction and indicated that they were more
likely to trusttheircdl eaguesd suggestions for effectiv
studies. Lack of schodiased support in the form of training and insufficient materials
were cited as significant reasons to avoid implementing EBPs.

When principals conducted classroobservations with the ppose of seeing
EBPs in action, teachers felt more accountable and, therefore, more encouraged to use
EBPs (Dingle et al., 2011). Bryant et al. (2001) found that special and general education
teachers working together on professiatelelopment projects wanted administrative
support for their efforts to learn new EBPs, and teachers were more successful at
implementing the strategies when they fit into their existing content.
Statement of Problem

EBPs are known to positively impaatieational results for studeswith

disabilities, yet it is unclear if seconddgwel special education teachers use them
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(Mesibov & Shea, 2011). It is also unclear how these educators determine the methods
they use to instruct students with higitiderce disabilities (HID)as defined earliedust
as students have strengths and weaknesses, educators also have varying degrees of
teaching skills and experience. Educators must navigate federal mandates, district
requirements, and student needs in ordactaally teach students with disabilities
(Dingle et al., 2011)For many special educators, using prescribed instructional methods
and EBPs may go against their understanding of individualized instruction, and they may
be influenced by internal and extaltiactor® not research and EB&<o guide their
teaching practices (Burns & Ysseldyke, 2009; Cook & Odom, 20ti3)unclear from
research how special education practitioners actually determine the strategies they use
when teaching. This study examinetat influenced secondatgvel special education
teachers when teaching secondamel students with HID in the setontained setting.
Background of Problem

Students with disabilities may struggle to succeed academically when taught with
typical educatinal methods. EBPs implemented with fidelity have been found to
improve academic results for students with learning differences. Some evidence suggests,
however, that special education may have limited impact on improved educational
outcomes for studentsitlv HID, although the reasons for this phenomenon may vary
widely (Morgan et al., 201Gullivan & Bal, 2013. Morgan et al. (2010) followed a
group of students with HID from elementary school through middle school to examine
how special education impactdteir academic progress. The researchers used control

and experimental groups to examine the overall effectiveness of instruction for students
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with and without disabilities. Results indicated that special education had a negative
impact on reading skilland a statistically nonsignificant impact on mathematics skills. In
addition, special education services had a statistically nonsignificant impact on the
frequency of problem behaviors among students receiving special education (Morgan et
al., 2010). Theesearchers found that overall, special education services did not improve
student academic outcomd he lack of appropriate and effective EBPs used consistently
and with fidelity may have been one cause. Differences in teacher education, background,
andexperience may have also impacted student academic achievement.

Standardized testing presents difficulties for students with HID at the secondary
level bythenature of the test formatting coupleith the demand for extensive reading
and focus. These stedts generally achieved lower on nationally standardized tests
compared to their nondisabled peers (College Board, 2009). On the Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT) college admissions test, students with HID scored, on average, 17 points
lower in reading and 2Boints lower in math than their nondisabled peers (College
Board, 2009). Students with HID were also less likely to graduate from high school than
their nondisabled peers. For example, in the state of Ohio during the2200&chool
year, 83% of nondisddd students graduated from high school on time. In this one state,
although the aggregate graduation rate for all students with HID was nearly the same
(82.9%), specific groups of students with HID were much less likely to graduate (Ohio
Department of Edeation, 2010). Most notably, only 63.2% of students with emotional or
behavioral disabilities (EBD) graduated on time, while 85.8% of students with specific

learning disabilities (SLD) graduated on time.
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Looking beyond public education, postsecondaryesttslwith HID were at
significantly greater risk for unemployment compared to their peers without disabilities.
Data from the 2010 Bureau of Labor Statistics (Bts3ealsthat 9.5% of the
nondisabled population was unemployed, while 13.8% of the dispbpadation was
unemployed (U.S. BLS, 2013). Similarly, the U.S. CerBureaureported statistics from
2009 indicating 20.9% of people with disabilitwwsreliving in poverty compared to
12.1% of the entire population living in poverty. Historically, liadinal studies of
people with disabilities show less positive outcomes in employment, wages,
postsecondary education, and residential independence than the general population
(Blackorby & Wagner, 1996; Jones, 2008 mahan & Baer, 200Phelps & Hanley
Maxwell, 1997). This consistent gap in positive outcomes between people with and
without disabilitiesmay indicate that special education practices have room for
improvement or that effective special education practices may not consistently be
employed inhe special education. It may also indicate that other factors could be
influencing how special educators actually teach.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this study is a visual representation of the process
special educators may go thréugrior to determining the instructional strategies they
use in their classrooms (Figure 1), as basethe findings of Cook and Odp(2013),
Detrich and Lewis (2012), and Mesibov and Shea (2011 .framework includes
internal and external influencesdicative of the impact these may have in the

development of instructional units and lessons as well as the selection of instructional
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strategies. Internal (personal experiences and preferences) and external (years of
education and mandated curriculum)uehces, in addition to standardized testing
requirements, and the best interests of students and teachers, may factor into the decision

making process resulting in effective instruction, as reflected in positive student outcome.
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Figure 1. The impact of selecting instructional practices in secondary special education.




Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore the variables that affect the selection and
implementation of instructional strategies and EBPs by secoihelalyspecial education
teachers when working witHID students in the setfontained setting. This mulase
study sought to identify whether education, experience, or other factors influenced the
frequency and types of strategies secondiargl special educators selected for use with
students with disabilitieBy utilizing background information, interviewslassroom
observations, and a questionnaire
Research Questions

The following research questions guided the current study.

1. What EBPs and instructional strategies do special education teachers at the
beginning, midcareer, and senior levels state theyhsa teaching students
with HID in the selfcontained setting?

2. What EBPs and instructional strategies do special education teachers at the
beginning, midcareer, and senior levatsuallyuse when teaching students
with HID in the selfcontained setting?

3. Whatexternal and internal factod® special education secondary teachers at
the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels state influence them when
deciding which EBPs and instructional strategies they implement when

teaching students with HID in the selbntained setting?
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Summary

Implementing EBPs is significant to student success in special education because
the use of EBPs results in improved student academic outcomes (Marzano, 2007,
Mesibov & Shea, 2011). Following years of investigation and disaussducational
researchers have reached some consensus regarding what constitutes EBPs (Cook &
Cook, 2011). Research with secondkayel teachers of students with disabilities and
their use of EBPs, however, is lacking and it remains unclear what indsiémese
teachers when they select instructional strategies and EBPs. Special educators may not
actually be utilizing EBPs when teaching students with HID, thereby impacting the
effectiveness of their instruction (Feng & Sass, 2010). Contributing factyrsnciude
limited exposure to and a lack of trust in educational research (e.g., Boardman et al.,
2005), limited resources (e.g., Cook et al., 2008nd directives from administrators
within a nonsupportive school climate (Morgan et al., 2010). Undhetistg what
influences educators could provide insight into the relationship between the use of EBPs
and ultimately, student academic outcome. There is a need for relevant research to
examinesecondaly evel special educat i cohEBPsevheaher s 6
instructing students with HID in setfontained special education settings. In Chapter 2,
the literature review will delve into several mataalyses identifying specific EBPs and
instructional strategies used with students with disabiliidglitionally, studies that
focused on what influenced educators when selecting instructional strategies and EBPs in

special education and their impact on student outcome will be reviewed.

24



Definition of Terms

Several terms are used to indicate the type of instruction provided by teachers to
students with disabilities. Complete definitions follow but as used in this study, the term
evidencebased practiceefers to an instructional method that meets strictr@iteased
onempirically supported evidenc&he termnstructional strategyndicates thaa
practicehas not been based on research evidence. EBPs may be instructional strategies,
however, instructional strategies may not always be EBPs. Both are c¢edside
instructional methods. The following terms are usedughout this research in specific
ways.

Evidencebased practice (EBPAn educational evideneeased practice is an
instructional strategy, intervention, or teaching program based on empirigablyrteed
evidence that has resulted in consistent positive results when experimentally tested
(Mesibov & Shea, 2011).

High-incidencedisability (HID): HID refers to the disabilities identified most
frequently among students in public education (approxim@&s of students with
disabilities have high incidence disabilities) and includes students with specific learning
disabilities (SLD), emotional and/or behavioral disabilities (EBD), mild intellectual
disability (MID), and other health impaired (OHI) (IBE2004; Gage, Lierheimer, &
Goran, 2012).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 2Q0Phis act requires that
schools provide accountability of reseatidsed practices and effective instruction for

students with special needs.
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Instructionalstrategy Instructional strategies are methods used in teaching to
help students learn. Instructional strategies are the approaches a teachieraagage
students in learning, probe critical thinking skills, keep them on task, engender sustained
and wseful classroom interaction, and enable and enhance their learning of course content,
but are not always based on research (Mitchell, 2007)
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 200This extensive federal act requires
general and special educationteashert o be certified as ofihi ghl
instruction, in addition to numerous other mandates.
Researcko-practice gap The phrase describes the lack of translation of research
to practice in the special education classroom (Carnine, M&7Zeskey & Billingsley,

2008).
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The purpose of the literature review is to provide a systematic summary of
research pertaining to EBPs, instructional strategies, and teacher decision making when
determining how to teachuxlents with higkincidence disabilities. The chapter begins
with summaries of metanalyses of EBPs and instructional strategies followed by a
review of research literature pertaining to the decismaking process educators go
through in order to desigheir instruction. Finally, a rationale for the current study is
provided.

Literature Search Procedures

Computerassisted searches for applicable literature were completed utilizing
Academic Search Complete (EBSCO), APA PsychNET (including APA PsychINFO),
ProQuest, and Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) databases using various
combinations of théllowing descriptors: students with disabilities, special education,
EBPs, instructional strategies, instructional practices, instructional interventions,
educators, interventions, medaalysis, and research synthesis. Finally, ancestral
searches of litature reviews and metmnalyses were completed.

Studies were included in this review if they were published in anes@wed
journal between the years 2000 through 2015, had dependent measures that evaluated the

effectiveness of an intervention, amtluded students iGrades k12 identified with
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hightincidence disabilities. Studies that examined the effectiveness of instructional
strategies in specific areas, including reading, math, and peer tutoring, were included as
were studies with broader anség focused on academic, social, and cognitive
interventions.

Excluded were studies that focused on students with hearing or visual
impairments, speech and language disorders, and studies addressing bullying or
social/lemotional interventions unrelatedrgproving academic standings. Also excluded
were studies addressing interventions designed for postsecondary students and studies
that did not disaggregate data for general and special education studenianiiygtas
which included data extracted fronsdertations, newsletters, and other nonpeer
reviewed sources were also excluded. These criteria for including and excluding studies
follow the guidelines established by Berkeley, Scruggs, and Mastropieri (2010) when
they conducted a metmalysis focusedroreading comprehension instruction for
students with learning disabilities.

The search produced 132 meataalyses of which 10 met the criteria for inclusion
in this review. The studies were published in six journals incluBexgew of
EducationalResearchLearning Disability Research and Practjd@emedial and Special
Education Learning Disability QuarterlyReading ImprovemerandSchool Psychology
Review The following sections identify instructional strategies developed to help
improve the aademic outcomes of students with disabilities in specific areas, including

reading, math, and social skills.
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Reading

Five metaanalyses addressed the efficacy of instructional strategies with the goal
of improving reading skills for students with disatés. One metanalysis focused
exclusively on older students @rades 59 (Flynn,Zheng,& Swanson, 2012) while
another extended earlier research for struggling readers in Greg@lés $tudents with
reading disabilities in Gradesl® (Wanzek et al., AB). Two metaanalyses focused
exclusively on reading comprehension (Berkeley et al., 2010; Sencibaugh, 2007) and one
article focused on a combination of reading fluency and comprehension (Therrien, 2004).

Grades 59. Instructional strategidsased on naon-referenced measures and
designed to improve reading skills for students in upper elementary and middle schools
were synthesized by Flynn et al. (2012). The authors focused on studies published
between 1960 and 2009 and analyzed 10 studies meetingittiegion criteria of an
EBP (pretest/posttest design) using naeferenced reading measures for students with
reading disabilities. The studies also included the treatment group receiving instruction
beyond their typical classroom instruction, particigantGrades® and in the 95
years age range, and quantitative information in order to calculate effect sizes (ES).
Additionally, treatment variables were sorted using 18 instructional procedures and
strategies originally identified by Swanson and Hosky998):

1 Advanced organizers (students directed to focus on particular information

and/or the teacher stating objectives of instruction)

1 Attributions (teacher presenting benefits of taught strategies)
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Control difficulty or processing demands of tasks Kmg learning, level of
difficulty controlled, teacher providing necessary assistance)

Elaboration (additional information or explanation provided)

Explicit practice (repeated practice, sequenced reviews, daily feedback, and/or
weekly reviews)

Large groudearning (instruction in large groups and/or teaahdy
demonstrations)

New content/skills (new curriculum or new material presented)

Oneon-one instruction (individually tailored instruction, independent
practice, tutoring)

Peer modeling (peers preseagtior modeling instruction)

Questioning (students directed to ask questions, teacher/student dialogue,
and/or teacher asking questions)

Reinforcement (intermittent or consistent use of rewards and reinforcers)
Sequencing (breaking down the task and/or seqng short activities)

Skill modeling (modeling from a teacher in terms of skills)

Smalkgroup instruction (instruction/verbal interaction in a small group with
students and/or teacher)

Strategy cues (reminders t othinkaleudstr at e
model so0)

Supplement to teacher involvement (homework and/or parents helping to

reinforce instruction)
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9 Task reduction (breaking down the skill into smaller units and/or task

analysis), and

1 Technology (using specific media or computers to fatdipresentation

and/or feedback).

Ef fect sizes wer e gasthedifieteace lmetiveen si ng Hed g
pretest/posttest means for the treatment group and pretest/posttest means for the control
group on both norrneferenced and experimental measuresulReshowed that based on
Cohenés (1988) standards for effect size,
across reading interventions for student results based onreterenced reading
measures was small. Comparisons of the effect sizes (ES®aificinterventions were
difficult to compute because many studies combined EBPs and instructional strategies.
The authors noted, however, that the study with the lowest ES overall and the study with
the lowest of the moderate ESs both used the highedber of instructional components
within their strategies which may indicate that when working with older struggling
readers, a limited number of interventions should be introduced and used one at a time,
with a direct focus on improving specific skillsh@ study producing the largest effect
size included an el ement for identifying s
that interventions should be targeted toward specific difficulties. Flynn et al. (2012) also
found that the proportion of viance in reading performance accounted for by phonics
instruction while using instructional strategies was small, indicating that while effective
for young readers, phonics instruction may not be as effective for older students. The

authors concluded thaince research identifying instructional strategies in reading for

31



students with disabilities was limited; research should be continued with the goal of
informing educators about the most effective reading instructional strategies in five areas
of reading;phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.

Grades 412.Wanzek et al. (2013) sought to identify the effectiveness of
interventions for improving reading outcomes of students at the upper elementary to high
school levels. Theesearchers focused on studies published in English irrpdemwed
journals between 1995 and 2011 that included participants with identified learning
disabilities or reading difficulties. Students were enrolled in Grades 4 through 12 (ages
10-18) and reeived instruction targeting intervention strategies for reading as part of
their school day program in an alphabetic language. Dependent variables addressed
reading outcomes and the research designs were experimentakxperginental, single
group, or ;gle-case studies. A total of 19 studies met their criteria from an initial field
of 24,720 studies with 9,371 students making up the total sample size. The majority of
students were in Grades 6 through 8, and no studies included students in Grades 10
through 12.

Ef fect sizes wer e gbywcbnparihgihe endan and stamdard He d g
deviations for treat ment anddwasoepdrtedand gr oup
the treatment and contr ol groupg.Bffecnpl e si z
sizes from the metanalysis studies based on interventions targeting reading
comprehension, reading fluency, word reading, word reading fluency, spelling, and

publication bias were as follows.

32



Reading comprehension outcomeBwenty-two reading comprehension effects
were used in the analysis to calculate the mean effect size for instructional strategies
designed to improve student comprehension levels. The estimate of the effect size was
0.10 p < .001; 95% confidence interval [CI] [0.06, 0.19hdicating a small positive
effect on studentsdé reading comprehensi on.
found between groups based on any moderator variable such as group size, number of
hours of intervention, or grade level of intervention.

Reading fluency outcomed.he mean effect size estimate for the nine effect sizes
from fluency outcome measures was 046 (004; 95% CI [0.05, 0.26]), indicating a
smal | positive effect of strategies on stu
as®ciated with the effect sizes was not statistically significant (Q = 5.63).76).

Word reading outcomeslwelve effect sizes from word reading outcomes had a
mean effect size of 0.19 £ .003; 95% CI [0.05, 0.24]), indicating a small positive effect
s ze on studentsd word reading outcomes. Th
=9.78,p=0.55).

Word reading fluency outcome3he 11 effect sizes from word reading fluency
had a mean effect size of 0.364.001; 95% CI [0.06, 0.26]), inditag a small positive
effect on studentsé word reading fluency a
significant (Q = 3.70p = 0.96).

Spelling outcomesThe mean effect size estimate for the five spelling outcome

measures was 0.1p € .014; 95% C[0.03, 0.27]), indicating a small positive effect on
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studentsé6é spelling ability. The v@axiance

0.406).

Publication bias.Publication bias was based on a tamdfill analysis, an
iterative process designeal ¢orrect asymmetry in a funnel plot of effect sizes resulting
from omission of nonpublished studies that found a null result and a very small effect
size. Results indicated that publication bias did not affect the mean effect size estimates
for comprehensn, reading fluency, and word reading fluency outcome measures meta
analyses. Evidence of publication bias was found for the spelling and word reading
outcome measures due to a small number of available effect sizes. Word reading effect
size was 0.10 (95%I [-0.01, 0.21]). For spelling measures, the estimated effect size was
0.11 (95% CI1{0.01, 0.23]). After adjustment for publication bias, the confidence
intervals for word reading and spelling measures include zero, indicating that it was
possible thaextensive use of interventions had no effect on performance in these areas.

The synthesis by Wanzek et al. (2013) indicated that extensive use instructional
strategies for students with reading disabilities or difficulties may yield a positive, albeit
small, effect on a variety of reading outcomes and confirmed the value of continuing the
use of instructional strategies for students beyond the third grade. Flynn et al. (2012)
found that combined interventions for students in Grae@pfmduced positivefiects
for student s 0-refenertcad testseand botm synthesesnindicated the need
for a continuation of higlyuality, experimental research for older students with reading

disabilities.
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Reading comprehensionTwo metaanalyses were reviewed inis section
beginning with Berkeley et al. (2010) and concluding with Sencibaugh (2007). Berkeley
et al. (2010) synthesized 40 studies published between 1995 and 2006 which focused on
improving reading comprehension for students with learning disasbi(itie).

Instructional strategies were classified as fundamental reading skills instruction, text
enhancements, and questioning/strategy instruction, including studies that incorporated
peermediated instruction and sekgulation. The purpose of the metaalysis was to
determine if outcomes were comparable to an earlier reading comprehension instructional
research conducted by Mastropieri, Scruggs, Bakken, and Whedon (1996).

Forty studies were included with the most prevalent design being experimental
with random assignment of participants to conditions (52.5%) followed by-quasi
experimental designs with matching or nonrandom assignment (40%), and pretest designs
with the pretest as a comparison (7.5%). Participants were in Gratizswkd
interventions wre designed to improve reading comprehension outcomes for students
with learning disabilities. Studies were included if data was sufficient to calculate an
effect size, and were published in English in professional;nge@wed journals. In
order to maitain similar effect size values, effect sizes were calculated separately for
criterionreferenced and normeferenced measures and for treatment, maintenance, and
generalization measures. The overall weighted effect size for crieferenced
measuresvas 0.69 for treatment effects, 0.69 for maintenance effects, and 0.75 for

generalization effectd = 0.70 across all criteriereferenced measures). For nerm
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referenced tests, the mean effect size was 0.52 for treatment effects. Instructional
strategiesvere categorized into the following topics.

1 Questioning/strategy instruction included direct questioning of students,
students directed by teachers to ask questions, teacher/student dialogue, and
student seljuestioning techniques.

1 Text enhancements inmed inrtext questioning, graphic organizers,
technology, and video vocabulary instruction for text enhancement.

1 Fundamental reading skills included packaged intervention programs and had
very low studento-teacher ratios during implementation.

1 Other inerventions included a scheaide cooperative learning program and
an evaluation of a program with multiple components.

Results from this synthesis indicate that several instructional strategies were
effective in improving reading comprehension for shudavith LD and could be further
identified as EBPs. For criterieneferenced measures, questioning/strategy instruction
and text enhancemertiiad mean weighted effect sizes that were moderate to large in
magnitude. The overall effect for fundamental raegdikills was large and a small effect
was noted for Aothero interventions. Outco
different based on a homogeneity t€3(1l, N = 28) = 0.60p = .71.

For normreferenced tests, high effect sizes were natigid fundamental reading
skills instruction, followed by questioning/strategy instruction, and text enhancements.
The differences were not statistically significant based on a homogeneity {(8sh =

14) = 2.71p = .40. The authors compared effeates for instructional variables based on
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treatment delivery agents, grade levels, setting, type of reading passage, duration of
treatment, classroom peers, selfjulation, and other variables. Studies that included
results from research@nplemented traanents resulted in higher effect sizes compared
to treatments implemented by teachers or other school staff.

Overall mean weighted effect sizes for criterr@ferenced measures were as
follows: 0.69 for treatment effects, 0.69 for maintenance effeatsQ&5 for
generalization effects. For nofraferenced measures, the mean effect size was 0.52 for
treatment effects. The results indicated that interventions that structured cognitive
strategies were effective and comparable to other types of intemnvestich as text
enhancement. Pearediation and selfegulation did not produce a significant effect on
student outcomes. In general, interventions directing students to attend more carefully to
the material being read and to think more systematicallyewb@ding improved
studentsé abilities to construct meaning f

Berkeley et al. (2010) concluded by stating that while empirical evidence showing
that a variety of instructional strategies designed to improve student reading
comprehension were alable for use with students with reading disabilities, few were
actually implemented in inclusive classes. The authors suggested that instructional
strategies are of little use if they are not used systematically and with fidelity when
working with studens with disabilities. Thauthors anticipated that future research may
help identify why research@mplemented interventions resulted in higher effect sizes

compared to teach@mplemented instructional strategies.
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The second metanalysis of researchuglies was conducted by Sencibaugh
(2007) and published between 1985 and 2005. This-ametlysis focused on reading
comprehension strategies for students with learning disabilities in Grati2s K
Additional criteria for inclusion included experimentabig and quantitative
information allowing calculation of effect size as well as publication in English in peer
reviewed journals. Fifteen studies were included that identified 23 separate instructional
strategies categorized as either visually dependw®itidling the use of pictures or visual
ability activities) or auditory/language dependent (including summarization techniques,
self-questioning, story retelling, and collaborative strategic reading strategies). All of the
studies used group designs, irtihg treatmentomparison desigmE 9) or a single
group design with multiple treatments= 6). The effect size for studies was calculated
on treatmentomparison studies by taking the difference between the intervention
groupdbés mean sacroirseo na ngdr otuhped sc oomepan score and
comparison groupéb6s standard deviati on.
The difference between the mean experimental gain and the mean comparison
gain was divided by the standard deviation of gain of the comparison group wham pre
posttest gains in the mean scores of the t
guidelines or effect sizes were used with 0.20 indicating a small effect size, 0.50
indicating a medium effect size, and 0.80 indicating a large or significant effect size. The
mean effect size for visually dependent strategies was @&It84 with a 90% CI of
(0.55, 1.33). The mean effect size for auditory/language dependent strategies wgs Delta

1.18 with a 90% CI of (0.88, 1.48). Both effect sizes were considered significant,
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indicating that for students with learning disabilities, instional strategies designed to
improve reading comprehension levels were effective supplements to traditional
instruction. The findings also indicated that auditory/language dependent strategies had a
greater impact on reading comprehension skills afesits with LD when compared to
visually dependent strategies. Two specific strategies yielded the most significant
outcomes: questioning strategies involving-gettruction and paragraph restatemeqts (
3.65)and texistructurebased strategiesp( 2. 3 9)

Sencibaugh (2007) concluded by describing the benefits of teaching students with
disabilities how to help themselves by using cognitive strategies to improve their reading
comprehension as well as noting the responsibility for teachers to train stiadests
these metacognitive strategies. The author went on to state that preservice candidates
should be taught how to effectively implement them when teaching students with
disabilities and that teachers should recognize the value of empirical evidence an
research when designing instruction to improve student reading comprehension.

Combined fluency and reading comprehensionTherrien (2004) conducted a
metaanalysis examining instructional strategies designed to increase reading fluency and
improve reathg comprehension for students with disabilities. Fluency is described as the
ability to read with speed and accuracy (Samuels, 1979). The specific fluency strategy of
repeated reading was examined for effectiveness among students in GiElesgids 5
18. Repeated reading was described as a program that consists of readingeadthge
a short and meaningful passage until a satisfactory level of fluency was achieved

(Samuels, 1979). Experimental, quantitative studies published inngaewed journals
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between 1977 and 2001 were reviewed for consideration. Studies were scrutinized for
available data appropriate for determining effect sizes. Eighteen studies were included in

the analysis and effect sizes were based on differences between pretest aatl postt

scores. Fluency measures were operationalized as number of correct words per minute or
reading speed. Comprehension measures were operationalized as either story retell
measures or comprehension questions. Effect sizes were categorized as nontransfer
measures (the measure of studentsé ability
passage after reading it multiple times) o
ability to fluently read or comprehend a new passage after having read differegepassa
multiple times) and effect sizes were analyzed separately.

Nontransfer measuresAcross all nontransfer measures, the mean fluency ES
increase was .83BE= .066) and mean comprehension ES increase waSE7.080).
Nontransfer strategies includstlidents reading aloud to an adult with cued reading,
corrective feedback, and performance criteria.

Cued reading Students cued to focus on speed obtained a mean flueraly. ES
(SE=.185) and a mean comprehension ES of S#6=(.197). Students cudd focus on
comprehension obtained a mean fluency ES of SEE(.096) and a mean
comprehension ES of .7SE=.127). Students cued to focus on a combination of
fluency and comprehension obtained a mean fluency ES a6B4 (L35) and a mean
comprehensn ES of .67 $E= .136).

Corrective feedbackMispronunciations were corrected when they occurred or

when students needed assistance. Students who received corrective feedback obtained a
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mean fluency ES of .68E=.119) and students who did not recateerective feedback
obtained a mean fluency ES of .&H= .075).

Performance criteria A fixed number of readings was used as the performance
criteria for determining nontransfer effect sizes. Overall, these interventions obtained a
mean fluency ES oB1 (SE= .066) and a mean comprehension ES of S&6.08).

Transfer measuresComponents were analyzed based on six components: adult
or peer instructor, modeling, corrective feedback, performance criteria, comprehension,
and charting.

Adult or peer nstructor. Students receiving interventions conducted by adults
obtained a mean fluency ES of 1.BEE .177) and a mean comprehension ES of SE (
= .265). Students receiving interventions conducted by peers obtained a mean fluency ES
of .36 SE=.062)and a mean comprehension ES of QB+ .070).

Modeling. Modeling consisted of a peer tutor reading aloud a passage to another
student. Strategies that included modeling obtained a mean fluency ES SEA®{7)
and a mean comprehension ES of 30+ .104).

Corrective feedbackMispronunciations were corrected when they occurred or
when students needed assistance. Students who received corrective feedback obtained a
mean fluency ES of .5I5€= .06) and a mean comprehension ES of SEB.07).

Students who did not receive corrective feedback obtained a mean fluency ESSE .46 (
=.227) and a mean comprehension ES of 32<.234). When corrective feedback
instructional strategies conducted by peers were excluded, interventions that provided

corrective feedback obtained a mean fluency ES of BE#(177).
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Performance criteriaA fixed number of readings was used as the performance
criteria for determining nontransfer effect sizes. Overall, these interventions that used a
performance critéon obtained a mean fluency ES of 1.BEE .188). Strategies that
used a fixed number of readings obtained a mean fluency ES &E38.061).

Comprehension componengtudents were asked to respond to comprehension
guestions or complete a paragrapmsary during peeadministered interventions.

Those that included a comprehension component obtained a mean fluency ESEf .39 (
=.084) and a mean comprehension ES of SBBH.092).

Charting. Monitoring and charting student progress as an instrudtsbreiegy
obtained a mean fluency ES of .HH= .075). Without charting, the instructional
strategies resulted in a mean fluency ES of SB+.091) and a mean comprehension ES
of .44 SE= .105). Teacher or other adiiplemented interventions thalarted student
progress obtained a mean fluency ES of 1588+.208).

When students with disabilities were compared with students without disabilities,
interventions designed to increase fluency and comprehension with repeated reading
produced the fotlwing results. For nontransfer measures, the mean fluency ES for
students without disabilities was .85H= .075), and the mean comprehension ES was
.64 (SE=.094). The mean fluency ES for students with LD wasSE5=(.161), and the
mean comprehensideS was .73%E=.152).

For transfer measures, the mean fluency ES for students without disabilities was

.59 SE=.11), and the mean comprehension ES wasSES (126). The mean fluency
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ES for students with LD was .7SE= .124), and the mean comprek®n ES was .41
(SE= .173).

Therrien (2004) noted that based on this analysis of reading fluency and
comprehension studies, repeated reading improved the reading fluency and
comprehension of students with and without learning disabilities. Effectasiress all
nontransfer studies indicated a large positive effect on reading fluency (ESSE=83,

.066) with a moderate effect size for reading comprehension (ES SE&7.080).
Transfer results achieved a moderate effect on reading fluency (ESSE50058) and
a smaller mean comprehension effect size (ES =SB5,.067). When interventions
were provided by adults only versus padministration, the mean fluency effect size
was large (ES = 1.3BE=.177) and the mean comprehension effectwag moderate
(ES = .71SE= .265).

Based on these results, repeated reading as an instructional strategy showed the
potential to improve studentsd6 overall
new reading material. Additionally, all repeateddieg instructional strategies achieved
better results when administered by an adult versus a peer tutor. Implications are that
students improved their overall reading fluency and comprehension when working with
an adult, when provided cues, corrective femak, and when passages were read
repeatedly until a performance criterion was achieved.

Math
Two metaanalyses addressed the efficacy of instructional strategies with the goal

of improving math skills for students with disabilities. The first raatalyss by
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Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) focused on instructional strategies for three
mathematic domains including preparatory mathematics, basic skills, and problem
solving strategies. The second studyZimeng,Flynn, and Swansof2013 focused on
instructional strategies for word problem difficulties. Students with math disabilities
generally have memory deficits leading to difficulty when acquiring and recalling math
information(Zhenget al, 2013. Generalization of skills and transference airfeed
knowledge often prove difficult for these students.

In the first metaanalysis, Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) consolidated the
results of 58 studies of strategies designed to improve mathematic skills for elementary
students with learning disatigs that would help them acquire the math knowledge and
skills needed to demonstrate an improvement in overall math abilities. Three specific
domains were considered: preparatory mathematics, basic skills, and psoihém
strategies. Preparatory makills referred to the development of number sense, number
conservation, item classification, counting skills and seriation. Basic math skills were
considered to be addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division and the acquisition
and automatizatioof these basic skills. Problesolving skills included the application
of previously learned information and skills when solving verbal and nonverbal
problems.

Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) searched empirical studies published in English
in peerreviewal journals between 1985 and 2000. All studies used either an
experimental and a control condition or a repeatedsures design with data available to

cal cul at e e f fdevastcalcslatethyedsviding@e differandéesbetween the
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scores for the audrol groups and experimental groups at posttest by the pooled standard
deviation. For studies using a repeateglasures design, the baseline scores were treated
as control scores and then subtracted from the treatment mean score.

Individual study resultsvere reported; however, overall effect size comparisons
were limited due to a high number of variables and sN&fbr several categories. The
single variable analyses showed that several variables had a significant influence on the
study outcomes, buindy four variables were found to explain a significant part of the
variance in the effect sizes for all studies considered together. The instructional strategies
in the domain of basic skills produced the highest effect sizes and the authors speculated
tha it may be easier to teach basic skills to students with math disabilities compared to
teaching problersolving skills.

Studies using a singkubject design produced the highest effect sizes for pretest
posttest comparisons, based on the assumptiofrélaiency and familiarity with the
testing influenced overall performance. No differences were found for students with
different special needs, but interventions for students with mild intellectual disabilities
were consistently more effective than fardgnts with learning disabilities. For students
with LD, the duration of the interventiomggatively correlated with effect size, possibly
due to numerous interacting variables.

Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) found instructional strategies that inchetfed
instruction were most effective for teaching probisotving skills. For learning basic
skills, direct instruction with an adult proved to be most effective. Using technology as an

aid for instruction produced lower effect sizes than other inteorehind suggested that
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the computer is less effective compared to a teacher providing direct instruction.
Strategies utilizing peer tutors were less effective compared to other interventions,
indicating that for students with disabilities, group work ismghly effective.

In the second stud¥slynnet al. (2012) synthesized 15 studies focused on word
problem solvingstrategiedor students ages B3 with math disabilities (MD). Studies
from 1986 to 2009 from peeeviewed publications were considered for inclusion. Seven
group studies and eightsingleu bj ect desi gn studies met the
Studies were eithigretest/posttest design with a control group with quantitative data in
order to calculate effect sizes or singléject design using multiple baselines, changing
criterion, or alternative treatment designs. Solution accuracy was the primary dependent
measure coded on word problems while computation skills, concept understanding, and
labeling were secondary considerations. Instructional components in studies were coded
based on those established by Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) (see dflgae &t al.,
2012). Pretest posttest means and posttest standard deviations were used to compute
effect si zegastheimeéabureHed ge 6 s

The interventions identified in the studies used the following instructional
components: sequencing, task reduction, advancedinegsquestioning, elaboration,
strategy cues, and skill modeling. Approximately 50% of studies took place in small
group settings with-3 students. The authors noted two significant findings for studies
using the pretest/posttest design. When studeititsMiD-only were compared with
students with MBonly in the control group, the ESs for solution accuracy produced high

outcomes with a mean ES of 0.95. The effect sizes were substantially lower, however, for

46



students with math disabilities with comorbididis for solution accuracyyl =-0.45.
Additionally, those studies yielding the highest ESs incorporated the following
instructional strategiesequencing, explicit practice, task reduction, advanced
organizers, questioning, task difficulty control,l@eation, skill modeling, strategy cues,
and smakgroup instruction.
For the singlesubject studies, the average ES across 19 participants was 0.90,
with a standard deviation of 0.82. Mistructional strategiesere focused on solving
word problems iwolving multiple math operations. Data for all participants were used to
calculate the percentage of all nonoverlapping data (PAND) (Parker, ‘Baglks, &
Vannest, 2007), determined by subtracting the percentage of overlapping data from
100%, dividing theesult by 2, and subtracting 1 from the total. The result was converted
t o C oduaedradatue of 2.91 was obtained, indicating a large treatment effect.
Results of the metanalysis byFlynnet al (2012 indicated that explicit
instruction was effective for students with MD and, combined with specific interventions,
resulted in increased ESs. Passisted instruction failed to benefit students with MD;
instructional strategiesorked more effectively fostudents with MBonly when
compared to students with MD and reading disabilities (RD). The general pattern for
group design and singkubject design studies showed that reading skills moderated the
magnitude of ESs. For singiibject studies, the ES fstudents with MBonly yielded a
mean ES of 1.45 while students with MD and RD yielded 0.58 relative to the baseline

condition.Flynnet al. (2012) concluded that the magnitude of interventions for students

with MD when solving word problems varied basedost udent sd readi ng
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Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) aRlynn et al. (2012) identifiedhstructional
strategiedgor students with MD and noted that they were most effective for students
struggling with basic math skills versus probisoivingdifficulties. The authors of both
metaanalyses concluded that this may be due to overall variances in reading abilities.
Peerassisted instruction was ineffective for students with disabilities while -dirgicit
instruction provided by an adult was st@ffective.

PeerTutoring

One metaanalysis focused on peer tutoring, commonly defined as an instructional
strategy enlisting students helping other students to learn content through the regfetition
key concepts (BowmaRerrotet al, 2013). BowmasParot et al. (2013) identified 17
studies published in peeeviewed journals between the years 1966 and 2011 meeting
their criteria for inclusion. Studies including students from GraeEa Wwere considered
for inclusion. All studies used a singtase resarch design with baseline conditions that
did not include any form of peer tutoring. Studies also met the stringent requirements of
bei ng fstcracsneg dseisn ggtrads2005) indicating #hat (a) the peer
tutoring instructional strategy wagssematically implemented, (b) all variables achieved
inter-observer agreement of at least 80%, (c) studies demonstrated experimental control
with at least three demonstrations of the instructional strategy effect at three points in
time, and (d) phases tha minimum of three data points.

Studies were identified across five variables: grade level, dosage, use of rewards,
disability status, and content area. TauU was utilized to calculate ES based on nonoverlap

between phases that can also control for aomding baseline trends (Parker, Vannest, &
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Davis, 2011). TauU incorporates A versus B phase nonoverlap, nonoverlap, and Phase B
trend together, nonoverlap with baseline trend controlled, and nonoverlap and Phase B
trend with baseline trend controlled.

Reasults indicated that the overall effect of peer tutoring yielded a mean ES of 0.75
(SE=0.02, C195% = 0.71 to 0.78). Peer tutoring was slightly more effective for middle
and high school students (ES = 0.3&= 0.04, Cl 95% = 0.66 to 0.81) when compared
to results for elementary school students (ES = G&$;, 0.02, Cl 95% = 0.66 to 0.74).
Studies using rewards had a higher effect size (ES =8E50.02, Cl 95% =0.71to
0.79) compared to those that did not use rewards (ES =3SE690.03, Cl 95% $.63 to
0.73). Overall, middle and high school students benefited more from the use of rewards
(ES = 0.83SE=0.08, Cl 95% = 0.68 to 0.98) compared to the use of rewards for
elementary school students (ES = 0SBz 0.03, Cl 95% = 0.65 to 0.75).

Thelimitations of this study include the exclusive use of siuglse design
studies and a small number of studies included in the-amatlysis. Also, comparing
TauU t o défechsesésslts in an approximation only. Bowmerrott et al.

(2013) noed that fidelity of implementation could not be fully validated and may have

influenced ES results. Despite these limitations, the authors describe peer tutoring as an
effective AEBP bas e-dualdystartddrds fomsimgetise cur r ent |,
rescarh 6 (p. 52) whi ¢ h s h-toainihgrograms.iTmeselfindidgsd i n 1
are in contrast to those Kfoesbergen and Van Luit (2003) alRlynn et al. (2012) for

math interventions and Berkeley et al. (2010) and Therrien (2004) for reading

interventons. Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) found that matitegies implemented
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by peer tutors were less effective than other interventions for students with disabilities
and group work was not highly effectivieynn et al. (2012) found that peassisted
instruction failed to benefit students with math disabilities and was only slightly more
effective for students with Midnly when compared to students with MD and reading
disabilities (RD). Berkeley et al. (2010) found that pexdiation and selfegulationdid
not produce a significant effect on student reading outcomes, while Therrien (2004)
concluded that all repeated reading interventions achieved better results when
administered by an adult versus a peer tutor.
Academic, Social, or Cognitive I nterventions

Two metaanalyses discussed in this section reviewed interventions for secondary
students with learning disabilities. The first matalysis conducted wanson and
Hoskyn (2001) focused on identifyirstrategiegor secondary students with learning
disabilities inreading, The second medaalysis by Scruggs, Mastropieri, Berkeley, and
Graetz (2018) synthesized the literature from 1984 to 2010 about instructional strategies
in the content areas at the secondavgl for students with high incidence disabilities
Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) conducted a raetlysis of studies published between
1963 and 1997 whose focus was on identifytrgtegiedor secondary students with
learning disabilities imeading, inalding comprehension and vocabulary instruction,
mathematics, writing/spelling, and cognitive processinstructional components for
study analysis were previously established in Swanson and Hoskyn (1998) (see above in
Flynn et al., 2012). Of the 18 ingtitional components identified by the authors, eight

were identified most frequently in intervention programs for students at the secondary
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level: questioning, sequencing and segmentation, explicit skill modeling, organization
and explicit practice, smatjroup setting, indireeteacher activities, technology, and
scaffolding. Only studies using an experimental design in which students ages 10 to 19
years with LD were taught using strategies designed to improve their academic, social,
and/or cognitive perfonance were considered. Nindtyee studies were included in this
metaanal ysi s, dwans ttle imdex lofeffeé size (the difference between control
and experimental treatment posttest mean scores divided by the average standard
deviation). Effecsizes were averaged within each study followed by an aggregated mean
across all studies. The mean ES across all studies wasS800(57; range 0.11 to
2.76). Fortyfour percent of dependent measures focused on interventions in reading,
including comprlension and vocabulary instruction. Results for mathematics were 8.3%,
writing/spelling (25.9%) and cognitive processing (11.6%).

Swanson and Hoskyn (200d9ncluded that instructional strategies produced
positive ESs for students with LD, and two spiediistructional components contributed
the greatest proportion of positive outcome. Organization and explicit practice were
found to contribute the most variance (16%) to ESs and specifically included advanced
organizers providing scaffolding designechtelp students access information they had
previously learned. These instructional strategies also provided statements about the
subject being studied, giving structure to new information so that it could be mentally
stored and later retrieved. Explicit ptize provided the opportunity for students to
practice what they were learning at various stages of the instructional process. The study

results indicated that loAgrm retention of learned information is greatly enhanced by
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explicit and distributed praice for adolescents with learning disabilities and should be
routinely integrated into instruction for students with LD.

A metaanalysis conducted §cruggset al.(201() synthesized the literature
from 1984 to 2010 about instructional strategiehiendontent areas at the secondary
level for students with high incidence disabilities. Seventy studies were included with the
majority of instructional strategies based in the science or social studies content areas, or
a combination of the two. Standareizmeardifference effect sizes were calculated
usi ng H ek exh effect size was weighted by the recipodatd error
variance (Scruggs et al01@). The overall effect size was 1.00, indicating an overall
large effect across studies. Tal lists the most prevalent instructional strategies and

those identified as most effective.

Tablel

Instructional Interventions at the Secondary Level in Scruggs, Mastropieri, Berkeley, and
Graetz (2016)

Prevalence Mean
in Effect
Strategy Studies Effectiveness Size
MnemonicStrategies 30.0%  Highly effective 1.47
Spatial Organizers 20.0%  Effective 0.93
Classroom Learnin§trategies 17.1%  Study skills instruction, note 1.11
taking strategies; very effective
ComputerAssistedinstruction(CAl) 10.0%  Moderately effective 0.63
Peer Mediation 7.1%  Effective 0.86
Study Aids 5.7%  Study guides, text outlines; 0.94
promising, but needs more study
HandsOn or Activity-Oriented Learning 5.7%  Appears effective, but needs mo 0.63
study
Explicit instruction 4.3%  Most effective of any strategy 1.68
studied

Note Ad a pt e do $pecmlEdudationinterventiondmprovelLearning ofSecondaryContent? A
MetaAnalysis 0 b yScriiggsMEA. Mastropieri,S. Berkeley,and J. EGraetz 2010, Remedial and
Special Education, 3. 437-449.
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Additionally, Scrugg=t al.(2010) identified other instructional strategies being
used and summarized their effectiveness. Using accommodations and modifications for
students in the form of stydiids, graphic organizers, and classroom learning strategies
was somewhat effective in helping students organize educational materials. Accessing the
general education curriculum (inclusion), however, has not been proven to improve
educational outcomestfgtudents with special needs. Insufficient evidence was available
to determine whether or not Authentic Learning (Haondd4.earning) could be defined as
an EBP. Differentiated instruction also could not be definitively described as ewvidence
based. Direcinstruction (Explicit instruction) proved to be highly effective for students
but limited studies prevented this strategy from being confirmed as evitiased.

Multiple intelligences teaching was not considered effective based on available research
but Reer Tutoring (Peer Mediation) was shown to be somewhat effective in promoting
secondary content learning. Scaffolding, which could be considered as part of classroom
learning strategies, was associated with positive results. Service learning was not shown
to improve student outcomes. Classroom learning strategies fenmodérate and severe
disabilities showed moderate improvements for students while Universal Design for
Learning has not been shown through empirical evidence to significantly improvetstuden
outcome. Mnemonic strategies have been shown to significantly improve memory skills
for students with disalities (Scruggs et al201). Figure 2 shows how frequently the

most effective strategies were found in studies and their order of effectiveness
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Figure 2. Prevalence of most effective strategies and their order of effectivenessin meta

analysis by Scruggs, Mastropieri, Berkeley, and Graetz @010
Adapted from AnDo Speci al
Content?’ AMetAnal ysi s, 0 by T. E.
Graetz, 2018 Remedial and Special Education, 31, p.-439.

Summary of interventions for students with HID. Ten metaanalyses were

E d u ¢ a&Secomlary

Scruggs,

nterve
M. A.

reviewed to identify instructional strategies in the areas of reading, mathematics, peer

tutoring, and specific instructional components.

Reading.Flynn et al. (2012) found thapecificinstructional strategieshould be

targetedoward specific difficulties when working with adolescents with reading

disabilities rather than combining or modifying various instructional strategies and that

combined instructional strategies for students in Grageproduced positive effects for
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stident s6 out crefereaced tests. Tey alsmfound that phonics interventions
did not prove effective for older students.

Wanzek et al. (2013) indicated that interventions for students with reading
disabilities or difficulties yielded a small ptise effect on a variety of reading outcomes,
including reading fluency, word reading, word reading fluency, spelling, and confirmed
the value of continuing the use of interventions for students beyond the third grade.

Berkeley et al. (2010) indicatedathstructured cognitive strategies were effective
and comparable to otharstructional strategiesuch as texenhancement. Peer
mediation and seffegulation did not produce a significant effect on student outcomes. In
general strategieglirecting studets to attend more carefully to the material being read
and to think more systematically while readingnpr oved st udentsdé abil
meaning from text. The authors concluded that while empirical evidence showing that a
variety ofinstructional strategiedesigned to improve student reading comprehension are
available for use with students with reading disabilities, few are actually implemented in
inclusive classes. The authors suggested that EBPs were of little use if they are not
implemented systematically in various classroom settings and that future research could
help identify the reasons behind the researaghptemented effect on instructional
strategy implementation.

Sencibaugh (2007) addressed the use of interventionsading comprehension
for use with students with learning disabilities in Grades2kand concluded that two
specific strategies yielded the most significant outcomes: questioning strategies involving

self-instruction and paragraph restatements andstextturebased strategies. The
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author noted the benefits of teaching students with disabilities how to help themselves by
using cognitive strategies to improve their reading comprehension and emphasized the
responsibility of teachers to train students ¢e these metacognitive strategies. The

author went on to state that preservice candidates should be taught how to effectively
implement EBPs and instructional strategies in the classroom and that teachers should
recognize the value of empirical evidence agsearch when implementing strategies
designed to improve reading comprehension.

Therrien (2004) conducted a metaalysis examining strategies designed to
increase reading fluency and improve reading comprehension for students with
disabilities. Findings indicated that repeated reading as an instructional strategy had the
potential to improve studentsd6 overall r
new reading material. All repeated reading interventions achieved better results when
administeredy an adult versus a peer tutor. Students improved their reading fluency and
comprehension when working with an adult, when provided cues, corrective feedback,
and when passages were read repeatedly until a performance criterion was achieved.

Math. Kroesergen and Van Luit (2003) focused sirategiegor use with
elementary students with learning disabilities in mathematics designed to help students
acquire the math knowledge and skills needed to improve their math abilities. Three
specific domains wereonsidered: preparatory mathematics, basic skills, and preblem
solving strategiednstructional strategig$at included selinstruction were most
effective for teaching problesolving skills. For learning basic skills, direct instruction

with an adulfproved to be most effective. Using technology as an aid for instruction
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produced lower effect sizes than other interventions and suggested that the computer was
less effective compared to a teacher providing direct instruction. Peer tutors were less
effecive compared to other interventions, indicating that for students with disabilities,
group work is not effective.

Flynnet al. (2012) synthesized studies focused on strategies for word problems
for students ages B8 with math disabilities (MD). Resulisdicated that explicit
instruction was effective for students with MD and, combined with specific interventions,
resulted in increased ESs. Passistance failed to benefit students and instructional
strategies benefitted students with MBly when compied to students with MD and
reading disabilities (RD). Reading skills moderated the magnitude of ESs and for single
subject studies, the ES for M@nly yielded a mean ES of 1.45 while students with MD
and RD yielded 0.58 relative to the baseline condifitve authors found that the
magnitude of instructional strategies for students with MD when solving word problems
was dependent on studentsdé6 reading abiliti

Peer tutoring.BowmanPerrott et al. (2013) focused on peer tutoring studies that
included stdents from Grades 1 through 12. All studies used a soage research
design with baseline conditions that did not include any form of peer tutoring. The
aut hors described peer tutoring as- an effe
guality standads forsinglec ase researcho (p. 52) which sh
training programs. These findings, however, contrast with larger studies conducted by
Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003), aflgnn et al. (2012) for math interventions, and

Berkeley etal. (2010) and Therrien (2004) for reading interventions which found limited
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benefits using peer tutoring for students with disabilities. Additional research, including
experimental design studies focused on peer tutoring for students with disabiliilds, co
prove valuable when determining the overall effectiveness and generalizability of peer
tutoring.

Academic, social, or cognitive interventionSwanson and Hoskyn (2001)
focused on identifying instructional strategies for secondary students witmkgarni
disabilities.Two specific instructional components, organization and explicit practice,
contributed the greatest proportion of positive outcomes for students with LD, providing
the opportunity to scaffold new information and relate it to previousinésh
information, thereby increasing the likelihood of retention.

Scruggset al.(201() identified effective strategies for secondary students based
on prevalence in studies as well as effectiverideagmonic strategies, Spatial
Organizers, Classroom aming Strategies, Comput@ssisted InstructioCAl), Peer
Mediation, Study Aids, Hane®n or Activity-Oriented Learning, and Explicit instruction
were identified as the most effectivestructional strategider secondary students. Other
interventiondi d not satisfy the authorsd standard
evidence
Speci al E d u ¢ aMaking Rraces$ee Whers Selecting EBPs and
Instructional Strategies

Computerassisted searches for applicable literature were completed utilizing
Academic Search Complete (EBSCO), APA PsychNET (including APA PsychINFO),

ProQuest, and Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) databases using various
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combinations of the following descriptors: students with disabilities, special education,
EBPs, instactional strategies, instructional practices, decismaking process, teacher
perceptions of instructional interventions, educators, interventions. Finally, ancestral
searches of literature reviews and ratalyses were completed.

Studies were includeid this review if they were published in a peeviewed
journal between the years 2000 through 2015, identified withihigildence disabilities.

The search initially produced 67 studies of which 4 met the criteria for inclusion in this
review. The studis were published in four journaRemedial and Special Educatjon
Learning Disability QuarterlyExceptionality andThe Journal of Special Education

Boardman et al. (2005) conducted a study of how special education teachers
perceive EBPs while SwansgoSolis, Ciullo, and McKenn@012st udi ed t each
perceptions about instructional strategies in Response to Intervention (RTI). Kavale
(2001) conducted a study on the value of using raptdyses to make decisions
regarding interventions in specialuadtion. Finally, one study focused on special
education and gener al mdructionat sirategieat e ac her s
secondary mathematics (Gagnon & Maccini, 2007).

Special education t eaBdadmasétal.f2005cepti o
condiwcted a qualitative study investigating elemerdarg v el speci al educ
perceptions of EBPs and professional development. The researchers participated in eight
2-hour focus group interviews with special education teachers from Florida and Texas
based in 4 different schools. Included were 30 teachers of students with LD and 19 who

taught students with EBD. Background information was collected about the teachers,
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including highest level of education completed, grades taught, years of teaching, and
instructional settings. Six to 12 teachers were included in focus groups designed to
stimulate discussions about EBPs. Transcriptions were used to define specific categories
for analysis and develop a coding system for descriptive information. Resudts wer
categorized into four themes for analysis: (a) program selection, (b) program use, (c)
program sustainability, and (d) professional development and research.

The study revealed that in general, teachers primarily based their decisions for
selecting inguctional strategiesn the individual needs of their students and the
effectiveness of a practice for student outcome, as determined through personal
experience. This was a significant consideration identified as more important than
whether or not a préice was research based. Two thirds of the teachers of students with
LD stated that while their districts provided instructional plans and guidelines, including
recommended instructional strategies, they did not feel obligated to follow those
guidelines. Bachers of students with EBD had less school and district influence on their
teaching practices and noted that managing behaviors was paramount compared to
compliance with distriepreferred instructional strategies. The majority of teachers stated
that agprofessionals, they were expected by school and district leaders to select
instructional strategies that were most appropriate and effective for the students they
served. Several teachers did state that research should be considered when selecting new
instructional practices in order to stay up to date with current recommendations. Most
teacher s, however, reported Athey were nei

push to use resear ch baged’).lpadditon, teackess i n t h

60



indicated that professional development that could provide new instructional techniques
was severely lacking.

Another common theme among teachers was a lack of trust in the claims
promoted by research studies. Teachers did not believe that the Stuskuhin research
studies resembled the students they had in their classrooms. The impression that
strategies were based on marketing and the sale of programs to school districts further
exacerbated the teacher sd hlatategies Teadcheraust i n
reported that Aunless their basic needs, s
were met, there was no incentive for them to search out and attempt to implement new
practiceso (2B08,prid/iman et al .

Findngsha so showed that teachersd negative
based on lack of experience with practices specific to special education and suggested
that professional development was not meeting the needs of elementary teachers. Limited
access todsic classroom requirements such as resources and materials was a common
theme among teachers who claimed that special education was the last to receive new
material in their school hierarchy. After attending professional development sessions, few
specialeducation teachers were actually given the materials or programs they just learned
about, leading to frustration with administration at school and district levels. Others
claimed that workshops and | earnina@ndsessi o
many actually declined to attend training sessions.

Several teachers of students with learning disabilities also discussed their isolation

from general education teachers and others with whom they might collaborate. In
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addition, many teachers assuntledt inexperienced teachers would be more likely to
incorporate new instructional strategies when teaching students with disabilities
compared to veteran teachers. The more experienced teachers preferred to continue using
instructional strategies learntmbe effective through personal experience rather than
pursue new ideas. Based on several issues, such as lack of time, variable quality of
programs and professional development, as well as limited resources, several teachers
reported that they preferreéa not attempt any new instructional strategies or programs.
Boardman et al. (2005) identified several limitations to their study, including the
fact that since the researchers met with all participants in focus groups and also compiled
all data, researehn objectivity may have been compromised. The social nature of the
focus groups may have influenced participa
could have yielded different comments. The small number of participants and qualitative
nature of the studglso limited its generalizability to other settings and grade levels.
What was evident, however, was the lack of trust among teachers when they considered
introducing instructional strategies for use with students with disabilities. The researchers
notedthat the very nature of statistical research prevented teachers from translating the
information into practical classroom strategies. Teachers could not see the practical value
of using unfamiliar techniques or technigues unsupported with materials andcess
Teachers preferred to use instructional strategies they were already comfortable with or
those recommended by trusted colleagues. Boardman et al. (2005) recommended
included encouraging school districts to provide professional development programs

targeted to teachers working with students with LD and EBD and to provide the
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necessary materials and resources in order to implement and sustain feasadch
practices.

Perceptions of response to intervention (RTI)The response to intervention
(RTI) instructional framework was designed to provide early identification of academic
difficulties and provide preventive intervention to students struggling with reading and
math in order to reduce referrals to special education (Swanson et al., 2012). The RTI
framework has been implemented nationwide and has significantly shifted the roles of
general and special education teachers. RTI instruction focuses on preventing student
failure and providing instructional interventions to students identified as perfprmin
below grade level. Swanson et al. (2012) studied three aspects of RTI implementation: (a)
the perceptions of special education teachers and the RTI instructional framework, (b) the
extent to which these educators taught critical components of readinggadimdo
students in Grades 3 through 5, and (c) the extent to which these teachers used EBPs to
teach reading and math. The authors focused their qualitative study on interventions in
reading and math instruction and all participants were special edutedichers who
taught reading or math to students in Grad&sRurposive sampling was used to
identify an appropriate school district for inclusion in the study. Purposive sampling
refers to the process by which a researcher selects a sample baseexpetfieace or
knowledge of the group that is to be sampled; in this case a school district that met
specific preestablished criteria: (a) a majority of schools met minimum standards on
state assessments in reading and math, (b) the population wasllgtdivesse and

included a proportion of students identified as LD aligned with national trends, (c) an
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RTI framework had been utilized for at least three years, and (d) the school district
employed a designated RTI coordinator.

The study was conducteg Bwanson et al. (2012yer two years with 17 special
educators participating during the first year. Due to reassignments, 12 special educators
participated in the study during the second year. Classroom observations were conducted
for reading instructiomnd thelnstructional Content EmphasisRevisedICE-R;

Edmonds & Briggs, 2003) was used as the measurement tool. For math observations, the
authors used the Math Observation Tool (MOT; Bryant, 2009). Both measures were
multidimensional and used forrecal i ng and coding teacher so
include a description of the instruction being taught, the amount of time allocated to
instructional components, student grouping patterns, types of material used by teachers
and students, levels of skt engagement, and quality of instruction.

During the first year of the study, teachers were observed twice in antloree
time span, for an entire school day. During the second year, teachers were observed for
three full school days, once each in the fall, winter, and spring. Teachers were given
advance notice of the observations and advised to maintain their typical classroom
routines.

Prior to observations, observers received training in order to ensure consistency in
observations. During the first ye@wanson et al. (2012pnducted a twdnour focus
group with the participants in order to understand their perceptions of RTI. Sessions were
audio recorded and transcribed. During the second year, individual interviews were

conducted designed to determine specific impressions of RTI implementihe
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authors identified the number of times specific terms related to six themes were
referenced by teachers during focus groups and interviews and also identified specific

instructional components observed during reading observations.

The focus oflie study bySwanson etal. (201%yas t o deter mi ne tea
perceptions of the interventions associated with RTI. Teachers most frequently cited
access to early intervention for students, meeting unique student needs, and staff
collaboration as the mosgsificant benefits of RTI. The authors noted that while this
study identified important aspects of teac

EBPs were reflected in classroom practices, its generalization was limited based on the
selection of tk school district, the length of the study, and few previously conducted
observation studies. They concluded by recommending that additional observation
studies should be conducted in middle and high schools in order to inform procedures and
policies for ghool districts.

Decision making in special educatiorKavale (2001) conducted a study on the
value of using metanalyses to make decisions regarding how best to use seven
preidentified instructional strategies in special education. Recognizing tlealawlie of
decision making in specialized education, the author sought to determine how special
educators selected instructional strategies. Given that instructional interventions rarely
produce the same results for all students with disabilities, usitganalyses provided
the opportunity to review and consolidate the findings of numerous studies. The first

intervention considered was psycholinguistic training based on the assumption that

Al anguage is comprised of ditsocamrbeimprovedo mpone
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with trainingo (p. 247) and | anguabasedi s
research indicated both positive and negative effects for interventions designed to
improve acquisition and use of language, studies designegbtove reading,
vocabulary, writing, etc. were considered. The conclusion of this component of the study
indicated that when appropriate, training designed to remedy deficits in psycholinguistics
were effective and should be incorporated into remedigrpms. Perceptuahotor
training was also considered and based on the evidence reviewed, the author concluded
that this training should not be included as an intervention or program of training as even
the highest effect size of training programs was eatgr thatM = 0.16 while the lowest
effect size wa$/1 = 0.06.

Considering modaliynatched instruction, results of metaalyses indicated that
only 56% of participants benefited from having their learning tailored to their specific
needs, indicating a gain only slightly above chance (50%). In general, content and
substance appeared to have a greater impact on academic improvement when compared
to a particular style of instruction. Kavale (2001) also noted that treatments for attention
deficit disorder (ADHD) have consisted of stimulant medication, diet modificatiudh,
social skills training. Results of consolidated research indicated that while remaining
somewhat controversial, stimulant medication continued to be an effective intervention
for treating ADHD while diet modification was shown to be ineffective fortrstiglents.
Social skills training showed mixed results and while popular for students with LD or

EBD, it did not appear to promote or enhance social functioning for these students.
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Kavale (2001) concluded by indicating that decision making is a cortgalica
process and when selecting instructional strategies for students receiving special
education, many factors should be considered. Mdetdyses of research may provide a
powerful tool by increasing the knowledge base needed to inform decisions fatstude
and school programs.

Secondary mathematicsGagnon and Maccini (2007) conducted a survey
examining gener al and speci al educatorsodo p
familiarity with course topics; (c) effectiveness of methods courses;égamation to use
and frequency of use of instructional strategies; and (e) factors contributing to the use of
instructional strategieso (p. 43). Based o
Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), teachers were expected telgaivgage students
during math instruction and Aempower stude
students with LD as well as EBD, higher level problem solving, independent work,
attentionto multiples t ep pr obl ems, and Atpioveev&ry ng mat he
difficult. In order to fulfill the requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001),
teachers are expected to utilize EBPs to teach students with and without disabilities. The
authors conducted a survey study designed to determine the impastadentifying
what influences teacher decisions about how and what to teach students. Two variables
were noted as influencing and predicting the number of EBPs teachers used in their
instruction: teachersd per ceeéducationtdachersvl e d ge
and the number of methods courses taken by general education teachers (Maccini &

Gagnon, 2006). Similarly, Maccini and Gagnon (2002) determined that three factors
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affected teachersoé deci si ons mowlgdgerofithieng t he
content, teacher preparation, and teacher beliefs.

In order to gain greater insight into teacher familiarity and use of instructional
practices in secondary mathematics classes, the authors conducted a survey of general
and special educatn math teachers in public schools across the United States. The
sample was determined by a professional research company, Quality Education Data
(QED) using a personnel database from 2R001. After excluding ineligible
participants, the total survey spla size consisted of 253 special educators and 224
general educators. All participants were surveyed using cleseeld and ordinal
guestions. One survey was developed for general educators and one for special educators,
with only slight difference, seekg information related to years of teaching in special
education versus years of teaching math. Questions were written based on previous
research conducted by Maccini and Gagnon (2006) and Maccini and Gagnon (2002) as
well as feedback from graduate studeamd professors in math education and survey
research consultants.

Reliability was based on standardized directions, data entry confidence, and
reliability checks on opeended responses. Validity was determined through teacher
focus groups and consuliid who addressed any issues related to clarity of questions and
overall survey format. Surveys were mailed to selected educators with a cover letter,
survey explanation, and reply envelope. One week later, a reminder/thank you note was
sent, followed sixveeks later by a second mailing of the survey to nonrespondents. A

total of 35.97%1f = 91) special educators responded while 33.92%716) general
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educators responded, considered by Gagnon and M§200%) to be a low response
rate.

Using descriptivestatistics and comparison of group means, results indicated that
special educators reported teaching math primarily incegifained, segregated settings
and being less familiar with math topics compared to general educators. General
educators were moprepared to teach students using graphing calculators and two
dimensional graphics while special educators were more prepared to use specific
instructional strategies such as cooperative learning,-gmalp instruction, and peer
tutoring.

Teacher content knowledge and preparation.Maccini and Gagnon (2006)
noted that general educators reported greater levels of content knowledge and ability to
teach all math courses compared to special education teachers. Special educators more
frequently taught pralgebra and general math skills classes compared to the higher level
math classes such as Algebra Il and Trigonometry taught by general educators. More
general educators held math degrees (43.6%) compared to special educators (1.2%).
More than 50% of speciatiacators held special education certification while no general
educators were special education certified. There was no significant difference noted in
years of teaching experience. A greater number of general educetods) had taken
math education ntkods courses compared to special educatorsHg) but special
educators felt more prepared overall to teach students with LD and EBD.

Compared to general educators, special educators were better prepared to utilize

instructional strategies, includingqviding feedback and reinforcement to students,
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graphing student progress, teaching students tersmiftor, incorporating mastery/
criterion learning, and overall increased direct instruction. The authors noted that
teachersodé I mpr esigisomd dimwdhd adndnarnt ©it arsdi di rec
teaching styles and use of instructional strategies. Low correlations, however, were seen
in survey results for teacher beliefs and orientations and the use of instructional strategies
such as direct instruon, graduated instruction, and student groupings.

The amount of empirically validated res
and use of EBPs is limited. Maccini and Gagnon (2006) noted several limitations that
greatly reduced the generalizabilitytbkir survey study. First, the sample size and
survey return rates were small and, second, ho comparisons between respondents were
possible due to confidentiality restrictions. Maccini and Gagnon (2006) suggested that
future studies should include casedstuesearch in order to better identify what
determines teachers6é usage of EBPs and st a
case study design would hel p tooalsraegiéesd at e t
Summary of Literature Review

The research literature provided specific evidence regarding the effectiveness of
instructional strategies for use with students with disabilities when implemented and
tested by researchers. There is limited information in the literature indicating the
effectiveness of EBPs and instructional strategies when special education teachers are left
on their own to identify, select, and implement strategies to improve the academic

outcome of their students. Several researchers (Boardman et al., 2005; Maccini
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Gagion, 2006; Swanson et al., 2012) have suggested that case study and observation
research be used as ways to increase the knowledge base for this field.

Implications for additional research. There is a need to continue to investigate
the decisiommaking pocesses and the influences impacting teachers as they determine
the instructional strategies used to teach students with disabilities. It must be determined
if teachers can define and understand what EBPs are, or distinguish between EBPs and
instructionalstrategies. It is unclear if teachers comprehend the significance of using
EBPs with fidelity or if teacherso6é years
how they decide to teach students with disabilities. Boardman et al. (R0&&ini and
Gagnon(2006) and Swanson et al. (2012) recommended that case study and observation
research be used to increase the knowledge base to more fully understand how and why
teachers choose instructional strategies. Surveying special education teachers was also
suggested as a way to determine if teachers face any obstacles or barriers to
implementing instructional strategies when teaching students with disaljitgaon &
Maccini, 2007).

The current study is an extension of the previous research conducted by
Boardman et al. (2005\Maccini and Gagno(006) and Swanson et al. (2012nd
included a multicase research design that incorporated interviews, observations, and a
survey to help identify what teachers at the beginning;aarder, and senior leved$
teaching know about EBPs and what influenced their use of instructional stratbgres
teaching secondary level students with HID in the-seifitained setting. Additionally,

teachers were asked to identify the external and internal elements thegtenaten
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deciding which EBPs and instructional strategies to impleniétresults may help

address issues of compliance, particularly at the local level and as required by NCLB and
IDEA-2004. Eliciting the perspective of special education teachersampant to

understanding the needs and the means to effect change. The challenge for special
educators is remaining current with the changing demands of the practice based upon
research, regulations, and compliance. Additional research may help identifg ho
increase and i mprove the effectiveness of

instructional strategies.
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Chapter 3. Method

This chapter provides a detailed description of the study dasgjprocedures.

This chapter describes the study setting, recruitment and eligibility of participants, types
of materials used, procedural integrity, reliability, validity, and data analysis. The purpose
of this study was tadentify what EBPs and instruchal strategiebeginning, mid
career, andeniorspecial educatioteacherstatel they used wheteaching students
with HID at the secondary level and, while beotserved, if the teachers used these
instructional strategies in their classes. Thisytldo sought to identify what external
and internal i nfl uences may have affected
strategies. This woris an extension of the research conducted by Zipoli and Kennedy
(2005), Gagnon and Mancini (2007), and G@an (2008) in which speech and language
pathologists, secondary math teachers, and elementary teachers respectively were
surveyed and interviewed about what influenced their selection and implementation of
instructional strategies, followed by participatiservations. This study was designed to
answer the following research questions (RQ):

1. Research Question What EBPs and instructional strategies do special

education teachers at the beginning,cageer, and senior levels state they

use when teachingtudents with HID in the selfontained setting?
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2. Research Question What EBPs and instructional strategies do special
education teachers at the beginning,cadeer, and senior levels use when
teaching students with HID in the selbntained setting?

3. Research Question 3. What external and internal factors do special education
secondary teachers at the beginning,-o@cker, and senior levels state
influence them when deciding which EBPs and instructional strategies they
implement when teaching studemtgh HID in the selfcontained setting?

Definitions of EBPs and instructional strategies were provided to participants in

order to help them understand the meaning of the terms, as used during this study. The
following definitions were used:

1 Instructionalstrategy Instructional strategies are methods used in teaching to
help students learn. Instructional strategies are the approaches a teacher takes
to engage students in learning, to probe critical thinking skills, to keep them
on task, to engender sustaghand useful classroom interaction, and to enable
and enhance their learning of course congihiichell, 2007

1 Evidencebased practicdEBP): An evidencdased practice is an
instructional strategy, intervention, or teaching program based on empirically
supported evidence that has resulted in consistent positive results when
experimentally tested (Mesibov & Shea, 2011).

Research Design
In this study, a multipkease descriptive study utilizing cresase analysis was

employed (Yin, 2014). Case study research is an exploration of a bounded system and is
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frequently used in educational stud{&e, 2014). The ternboundedefers to the
chaacteristics of the subject or individuals being studied (Creswell, 2008), such as
secondary level special education teachers teaching students witBa$&d on relevant
literature and the evidence obtained from each phase of this research, theotigdseabou
results were developetihree participants were considered as individual cases and were
bounded by the following characteristics: secondary level teachers, teachers of students
with disabilities in selHcontained classes, public school employeesyesidents of the
mid-Atlantic area. Differences were types of teaching experience and years of teaching
experience.

Participants, as cases, were interviewed and observed individually while cross
case analysis consisted of reviewing similarities andréiflees between participants
based on categories derived from transcripts from five sources: lesson plan,
preobservation interview, classroom observation, postobservation interview, final
interview, and Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ). Accotdingn (2014),
the use of crossase analysis is likely to result in robust findings which may contribute to
the knowledge base of group, individual, or social actions when seeking to understand
social phenomenon. In this study, the researchers sougkplan the social
phenomenon of what influenced secondary level teachers when selecting and
implementing EBPs and instructional strategies when teaching students with disabilities

in the selfcontained setting.

75



Theoretical Propositions

Theoretical themes or propositions (Yin, 2014) based on related literature and
previous research results can be helpful to guide the end analysis of descriptive case
studies Along with the Research Questions, these propositions helped guide and focus
theresearcher to develop conclusions about the results of this study. This study examined
the use of EBPs and instructional strategies by beginningcanekr, and senior
teachers. Theoretical propositions that developed from the literature and previous
resarch studies were: Are experienced or inexperienced teachers more likely to rely on
personal experience and peer sharing when selecting EBPs and instructional strategies
(Gaughan 2008; Maccini & Gagnon, 2008¥2 experienced or inexperienced teachers
morelikely to use educational research to guide their instru¢Boinns & Ysselgke,
2009; Gagnor Maccini, 2007; Morgan et al., 20Are experienced or inexperienced
teachers more likely to be affected by external factors such as supervisors, adomnsistrat
educational research, and paremten selecting EBPs and instructional strategies
(Boardman et al., 2005; Sencibaugh, 2007)? Are teachers with the least experience
influenced by administrative directives and parental requests when selecting EBPs and
instructional strategies (Boardman et al., 2008)@8se theoretical propositions will be
addressed in Chapteii Results, and further addressedChapter 5 Discussioras they
helped define this study.
Participants

Recruitment and selectionOne componat of this study focused on identifying

differences in the use of instructional strategies and EBPs when comparing teachers with
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varying ranges of teaching experience. Three ranges of teaching experience were
established based on levels of experience destby the U.S. Department of Education
(2013). The categories of experience used were as follows:

1 beginningteacher with 15 years teaching experience

1 mid-career(professional) teacher with more than six years teaching

experience

1 senior(master) teacher with extensive teaching experience (more than 15

years).

Selection processPotential participants for this study were sought from two
school districts in the midtlantic region of the United States. Institutional review board
(IRB) permssion was acquired by the researcher to proceed with the curren{stedy
Appendix A) The personnel directors from two school districts were contacted by
telephone and asked if they would consider allowing this research to be conducted with
teachers wiking in their districts. After getting verbal consideration, a written request for
permission to conduct research was mailed to the personnel directors of the two school
districts. Permission was received electronically and by mail from both schodaitdistri
Potential teacher participants were identified from specific high schools, and those
individuals meeting the criteria for inclusion in this study were contacted through email.
Each potential participant was informed about the time obligation requiteraed the
five phases of this studgee AppendiB). Two of the teachers agreeing to participate
had previously taken part in a survey study conducted by the researcher. The third

participant was referred to the researcher by one of these teachemsddreher
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requested and received permission from the building administrators to enter their schools,
interview, and then observe the teacher participants in their classrooms for two teaching
session. The selection criteria for participants follow.

Selecton criteria. The inclusionary criteria were:

=

special education licensure at the secondary level (Grati2y 6
1 teacher willingness to participate
1 administrator recommendation/approval for participant selection, use of
school spaces for interviews, andrp&sion to observe classroom instruction
when students would be present
1 currently teaching students with HID in the sadintained setting at the
secondary level
1 currently teaching in a public school in the pditlantic area
1 effective teaching based omudent standardized test results able to provide
copies of student standardized results
1 able to provide copies of most recent teaching evaluations
1 able to commit to all five phases of the current study
1 met one of the experience categories: beginning;aaieer, or senior teacher.
The exclusionary criteria were:
1 teaching general education classes only
1 not teaching a selfontained class with students with HID
1 inability to commit to all five phases of the current study

1 unable to meet all inclusionacyiteria.

78



The teachers selected to be part of the study met all inclusionary criteria
Participants were given two copies of the Infed Consent Form (see Appenixand
if they agreed to voluntarily participate in the study, they were asked to signdmidis,
return one to the researcher, and keep one for their records. The signed Informed Consent
Forms were maintained in a secure file with the researcher. Participants were provided
with the definitions ofnstructional strategyndevidencebased pratice for the focus of
this study. The teachers agreed to answer background questions, participate in multiple
interviews, complete a questionnaire, and allow the researcher to observe their
instructional practices in the classroom. Two participants wele amal one was female.
They were given the following alias identifications in order to preserve anonymity and
avoid possible discovery from identifying information: Participant A (beginning teacher),
Participant B (miecareer teacher), and Participant €nfsr teacher). Participants A and
C taught in the same location, District A, School A, while Participant B taught in District
B, School B. Patrticipants were givarchecklist delineating data collection phases of the
study, as shown imable Al

DemographicsDe mogr aphi c information was compi
years and types of teaching experiences. In this way, comparisons could be made in the
ways beginning, midtareer, and senior teachers selected and implemented instructional
strakgies.

Participant A. The beginning teacher, Participant A, was a&/84rold White
female in her first year as a teacher. She

occupational therapy and worked with adults in nursing homes for 10 years. She the
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changed careers and earned a masterods degr

university. Her experience included extensive classroom observations, practicum

sessions, and student teaching English and World History to middle school students with

HID in the seHcontained and inclusive classes in a rural setting. She last participated in a

universitylevel course less than a year prior to the current study. She took part in

professional development about differentiated instruction while student teabhirigg

the current study, Participant A taught two class sections of World History and two class

sections of English 9 to students with HID in sahtained classes. She was not highly

gualified in either subject area but was fully certified in Spdedication. She

successfully passed statendated proficiency exams required for her teaching license.
Participant B. The midcareer teacher, Participant B, was ayé@rold White

mal e who compl eted his bachel or iosofttend mas't

United States. His teaching experience included teaching for 15 years in suburban and

rural areas. Over the course of his career, he taught for eight years in different suburban

areas and seven years in a rural area. He taught students wittd I[HDan Grades-82

in U.S. History, World History, Bi ol ogy, R

most recent university class was nine years ago when he completed a course about

Autism. Approximately two years prior to the current study, he paatiegin

professional development on Creating Independence through Sthwaeed Strategies.

During the current study, Participant B taught one class section of World History Il and

one class section of U.S. History to students with HID in thecesifainel settings. He

also taught one class section each of U.S. Government and U.S. History in the general
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education cdaught settings. He was highly qualified in History and Biology based on his
undergraduate degree in history and successfully passing ta@statiency exam for
Bi ol ogy. He completed his masterdés degree
years prior to the current study and was fully certified in Special Education.

Participant C.The senior teacher, Participant C, was g&8&rold White male
who compl eted his bachelords and masterds
of the United States. Hi s masterdés degree
doctor of education (Ed.D.) in educational leadership approximately @ngser to the
current study through an online program with a university located in the Northeast region
of the United States. His experience included teaching students with special needs for 25
years in several areas of the country. He taught in urleas &or five years, suburban
areas for a total of 11 years, rural areas for four years, and thecityhferr five years.
Throughout his career, Participant C taught students with LD and ED in Grd@as 6
Life Skills, Resource, English, Redgebra, ad Algebra 1 in both general education
cotaught settings and selbntained special education settings. Approximately one year
prior to the current study, he completed a
Leadership in Second alyskmanthsimia totheaurreot Appr o x
study, he completed professional devel opme
During the current study, Participant C taught Algebra | for two class sections to students
with HID in the selfcontained setting, Algeérl in the general education-taught
setting for one class section, and U.S. Government to students in the general education

co-taught setting for one class section. He was highly qualified in Algebra and
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Government based on successfully passing-statelated proficiency exams. He was
also fully certified in Special Education.

Interrater reviewersOne reviewer was the researcher and the secondary
interrater reviewer wasfae mal e Ph. D. <coll eague with 15 vy
education, and extene experience with research data collection and analysis.

Summary. Three participants took part in the current study and ranged in age
from3458 year s. Each participant completed a
Participant C completed higd.D.through an online university. Participant A taught in a
rural area only while Participants B and C taught in multiple locations and areas.
Participants A and C were enrolled in univerdéyel courses within one year of the
current study while ParticipaBt attended a university course approximately nine years
prior to this study. All participants attended professional development within the past
year related to working with students with HID. The secondary interrater reviewer was an
experienced special edator and researcher and contributed to the validity of this study.
Settings

This study was conducted in two public high schools in theAtightic region of
the United States. Descriptors are provided for each district and school.

District A. This rura district was comprised of 19 schools, with a projected cost
per student of $11, 095. The total student population for this district was approximately
11,294 with 862 schoddased staff positions. The student demographics were comprised
of 6.13% African Anerican, .03% American Indian, .20% Asian American, 5.3%

Hispanic, and 87.12% Caucasian students. Approximately 23.4% of students received
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free/reduced meals, 4.5% received ESOL services for limited English proficiency, and
11% received services for dishides.

School A.This high school served approximately 1,141 students in Gratias 9
with 60 faculty members. The school population was made up of Asian or Pacific
Islander (.9%), African American (7.1%), Hispanic (6.12%), and Caucasian (85.6%)
studentsOf the total population, 3.30% received ESOL services for limited English
proficiency, 10.3% received services for disabilities, and 11% received free/reduced
meals. Female students made up 50.5% of the population while 49.2% of the students
were male. Th school schedule was a fepgriod 90minute block schedule with
alternating coloicoded days.

District B. This rural district was comprised of 16 schools, with a projected cost
per student of $9, 970. The total student population was approximatel\8 18164685
schootbased staff positions. The student demographics were comprised of 5.99% African
American, .27% American Indian, 1.73% Asian American, 8.87% Hispanic, and 81.45%
Caucasian students. Approximately 27.8% of students received free/reduted3béa
received ESOL services for limited English proficiency, and 10.8% received services for
disabilities.

School B.This high school served approximately 1,474 students in Grati2s 9
with 117 faculty members. The school population was made up ahAsiPacific
Islander (2%), African American (6%), Hispanic (9%), and Caucasian (79%) students. Of
the total population, 3.40% received ESOL services for limited English proficiency,

10.3% received services for disabilities, and 24.0% received free/tkthezds. Female
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students made up 50% of the population while 50% of the students were male. The
school schedule was a feperiod 90minute block schedule with alternating cetmded
days.

A sample participant schedule calendar (see Tab)eidentified details
regarding the dates for completing each study phase and was provided to each participant.
This helped to guide the researcher in order to complete all phases of the study in a
timely manner.

Classroom bservation settingBoth classroom observations with Participant A
took place in the sanmmaediumsized rectangulashaped classroom containing two
teacher desks, 12 student desks, a whiteboard with ceilinoted projector, one work
table, three bookcases, and two storaerets. Both observations were @ihute
English 9 lessons, made up of eight students; two were female and six were male.

The first observatiowith Participant Btook place in a large rectangulstiaped
classroom containing 2deher desks, 26 studentséie, awhiteboard with ceiling
mounted projector, 1 work table, 2 bookcases, and 3 storage cabinets. The cla88-was a
minute World History clasand students were in the"lrade The class was comprised
of five studentsthree students were male amgtstudents were female.

The second observation with Participant B took place in a very small classroom
containing 1 teacher desk, 15 student desks, and a whiteboard with ceiling mounted
projector. Several computers were on a work table, alongside 1 Isecked 2 sets of
storage shelves. The room was a multipurpose class used for math and English instruction

in addition to the social studies class. The class v@@smainute World History clasand
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students were in the ¥@rade. The class was comprisede¥en students; five students
were male and two students were female.

The first observatiowith Participant Gook place in a mediursized rectangular
shaped classroom containiBgeacher desks, 15 student desks, a whiteboard with
ceiling-mounted projetor, 1 work table,2 bookcases, an8istorage cabinets. The class
was Algebra I, Part 1 in the s@bntained setting for students with HID and was-a 90
minute session. Students were in tHeafid 1" gradesThe class was comprised of five
students; thee students were male and two students were female.

The second observatiavith Participant Gook place in a large rectangular
shaped classroom containiBgeacher desks, 22 student degdsarge whiteboardsand
1 work table, along with multiple cabiteeand shelves. The class was Algebra I, Part 1 in
the selfcontained setting for students with HID and was ar@@ute session. Students
were in the ¥ and 18" gradesThe class was comprised of eleven students; five students
were male and six studemtgre female.

Study Phases

There were five phases for this study. Phase I, the preliminary phase, consisted of
each participant answering seven electronically provided background questions.
Participants were notified that a copy of their lesson plarhfotesson to be observed
would be requested during the next phase of this study. Phase I, the preobservation
phase, consisted of a preobservation interview, conducted immediately before each
observation. Participants were asked to provide the researithexr @opy of their lesson

plan, and to respond to seven questions focused on the objectives of the lesson about to
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be observed. Participants were also asked to provide a description of the characteristics of
the students in the class. Phase lll, the ofagien phase, consisted of observing the
participant during two 9@ninute instructionasessionsPhase IV, the postobservation

phase, consisted of the participants responding to five postobservation questions about
the lesson just observe@ostobservation interviews were conducted following each
observation. At the conclusion of the second postobservation interview, participants were
asked to complete the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (E%Q) BBPsPhase

V, the final section, caisted of participants answering 10 questions related to their
knowledge of and attitudes toward instructional strategies and EBPs. All interviews and
observations were conducted by the agsker. The phases and data sounsesl in each
phase are outlikin Figure 3and explained in detail in thdata sources arrésearch

procedures sectiagn
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ABackground information
Aquestions provided electronically

Phase |
Preliminary

APreobservation interview

Aresponses to questions (audio recorded)
Atranscripts

Phase |
Preobservatio

Alesson plans (analyzed for EBPs and instructional strategies)

AClassroom observation
Aclassroom materials
Afield notes

Phase IlI Amemberchecks

Observation TRakEElES

APostobservation interview
Aresponses to question (audio recorded)
Amemberchecks
Atranscripts

Phase IV AExperience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ)

Postobservatic JRAZJECNe)

AFinal interview
Aresponses to questions (audio recorded)
Amemberchecks
Atranscripts

Phase V
Final Interview

— ) S S

Figure 3. Studyphases outline.
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Data Sources

Phase I.The data sourci®r Phase | consisteaf a background information form
with six questionglesignedo acquire information about the colleges or universities
participantsattended, professional development sessions attended, subject areas taught,
and grades and disabilitgbels of the students taught during their teaching careers. The
following questions were asked:

1. What is the highest degree you have received and in what field?

2. How many years total have you been teaching?

3. What grade levels and subjects have you tadgtihg your career?

4. Describe the locations at which you have taught (e.g., urban, suburban, rural,

and innefcity) and how many years you taught at each location.

5. When was the last time you were enrolled in a college or univdesigy
education class, dnwhat was the course (courses)?

6. When was the last time you participated in a professional development
activity designed to improve teaching skills or provide instruction related to
teaching techniques, and what was the focus of this professional degatopm
activity?

Phase II. The data sources for Phase Il consisted of the preobservation
interviews, lesson plans, and any student class material planned to be used during
classroom observationghe interview questions were designed to determine if the
participants could identify the EBPs or instructional strategies they planned to

incorporate into their instructioifhe lesson plans were requested to determine if the
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participants used this tool to preidentify the EBPs or instructional strategies they planned
to incorporate into their instructioBtudent disabilitynformation was also requested.
During the preobservation interviewbgetfollowing questions were asked:

1. What is your objective for todayds | es

2. What is that objective based on?

3. How did you deitle on this objective?

4. How will you assess if the students have met the objectives for the lesson?

5. Tell me about the students in your class. (e.g., strengths, weaknesses,

disability)

6. Tell me how you will be teaching this lesson to your students:

a. What will you be doing that is specific to this group?

b. What unique, specific, or general materials will you be using?

c. What unique, specific, or general instructional strategies will you be
using?

7. Is there anything else you would like me to be aware of befeméet your

classroom?

Phase Ill. The data sources for Phase Il consistetivof 90-minute classroom
observations per participant during which time the researcher took longhand notes about
the instruction, activities, and dialogues in the class. Notesmade about any EBPs or
instructional strategies observed. Using longhand field notes, the following information

was collected during the classroom observat{sae AppendiX):
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1 Descriptions of physical aspects of the classroom, instructional actitiiges,
lesson, and the lesson objective

1 Student groupings (e.g., peer pairing, srgadlup activities, larggroup
activities)

1 Teacher/student dialogues and interactions

1 Instructional strategies (observed, stated, or referenced), the type and use of
anymaterials, and the use of any technology with an instructional strategy.

Phase IV.The data sources for Phase IV consisteith@fpostobservation

interviews and th&xperience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQuring the interviews,
five questions were asll about the use of EBPs and instructional strategies and
frequency of their use during tledservedtlassroom instruction. The questions asked
during Phase IV were as follows:

1. During the preobservation interview, you stated that you planned to use
specific instructional strategies in your clasbe@chers were reminded at this
point of what they previously stated they would use based on transcribed
noteg. From those you preidentified, which instructional strategies do you
recall using during the lessombserved you teaching? Did you add any you
had not planned to use? If so, why? Did you decide to not use any strategies
you had planned to use? If so, why?

2. From those strategies just named, estimate the degree to which you relied on

those strategies duringstruction.
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3. What influenced or impacted your decision regarding which strategies you

used today?

4. How would you characterize the effectiveness of your classroom instruction

related to the lesson objective?

5. Is there anything else you would like me to knagarding the instructional

strategies or the effectiveness of your classroom instruction today?

TheExperience ad Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ) wasalf-administered,
multisectional questionnaif@ovided to participants either a paper or electraniormat
following the second classroom observatibhe EAQ was designed to identify
participantsd awareness and use of EBPs an
and instructional strategi¢see AppendipD).

Phase V.Phase V consisted of ofiaal interview conducted in person with each
participantfollowing the second classroom observatidhe following questions were
asked during the final interview:

1. What does the term evidenbased practice mean to you?

2. Tell me about the instructionstrategies you use most frequently in your

classroom.

3. Are the instructional strategies you use most frequently considered to be

evidencebased practices? How do you know?

4. How do you determine which instructional strategies you use?

5. Assuming these strategiare effective, how do you determine their

effectiveness?
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6. (a). What do you believe most influences your decision to select specific
instructional strategies?
(b). Are there other influences on your selection of instructional strategies?

7. Do you use educatnal research to influence your instruction? If so, in what

ways? If not, why?

Data sources and research questioi® answer research questionnhat EBPs
and instructional strategies do special education teachers at the beginnigreeid
and senioftevels state they use when teaching students with HID in thes®ined
setting the following data sources were used: lesson plan, responses to Phase II
preobservation interview guestions 6a, 6b, and 6c, responses to Phase IV postobservation
interview question 1, and responses to Phase V final interview question 2. Instructional
strategies and EBPs were organized by categoriesdegijgit/direct instruction,
mnemonics, peeassisted learningnd rewards).

To answer research question 2, what EBRd instructional strategies do special
education teachers at the beginning,“cadeer, and senior levels use when teaching
students with HID in the setfontained setting, the following data sources were used:
Phase IIl observation field notes, respant Phase IV postobservation questions 1 and
2, and responses to Phase V final interview questions 2 and 3. Responses were
transcribed and EBPs and instructional strategies identified by categories based on the
specific strategy observed.

To answer remarch question 3, what external and internal factors do special

education secondary teachers at the beginningcaneer, and senior levels state

92



influence them when deciding which EBPs and instructional strategies they implement
when teaching studentstWwiHID in the seHcontained setting, the following data sources
were used: responses to Phase IV postobservation interview questions 3 and 4 and
responses to Phase V final interview questions 6a, 6b, and 8. The descriptive information
from the EAQ was copared using the interval rating Likert scale (Creswell, 2008) and
any operended comments were analyzed for patterns based on responses to interview
guestions, observations, and EAQ results. Results were compared to the table of internal
and external inflances as identified by Boardman et(2005.
Research Procedures

The research procedures consisted of collecting data during five phases of this
study. The phases followed a sequential order designed to gather information from three
participants about their educational experiences and their selection of instructional
strategies.

The researcharontactedhe appropriate Central Office personnel framo
school districts seekingermission to conduct research in their scho®dsrequested hie
researcheemailed a written description of the study purpose and proceduties t
school districtsPermission to proceed with the studyrtterview and observe public
school special education teachesss providedo the researcher by the school distrints
email and written letter respon&ee AppendiE).

Each teacher who eged to participate in the current study was mailed two copies
of the informed consent form, asked to sign one of the forms if they agreed to participate

in the studykeep one copy for their records)d mail the signed form to the researcher
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in a preaddessed return envelopghe teachers also received an email describing the

study phases, their time commitment, interview requirements, and classroom observation
requirements (see Appendix Fhe teachers also received a description of the study
phases, thir time commitment, interview requiremsnand classroom observation
requiremerd. Participants were informed that they would need to agree to two classroom
observations and th&hases I, 1ll, and IV would be repeated for each observation.

The detailof the procedures farach study phase follow.

Phase I.The purpose dPhase I, the preliminary phase, was to acquire
demographic andackground information about educational levels and previous teaching
experiencesThesix background questions were semparticipants electronically and
returned electronically to the researcher when complbésgd on the procedures used in
the research conducted by Gaughan (20Di&. expected time required by participants to
respond to theackgroundjuestions was gpoximately 25 30 minutes.

Participants were given a briefitten description of the fivphases of the study
and asked to set dates and times for twaon@fute classroom observation. They were
also asked tbe prepared thave available for the reseher a copy of their lesson pkan
and copie®f handouts or material they planneduse for instruction during each
classroom observation.

Phase II.The purpose of Phase lI, the preobservation phase, was to have
participants identify the EBPs and instructional practices they planned to use during the
classroom observation and to identify their objective for the lesson about to be observed.

The researatr met with each participant in an empty classroom or other suitable location
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selected by the participant, in order to interview and record responses to seven questions.
The preobservation interviews were conducted immediately prior to the classroom
obsenations, lasted approximately 120 minutes each, and were audéezorded. The
researcher took longhand notes in addition to the audio recordimgsesearcher asked
participants to provide a copy of their lesson flsee AppendiXG) and any student
materials they planned to use during instructioesson plans were requesteddentify
if the teachers delineated EBPs or instructional strategies on their plan for the course of
instruction for each claséwudio-recording of these interviews allowed for the accurate
transcription of participant statements at a later time.

Phase Ill. Phase llI, the observation phasensisted of tw®0 minuteclassrom
observations per participant and took place at the convenience ealrtivgopnt andhe
school administrationThe classroom observations were conducted by the researcher with
each participant immediately following the preobservation interwi€ve researcher
was escorted to the classroamdseated ira discrete locatiorgs predetermined by each
teacherNo audio or video recordings were made of any observations when stweeats
presentAt each teachero6s discretion, the obser
students were informed that the researcher was theteserve the teacher. A classroom
observation cover shefteeAppendix H,TableH4)was used to record th
name, school, location, observation date, time of day, subject taught, teacher, class size,
and student descriptions addition, achecklist was utilized by the researcher to identify

completion of interviews and observations with each particigastAppendix).
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Field notes included the use of abbreviations, arrows, and diagrams developed by
the observer to facilitate speedy nokatg. The purpose of the field notes was to have a
record of instructional and other activities during the lesson, and the field notes were
transcribed by the researcher at a later date for analyses. The size, layout, and design of
each classroom were debed; available equipment, materials, and furniture were noted.
Teacher and student interactions and activities were described, including examples of
students assisting the teacher or other students, assisting with material or technology,
leaving the clasroom, or engaging in disruptive or attentgeeking behaviors.
Classroom management techniques used during instruction were described.

Memberchecks were conducted with each particigabbwing each
observationParticipantsvere @&ked to review theesearchdrs not es i n order
the accuracy of the events that transpired and to confirm that terminology used during the
lesson wasiccurately written by the researcher. The reseansias available to clarify
any symbols used in the longhande®but did not provide additional information or
comments. If any discrepancies were indicated, the teachers were asked to provide
additional information about the lesson, and any discrepancies were indicated in the
margins of the field notes. If requestélae teachers were provided a photocopy of field
notes and the cover sheet.

Phase IV.The purpose of Phase IV, the postobservation phase, was to conduct
interviews with participants following each observatidhis faceto-face interview was
conducted within five days of each observation, in a location convenient to the participant

and observeRarticipants were asked to recall the observed lesson and provide responses
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to five questions about their instructiofhe postobservation interviews were audio
recorded for later transcription. The responses were later compared to information
obtained during the preobservation interviews and the classroom observations in order to
identify any consistencies, inconsistag;ior patterns related to the use of instructional
strategies.

Following the completion of the postobservation interview, the researcher
described the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ) to each partiGipant
EAQ was a multisection questionnig available to participants paper or electronic
format(seeAppendixI| for the EAQ. The purpose of the EAQ was to determine the
participantsd knowl ed gEBPoahdnsructionahstrdategiesu d e s
and the internal and external factdhat influenced their selection. The EAQ also elicited
responses to statements and questions about the implementation of EBPs. The
guestionnaire was developed based on a study conducted with-tqegedge
pathologists (Zipoli & Kennedy, 2005articpants were asked to complete the EAQ
within five days of receipand return the document to the researcher either by mail or
electronically, depending on their preference

Following the completion ahe second classroom observatio®hase 1V,
arrangemets were made to conduct a final interview with participants.

Phase V.Phase V consisted of a final interview conducted in person with each
participantat a date and time selected by the participaits final interviews lasted
approximately 20 25 minutes and were held in a location convenient for participants, no

later than 15 days following the second classroom observateninterview was
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designed to ascertain additional i nf ormat.

selection andise of instructional strategies. The final intervieamsisted of seven
guestionglesigned so that teachers could identify the types of instructional strategies they
preferedto use, the typical frequency and effectivenegb@f use oktrategies, and
indicate vhat influenced theiselection of strategies.
Data Collection

Multiple sources of evidence provided multiple measures of the social
phenomenon of interest in this study, the selection and use of EBPs and instructional
strategies. Sources ofidence included lesson plans, transcriptions of preobservation
interviews, observation field notes and transcripts, postobservation interviews, final
interviews, the EAQ, and opaanded participant responses and comments. The research
guestions, data, celtion methods, and methods of analysis are preseniabia 2.

Reflexivity, the process of examining oneself as a researcher and being aware of
possible biases and preconceptions, took place during all phases of this study. In this
way, consideration as given to how any biases could impact responses to the research
guestions and interview dynamics (Yin, 2014)vascritical for the researchép assume
a neutral attitude toward all participants due to the multiple interactions that took place
during this studyThe researcher added reflective notes to interview responses and
observation descriptions. In this way, the researcher blag@thoghtfully consider
interview responses and interactions during interviews and observatiemmtérrater
reviewer was consulted to help corroborate findingsheatplidentify if anybias had

occurred.
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Table2

Research Questions, Data, Collection Methods, and Methods of Analysis

Data Collection Methods
What kind of data will
answer the questions?

Research Questions
What do | need to know?

Analysis Strategies
How will the data be
analyzed?

Validity Threats
What threatens validity?

1.) What EBPs and instructional strategies do special
education teachers at the beginning,-cageer, and senior
levels state they use when teaching students with HID in
self-contained setting?

1 Lesson plans

Transcriptions:

1 Preobservation
interviewsi questions:
6a, 6b, 6¢

1 Postobservation
interviews- question:1

1 Final interview-
guestion:2

2.) What EBPs and instructional strategies do special
education teachers at the beginning,“cadeer, ad senior
levels use when teaching students with HID in the self
contained setting?

Transcriptions:
1 Classroom observations

3.) What external and internal factors do special educatic Transcriptions:
secondary teachers at the beginning,-odceer, and senior § Postobservation
levels state influence them when deciding which interviewsi questions3,
instructional strategies or EBPs they implement when 4
teaching studes with HID in the seHcontained setting? 1 Final interview-
guestions:6a,6b,8
1 * EAQ results

Read/examine data source
for EBPs or IS as compare
to the Consolidated EBPs
and Instructional Strategie:
(TableA3).

Read/examine data source
for EBPs or IS as compare
to the Consolidated EBPs
and Instructional Strategie:
(TableA3)

Read/examine data source
for EBPs or IS as compare
to the table of
InternalExternal
InfluencegTable A9

Sample size

Researcher bias

Sample size

Researcher bias

1 Sample size

1 Accuracy of seHreports

1 Researcher bias

1 Possible distortion of
events or recall




Data Analysis

Data from all lesson plans and transcripts were analyzed to identify EBPs and
instructional strategies in this multipbase descriptive study utilizing cresase analysis
(Yin, 2014). The definitions used for these terms were as identified at the Ipegafini
this chapter.

The five phases of the current study provided multiple data sources, which
includedobservation of the methods by which teachers delivered instruction to students,
taught skills, provided feedback or rewards, and facilitated studening.The EBPs
and instructional strategies stated or observed were described in detail and categorized
based on their alignment with those categories identified by MarPaiaring, and
Pollock (2001)and Scruggs et al. (2080(see AppendixX).

Partcipants were provided witthefinitions as found in the literature and stated at
the beginning of this chapter for EBPs and instructional strategies, with examples and
categories of EBPs and instructiostthtegies from Scruggs et 2010 and Marzano
et al.(2001). The data collection sources focused on identifying any teaching technique
that could be construed as an instructional strategy. In broadest terms, instructional
strategies were described as methods used in teaching to help students learn. A
participant being able to differentiate between instructional strategies and EBPs was one
consideration in this study. The researcher developed a guide for observable instructional
strategies and EBPs based on the work of Marzano et al. (2001) and Stralggs

(20109).
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Marzano et al. (2001) conducted a matelysis of 120 studies and identified
nine instructional strategies having the greatest effect on student achievement. The
studies included in the metaalysis considered the effects of instrudcicstrategies on
students from multiple ability levels, including those identified with disabilities. Eleven
studies were focused exclusively on the effectiveness of instructional strategies for use
with students with disabilities. The instructional stgate identified as most effective
and appropriate for use with students with disabilities were operationalized and included

variations appropriate for meeting student ndeds Table).
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Table3

Effective Instructional Strategge

Guiding Question Instructional Strategy

Examples

What will be done Reinforcing effort and
to help students  providing recognition

acquire and
integrate Questions, cues, and
knowledge? advance organizers

Nonlinguistic
representations

Summarizing and note

taking

What will be done Identifying similarities

to help students  and differences
practice, review,

and apply this

knowledge?

Generating and testing

hypothesis

Cooperative learning

Homework and practice

High expectations, rewards, prafse
effort, encouragement

Graphic organizers, guiding questions,
higher level thinking, predicting,
drawing conclusions, key vocaauy,
concepts and skills

Diagrams, visual toolgictures,
manipulatives, cacept maps, drawings,
maps

Summarization techniques, key
concepts, bullets, outlines, clusters,
narrative orgaizers, graphic organizers

Venn diagrams, cause and effect,
classifying facts, analogies, conmpand
contrast organizers

Thinking processes, investigate, explol
social construction of knowledge, use «
inductive and deductive reasoning

Small group review and practice, grouj
projects partner pairing, debates

Review learning at home, parents
informed of the work, goals, and
objectives

Note.Adapted fromClassroom nstructionThat Works: ResearciBasedStrategies forl ncreasingtudent
Achievemenby R. J.Marzano,D. J. Pickeringand J. EPollock, 2001(Alexandria, VA: Association for

Supervision and Curriculum Developmgnt
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Scruggs eal. (201@) completed a metanalysis of studies about with students
with HID in content areaandidentified eight strategies as highly effectivéth overall
effect sizes of 1.00 across studi€be strategiewere study aids, classroom learning
strateges, spatial and graphic organizers, mnemonic strategies,-baratgivities,
classroom peers, compuassisted instructiond explicit instructionThe instructional
strategies were operationalized and included variations appropriate for meetimg stude

needgsee Tablel).
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Table4

EvidenceBased Practices for Students with Disabilities

EvidenceBased Practice

Examples

Mnemonic strategies

Spatial Organizers

Classroom Learning Strategies

ComputerAssisted Instruction (CAl)

Peer Mediation
Study Aids

HandsOn or Activity-Oriented Learning

Explicit instruction

Patterns of letters, sounds, or associated
ideas that aid people in remembering
information

Charts, diagrams, graphs, or other graph
organizers

Study skills instruction, nottaking skills,
self-questioning strategies, seifonitoring,
summarization, learning strategies

Computerbased applications to deliver
drill and practice, strategy instruction, an
simulation

Peer tutoring and cooperative learning

Teachedirected and studewlirected
study guides, advaed organizers, text
outlines

Perform experiments, work with the
materials being studied to learn concepts

Direct teaching, in three strategies:
teaching in small steps, guided practice,
and incependent practice

Note.Ad a pt e do $peamhnitdutation Interventions Improve Learroh§econdary Content? A
Meta-Analysis 60 b yScrliggsMEA. Mastropieri,S. Berkeley, and. E.Graetz, 2018 Remedial and

Special Education, 3. 437-449.
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The researcher and interrater reviewer used the same criteria to identify what
constituted an instructional strategy and EBP, based on the study definitions, and based
on those instructional strategies and EBPs identified by Marzano et al. (2001) and
Sciuggs et al. (2014). The researcher developed a guide and tally sheet for observable
instructional strategies and EBPs based on the work of Marzano et al. (2001) and Scruggs
et al. (201@) (see TablA3). The instructional strategies and EBPs used byqaatits
in this study were categorized basedlurse works

This multiplecase study had three participants. Each participant was considered
to be a Acaseodo and each ficased was bounded
level teacher, teacher sfudents with HID in sel€ontained classes, public school
employee, and resident of the rAtlantic area. Differences between cases were gender
and types and years of teaching experience. Comparisons across cases were made based
on the use of EBPs andstnuctional strategies and responses to the EAQ.

Case study research may include physical evidence or documentation, archival
records, interviews, direct observations, particigaiidervations, and physical artifacts
(Yin, 2014). The sources of evidenecerf t hi s case study included
plans, preobservation interviews, classroom observations, postobservation interviews,
responses to the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ), and final inteeissv.
study research may also beiehed by following a design blueprint in order to focus on
the data collected and the ways in which the data were analyzed (Rosenbaum, 2002).
Based on related literature and previous research results, theoretical propositions (Yin,

2014), or themes, werdeveloped to guide the end analysis of this descriptive case study.
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The theoretical themes were: Are experienced or inexperienced teachers more likely to
rely on personal experience and peer sharing when selecting EBPs and instructional
strategiegGaughar2008; Maccini & Gagnon, 2006)%re experienced or inexperienced
teachers more likely to use educational research to guide their instriBiiors &
Ysseld/ke, 2009; Gagnon and Maccini, 2007; Morgan et al., ZDAd¢ experienced or
inexperienced teachemsore likely to be affected by external factors such as supervisors,
administrators, educational research, and pavemés selecting EBPs and instructional
strategies (Boardman et al., 2005; Sencibaugh, 2007)? Are teachers with the least
experience influeced by administrative directives and parental requests when selecting
EBPs and instructional strategies (Boardman et al., 200%8retical themes assisted in
mapping the meaning demonstrated in the
practies observed during classroom observations, and responses to the EAQ.

Analysis phasesCiritical selfreflection by the researcher regarding biases and
predispositions occurred across all phases of this situags critical for the researcher
to assume a neutral attitude toward all participants due to the multiple interactions that
took place during this study. The researcher had previously worked with two participants
approximately three years prior to thadt and was somewhat familiar with their
teaching styles and methods. In order to help diminish bias and any presumptions about
the participants, the researcher added reflective notes to interview responses and
observation descriptions. In this way, thegarcher was able to thoughtfully consider if
any interview responses or interactions could have been misconceived or misinterpreted.

Additionally, the interrater reviewer was consulted to help corroborate findings and
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identify if possible bias had occude€The first phase of analysis consisted of three

stagesThe first stage defined the cases (par
students with HID in the setfontained settings. Years and types of teaching experiences

were identified. Three categes of experience were delineated and the use of EBPs and
instructional strategies could be viewed for each level of experience. The second stage
focused on mapping meaning and noting patterns. Theoretical themes to extract meaning
from part i cdspamaftom the liteetsirp lmased on how teachers selected

EBPs and instructional strategies and what influenced their selection. These themes
assisted in mapping the meaning demonstrat
guestions and practice®served during classroom observations and noting any patterns.

The third stage focused on two important notions: how experience was tied to selecting
EBPs and instructional strategies and how
toward, EBPs impactadstruction. This analysis was conducted at the conclusion of all
interviews, classroom observations, and completion of the EAQ. This analysis phase
consisted of reading lesson plans and identifying any instructional strategies and EBPs
included in the @ns. Following this, the interview tapes, observation notes, and

reflections from the interviews and observations were transcribed, and read multiple

times by the researcher. The instructional strategies and EBPs were categorized and

tallied using the guiel developed by the researcher and thasethe work of Marzano et

al. (2005) and Scruggs et £01(). Independent of the researcher, the interrater

reviewer read the transcripts to identify instructional strategies and EBPs. The results

were compared;milarities and differences were discussed with any differences
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resolved. The interrater reviewer is described in detail in the participant section. Results
from the EAQ were also tallied and consolidated on a printed version of the EAQ.

T he par narativeganmenss vere analyzed for content that may
contribute to answering the research questions. These narrative comments helped to
delineate the participantsdéd reasons for se
strategiesThe narrative comment®ant ai ni ng partici pants6é own
the essence of the responses during erass analysis (Goldstone, 199Kiter
identifying and categorizing the EBPs and instructional strategies;aaess
comparisons could be made based on any sitiesor differences from the data
sources

The second phase of data analysis included the development of data summaries
for the individual cases (Yin, 2014). The data summaries consolidated results from
background information, lesson plans, transcripf results, and narrative comments
and sought to give insight into the factor
of EBPs and instructional strategies. This phase contributed to answering RQ2 and RQ3.
Results were examined individually as Ixsed compared to the other cases. In this way,
crosscase analysis facilitated recognizing any pattern similarities and differences
between participants (Yin, 2014).

The third phase of analysis involved drawing conclusions and subsequently
verifying them Participant feedback and memimdrecks following the interviews and
observations helped the researcher to reduce or clarify any possible misconceptions or

inaccuracies.
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Reliability, Procedural Integrity, and Validity

Reliability was established througfire use of previously developed interview
formats (Gaughan, 2008), researetieveloped scripted interview protocols, and the
establishment of observation protocols. The EAQ was based on a questionnaire (Zipoli &
Kennedy, 2005) previously developed for usth speech and language pathologists.
Reliability for the instrument adapted for special education teachers and used in this
study was not previously established. The scripted interviews were audio recorded and
observation data was reported using longhaotes in order to document teacher
instructional statements, describe classroom activities, dialogues between teacher and
students, and student comments.

To address reliability issues, categories of EBPs and instructional strategies were
defined and comared with the data (Creswell, 2008). Categories were based on the EBPs
and instructional strategies identified in responses to interview questions and
observations. The interrater reviewer croeecked all categories orderto provide
interrater agreeent. The level of consistency between the researcher and interrater
reviewer in categorizing data was established with 93% agreement, exceeding the
acceptable level of 80% agreement in case study research as indicated by Miles and
Huberman (1994). Any diéfrences in categorizing were resolved through discussion
between the researcher interrater reviewer and any agpegdchanges were made.

To address procedural integrity issues, the researcher conducted all interviews and
observations and maintained catof all documents and recordings. The audicorded

interviews were first transcribed by a professional transcription company,
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TranscriptionHub, with an accuracy rating of 94%. Following the receipt of completed
transcriptions, the researcher compagadh transcript to the audio recordings and made
any corrections, as approprialdie audio recordings of the interviews and the
transcriptions of the interviews were reviewed until thveas 100% agreement. The
researcher transcribed field notes and gygne@nded responses from the EAQ. The
classroom observations were transcribed by the researcher from the observation notes and
reviewed by interrater reviewerhe overall agreement level between the researcher and
interrater was 95%.

Validity was addresskthrough triangulation of data and member checks.
Triangulation included examining and converging multiple sources and types of data
(Creswell, 2008). The first source was transcripts of interviews and observations. The
second source was opended respaes, and the third source was EAQ results to
identify terms and categories related to EBPs and instructional strategies. Coding the
transcribed interviews and opended responses, and analyzing EAQ results provided
sources for developing categories of BBfd instructional strategies. Lesson plans and
any materials used during the observations provided an additional data source.
Postobservation interview questions, the EAQ, and final interview questions helped
determine whether participants remained cgtesit in their statements regarding the
selection and implementation of EBPs and instructional stratdaeicipant feedback
and membechecks following the interviews and observations helped the researcher to
reduce or clarify any possible misconcepfi@r inaccuracies in order affirm the

participantsdé responses for wvalidity
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Participants were informed that they would be asked at various phases of this
study to review the summations and notes from the observer. Member checks were
defined as the opptunity for participants to review all interview transcripts, observation
field notes, and overall study results in order to help improve the credibility and validity
of the findings (Maxwell, 2005; Yin, 2014).h e pr omeemsbserofc hiec ks o0 was
describedo each participant following the interviews and observations, and at the
conclusion of the study. Participants were asked to review the findings and to affirm that
the summaries reflected what they recalled from the interviews and observations or make
anychanges. Yin (2014) described member checking as the best method of establishing
credibility becausesingmember checks allowed the participants and the researcher to
review the accuracy of the transcripts. For the purpose of this study, member checks we
utilized in order to provide an additional opportunity to identify findings that were
credible.

Interrater reviewers.Two interrater reviewers read and categorized instructional
strategies from the interview and observation transcripts, including$kancher and one
additional interrater reviewertraining for identifying categories was provided in order to
develop consistency in identifying terminology associated with EBPs and instructional
strategies. Training consisted of reading a reseaxdwadoped interview transcript and
researchedeveloped observation transcript, and identifying terminology related to EBPs
and instructional strategies. In order to determine what constituted an EBPs or
instructional strategy, the definitions previously po®d to participants for instructional

strategy and EBP were reviewed. The EBPs and instructional strategies stated by

111



participants or observed by the researcher were categorized based on those definitions as
well as the EBPs and instructional strategievijously identified by Marzano et al.
(2001)and Scruggs et al. (2080 The interrater reliability for training was 97%.
Following training, interview and observatitnanscripts were reviewed and coded
independently by the researcher and interraeéewer. Transcripts were read through a
second time by each reviewer to improve accuracy by identifying any terms or categories
that may have been overlookdthe interrater reliability for categorizing transcripts and
observations was 95%.

Validity threats to the current study includsohall sample size, possible
researcher bias, and accuracy of participanireglbrts. These threats limit
generalizability to other situations or settings.
Summary

This chapter provided a detailed summary of the proesdparticipants, and
data collection measures used to conduct this research and analyze the results of this
multiple-case descriptive study utilizing cresase analysis. Various methods were used
to evaluate results from the transcriptions of intervieksgrvations, the EAQ, and

openended responses. The results of this study are presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Results

This chapter presents the results of a mukgalse, descriptive case study that
examined how three seconddeyel speciakducators selected and implemented
instructional strategies when working with students with tgidence disabilities
(HID) in the selfcontained special education setting. Students with HID are typically
identified as having a learning disability (L@xnotional disability (ED), or other health
impairment (OHI).

The purpose of Chapter 4 isreport the results fromwhat EBPs and instructional
strategies beginning, midcareer and senior special education teachers stated they used,
whatEBPs and instructimal strategiesvere observeth their classes, and to identify
what influenced their selection of EBPs and instructional strategies. Thighase study
was designed to address the followRgsearch QuestisiiRQ) and to compare results
between particignts and across cases.

Research Question
1. ResearchQuestionl. What EBPs and instructional strategies do special education
teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels state they use when

teaching students with HID in the selbntained setting?
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2. ResearchQuestion2. What EBPs and instructional strategies do special education
teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels use when teaching students
with HID in the selfcontained setting?

3. ResearctQuestion3. What external and internaldtors do special education
secondary teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels state influence
them when deciding which EBPs or instructional strategies they implement when
teaching students with HID in the selbntained setting?

Three participants were considered as individual cases and were bounded by the
following characteristics: secondavel teachers, teachers of students with HID in self
contained classes, public school employees, and residents of tiAdlamtic area.

Differences were gender, types of teaching experience, and years of teaching experience.
Six data sources were used during this study to identify the EBPs and instructional
strategies participants stated they would use, and those actually implemented during
instruction. The data sources were: lesson plans, preobservation interviews, observations,
postobservation interviews, final interview, and Experience and Attitude Questionnaire
(EAQ).

Two classroom observations took place for each partigipadtthe reearcher
identified the EBPs and instructional strategies that were used during instruction. All
instructional methods identified in lesson plans, interviews, and observation transcripts
were extracted from the teahd analyzed by compag and matchingd determine if
they aligned with the EBPs or instructional strategies identified in the Consolidated EBPs

and Instructional Strategies Checklist (see Table H3) and compiled from the research
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conducted by Marzano et §2001) and Scruggs et al201(). In several cases, the
participantsd uni que t erEBRsamistaugtignalwas used
strategies they implemented when they did not align with those in the table. Participants
also identified the internal and external influences that imgdhtsr selection of EBPs

and instructional strategies in respotsResearciQuestion 3.

Data Sourcesand Research Questions

Six data sources were used to answer the Research Questions. The data sources
included:(a) two lesson plans, one from each obséidesson; (b) two preobservation
interviews held prior to each classroom observatiorglégsroom observations, @@o
postobservation interviews held following each classroom observatjamé final
interview, and (f) the Experience and Attitudei€¥tionnaire (EAQ)Responses for all
data sources were analyzed to identify any EBPs or instructional strategies as compared
to the Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies Checklist (see Table H3).
Participant esponses fasomedata sources wer@mbined unless otherwise noted.

The lesson plan was selected as a data source because it provided a guide for the
teacherod6s instruction in the classroom and
strategies preidentified by tiparticipantfor use dumg instruction. Examining the
lesson plans provided the researcher the opportunity to determine if EBPs or instructional
strategies were stated in writing and preselected byatteipantsvhen planning
lessons.

The preobservation interviews were sedelchs a data source because the

participantshad the opportunity to orally state the EBPs or instructional strategies
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planned for use during instruction. The researcher identified the terminology the
participantsused and recorded the stated responses.

The postobservation interviews provided the opportunity fopHrécipantso
state the EBPs and instructional strategies they implemented during the observed lesson.
The researcher recorded the responses stated by the participants and utilized the
particbant s6 terminol ogy.

The classroom observations were selected as a data source so the researcher could
observe thearticipantamplementing EBPs and instructional strategies to determine if
they matched those previously identified in the lesson planshseaamtion interviews,
and postobservation interviews.

The final interview provided thparticipants withan additional opportunity to
state the EBPs and instructional strategies that he or she implemmgeflequently
during instruction.

TheExperience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ) was a questionnaire comprised
of 30 questions that sought to identify what influenced participants when selecting EBPs
and instructional strategies, how frequent
percepions of using EBPs. The EAQ was selected as a data source because participants
were able to respond independently to a variety of questions about internal and external
influences as well as questions about EBPs. The questions were designed to assist
participants in refining their responses to what may influence their selection of EBPs and

instructional strategie®articipants responded using a Likert rating scale with the
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following values: (1) Strongly agree, (2) Agree, (3) Disagree, (4) Strongly disagee
(5) Unfamiliar to me.

The researcher used thie data sources to extract tteacher8stated and
identified EBPs or instructional strategies as the basis for answkerResearch
QuestionsThe data sources and methods of analysis were the same for all participants.
Results with descriptions of data souraeesreported for individual participants
followed by results across participants in this mcétse study.

Participant A

Researchquestion 1. Research Question 1 was about what EBPs or instructional
strategies special education teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels stated
they used when teaching students with HID in thesmtitained settingRarticipant A
was a 34yearold female in her first year of teaching. During this study, she taught
English 9 to students with HID in the selbntained setting.

Using the first data source, Participan
whether any EBPs or instructionatagegies were stated in writing. No EBPs or
instructional strategies were found in either lesson plan after reading and examining
them.

The second data source used to anf®esearch Questiatwas the
preobservation interviews. These interviews were coteduprior to each classroom
observation. A printed copy of the definitions of instructional strategies and EBPs,
including examples of each, as used in this study, were handed to Participant A prior to

each of the two preobservation interviews (8ables5 and §. On both occasions, she
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read and reviewed the definitions and examples, and when asked if she had any

guestions, said she did not.

Table5

ParticipantDefinitions andExamples EvidenceBased Practices

EvidenceBasedPractice Examples
MnemonicStrategies Patterns of letters, sounds, or associated ideas that aid pe
in remembering information
Spatial Organizers Charts, diagrams, graphs, or other graphic organizers
Classroom Learning Strategies Study skillsinstruction, notetaking skills, setfuestioning

strategies, selfnonitoring, summarization, learning strategi

ComputerAssisted Instruction (CAl) Computerbased applications to deliver drill and practice,
strategy instruction, and simulation

Peer Medation Peer tutoring and cooperative learning

Study Aids teacherdirected and studetirected study guides, advancet
organizers, text outlines

HandsOn or Activity-Oriented Learning Perform experiments, work with the materials being studie
learnconcepts

Explicit Instruction Direct teaching, in three strategies: teaching in small steps
guided practice, and independent practice

Note Evidencebased practice (EBP): An educational evidebased practice is an instructional strategy, interventioteaching

program based on empirically supported evidence that has resulted in consistent positive results when experimentdibgitasied (

& Shea, 2011)Adapt ed from fADo Special Education Interv-Analpsess) mpbpve.
E. Scruggs, M. A. Mastropieri, S. Berkeley, and J. E. Graetz,&2&Hnedial and Special Education, $1437449.
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Table6

ParticipantDefinitions andExamples Instructional Strategies

InstructionalStrategy Examples

ReinforcingEffort and Providing High expectations, rewards, praise for effort, encouragen

Recognition

QuestionsCues, andAdvance Graphic organizers, guiding questions, higher level thinkil

Organizers predicting, drawingonclusions, key vocalaty, concepts
and skills

NonlinguisticRepresentations Diagrams, visual tools, pictures, manipulatives, concept
maps, drawings, maps

Summarizing andlote Taking Summarization techniques, key concepts, bullets, outline

clustersnarrative orgaizers, graphic organizers

Identifying Similarities andDifferences  Venn diagrams, cause and effect, classifying facts, analo
compae and contrast organizers

Generating and estingHypothesis Thinking processes, investigate, explaegial construction
of knowledge, use of inductvand deductive reasoning

Cooperativd_earning Small group review and practice, group projeptstner
pairing, debates

Homework andPractice Review learning at home, parents informed of the work,

goals,and objectives

Note Instructional strategy: Instructional strategies are methods used in teaching to help students learn. Instructiorsabstrtttegie
approaches a teacher takes to engage students in learning, probe critical thinking skills, keep them on task, stageedeansu
useful classroom interaction, and enable and enhance their learning of course content, but are not always based llitcks#éarch (
2007).Adapted fromClassroom Instruction that Works: Research Based Strategies for Increasing Studergrehidy R. J.
Marzano, D. J. Pickering, and J. E. Pollock, 2001, Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

During the preobservation interviews, Participant A was queried about what EBPs
or instructional strategies she would use. Dialogue from the preobservation interviews
was transcribed, and those notes were analyzed for EBPs or instructional strategies. In
answeringResearch Questidh during the first preobservation interview, Participant A
stated that she intended to use the following EBPs or instructional strategast/gage
organizer; (b) summarizing and note taking; (c) cooperative learning; areivalds and
praise.In answeringResearch Questiahduring the second preobservation interview,

Participant A stated that she intended to use the following EBPs or instructional
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strategies: (addvance organizer; (b) PowerPoint; (c) quiz; (d) group negalind sharing;

(e) cooperative learning; (f) behavior modification; and (g) rewards and praise.
Participant A provided responses to the interview questions, identifying the

specific material, EBPs, and instructional strategies she planned to use deifing th

classroom observation. Her comments included the following stated EBPs and

instructional strategies: quiagdvance organizer, summarizing and note taking,

cooperative learning, and rewards and praise.
They will take t he uadlymhenldangetshemtbfecusa use t
mo st , we éptbthedboardwedits; we have about 45 minutes set aside for
research using their notes and organizer, and that will berenae with my IA
[instructional assistant]. | also want you to know thatthre 14and 15yearold
adolescentsi mmat ure boys, so itbébs a very act.i
will get wup and walk across the room. A
| do allow them to listen to music sometimes to stay focused onotvaiwork. |
use rewards and praise a great itbaly need it.
Participant A provided responses to the interview questions, identifying the

specific material, EBPs, and instructional strategies she planned to use during the second

classroom observation. Heomments included the following stated EBPs and

instructional strategies: PowerPoiativance organizer, note taking, behavior

modification,group reading and sharingid cooperative learning.
| have a very specific PowerPoint presentation for themgudediwith their

abilities in mind; they have fiin-the-blank notes to take so they stay focused.
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For the research, wedve been working on
so they work at their own pace, and | work -@meone with them as needed. So
I 61 | be using the Power Point, the proje
notecards in pockets. They also have advance organizers.
The third data source fétesearch Questidhwas the postobservation interviews.
The postobservation interview was helddwing each of the two classroom
observations and provided an additional opportunity for Participant A to state her use of
EBPs or instructional strategies from the observed lesson. Participant A was asked to
state what strategies she actually used dunisiguction. Responses were analyzed using
the Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies Checklist (see Table H3) to identify
any stated EBPs or instructional strategies.
In answeringResearch Questidhduring the first postobservation interview,
Participant A stated that she used the following EBPs or instructional strategies: (a)
advance organizer; (b) summarizing and note taking; (c) cooperative learning; and (d)
rewards and praisén answeringResearch Questiadhduring the second postobservati
interview, Participant A stated she used the following instructional strategies during
instruction: (a)advance organizer; (b) PowerPoint; (c) quiz; (d) group reading and
sharing; (e) cooperative learning; (f) behavior modification; and (g) rewardsraise.
Exemplars of Participant Ab6s responses dur
the following:
We used the advance organizer for their research paper to help them organize

their ideas and then put them on paper; summarizing and note takirsgd/en
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their literary terms. The students used blank notes to fill in based on what we were
discussing with the PowerPoint about literary learning. Cooperative learning
happened probably more naturally than intentionally. | have to be flexible with
the kds and go in the direction that the class seems to go or | lead them along
with learning with me. And the rewards and praise, that kind of comes naturally
for students with disabilities. | try to make sure | lead up with praise and follow
with praise, st hey dondét see correction as a hne
works much better than negative motivation.
The fourth data source that answeRsbsearch Questidhwas the final interview. The
final interview was held following the second classroom observation. Participant A was
gueried about the instructional strategies she used most frequently in her classroom.
Responses were analyzed for use of EBPs or ingtnattstrategies. In answering
Research Questidh Participant A stated the EBPs and instructional strategies she most
frequently used were: (@ehavior management; (b) directed questions; (c) cooperative
learning; (d) lecture; (e) discussion; and (fdsthetic learningRarticipant A stated the
EBPs or instructional strategies she used during instruction and they are summarized in

Table?.
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Table7

Participant A: Summary of Stated EBPs or Instructional StrategieRdsearch
Questionl

Lesson Preobservation Postobservation Final
Plan Interview Interview Interview
Lesson Plan 1 Interview 1 Interview 2 9 behavior
No EBPs or 9 advance organizer  { advance organizer management
instructional strategies  § summarizing and 9 summarizing and I directed questions
identified note taking note taking 1 cooperative learning
1 cooperative learning 1 cooperative learning § lecture
1 rewards and praise 1 rewards and praise { discussion
1 kinesthetic learning

Lesson Plan 2 Interview 2 Interview 2
No EBPs or 9 advance organizer 9 advance organizer
instructional strategies  { technology- 1 technology-
identified PowerPoint PowerPoint
1 quiz 1 quiz
1 group reading and 9 group reading and
sharing sharing
9 cooperative learning 9§ cooperative learning
9 behavior 1 behavior
modification modification

9 rewards and praise  § rewards and praise

Changes/Adjustments  Changes/Adjustments

1 none 1 emphasis on
behavior
management

Note EBP = evidencéased practice.
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Summary for Participant A researchquestionl. The focus oResearch
Questionl was to identify the EBPs and instructional strategies participants stated they
used when teaching students with HID in the-selitained setting. Participant A did not
identify any instructional strategies on her lesson plans to loedusing instruction, but
rather used her lesson plans as a broad instructional guide with time allotments added for
structure. Prior to each observation, Participant A was able to preidentify how she
planned to teach her students, the materials she exjpectise, and the instructional
strategies she anticipated implementing during instruction. During the postobservation
interviews, Participant A described the instructional strategies she most frequently used
during instruction (see Tabl§.

Research Qution1 was designed to identify the specific EBPs and instructional
strategies teachers stated theydudigring their instruction. Through classroom
observationsResearch Questidhiwas designed to determine what EBPs and
instructional strategies teacbkarsed when teaching students with HID in the self
contained setting.

Researchquestion2. Research Questidhwas about what EBPs and
instructional strategies special education teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior
levels used when teaching students with HID in theamitained setting. The classroom
observations were selected as a data sourcegetaey provided an authentic
opportunity for the researcher to see the teacher implement the EBPs or instructional
strategies they stated they used. Observation transcripts were read and examined to

identify and extract any observed EBPs or instructistrategies. Results for this data
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source were analyzed to identify any EBPs or instructional strategies as compared to the
Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies (see Table H3).
Classroomobservation 1 The observer was seated in the back with a panoramic
vantage point during a 9finute English 9 class. Amstructionakssistant (IA) was
present to assist with the class. The class was made up of eight students; two were female
and six were male. The sérver was prepared with supplies to take longhand notes; no
recordings were made in the presence of students. Participant A had stated during the
preobservation interview that she would be using advance organizers, summarizing and
note taking, cooperativearning, and rewards and praise throughout her instruction. The
observer took detailed notes describing the activities and dialogue that took place in the
classroom.
The transcripts from the first classroom observation were analyzed for Participant
A 6 use of EBPs or instructional strategies. In answdRiegearch Questid? the
researcher observed Participant A usinga(d)ance organizers; (b) summarizing and
note taking; (c) cooperative learning; and (d) rewards and praise
During the first obsentan, Participant A said the following, which evidenced
some oftthe EBPs or instructional strategies observed:
Okay, you now need to take out myowue res.
carYosudve been wdoeckmtnignue | wWgrkpiige.at you
sure you aareg arsiizneyr sy baomrdp unto tien cyaorudrs r ef e
Everyone wildt tbcky gp avcekne tt hiehirh Wet womk gdt

previously. You can worYko uwiivteh gao tp aar tlnoetr
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to workfromd this paper will practically write itself once you get going!

Remember, your paper is due soon and you have to keep working at this. | know

some of it is tedious but you have to keep working on it.

Classroomobservation 2 The second observation toplace approximately two
weeks after the first observation and again was-m@dite English 9 class in the self
contained setting. The classroom location and participants were the same as during the
first observation. The teacher, IA, and seven students present; five were male and
two were female. One male student was absent at the start of class. Participant A had
previously stated that she would be using the following: advance organizer, PowerPoint
presentation modified for student ability levelsizqiRomeo and Juligilay modified for
student ability levels, behavior modification, and rewards and praise throughout her
instruction.The observer took detailed notes describing the activities and dialogue that
took place in the classroom.

The transcripts from the second classroom observation were analyzed for
Participant Ab6s use of EBPs Research@uestiduct i on
Participant A was observed by the researcher usingd{ence organizers; (b) quiz; (c)
group reading and sharing; (d) cooperative learning; and (e) rewards and praise.

Participant A was observed stating the following which evidenced some of the EBPs or
instructional strategies observed:

Ever yoneAdhtas2 tdwea? tHuolnl dstimheeetd sotud s ee t he

packet i s a test gr aRdoeme oWea nad Ted unhoite bd oS cne

3, page 28t oPkawnwd Imotv@ées our desks in a s
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toget her and beAreydudomewith your guastioh @aIfh e r
you are, your intro and references for your research paper are due tomorrow. We
have several things to work on. Where a
restrictions on what you neeikedpo r ead.
going!
During the postobservation interview, Participant A was asked to recall what
EBPs and instructional strategies she used during instruction and what may have been
added or deleted. Participant A recalled incorporating several of the stated strategies
throughaut her instruction but noted that she was unable to accomplish all she had set out
to do during this class. She recognized that her written lesson plans with broad topics and
time allotments were not always accomplished, and at times, management oftbehavio
modification was relied on more than any other EBPs or instructional strategies due to
unpredictable student behavior.
We did not get to the PowerPoint. | had to modify what we were doing based on
the studentsd behavi or s oasodonmneherdtte. Coop
students cooperate with each other. Tha
up the seriousness of the reading and be flexible with the students. Their
assignments are al/l modi fied balked on s
driven by the SOLs [standards of || earni
ability levels. Behavior modifications have to be made all the time due to each
kidés situation. They are all di fferent

naturally. Everyting | planned to do was accomplished today with the exception
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of the PowerPoint. There was just too much going on with the kids today. | relied

heavily on the advance organizers again today for the research papers and the

prepared material fdRomeo anduiet. | had to use behavior modification a great

deal!

Summary for Participant A researchquestion2. Research Questidhfocused
on identifying what instructional strategies participants used during their instruction, with
two classroom observations atwb postobservation interviews contributing to the
findings. Participant A was the firgear teacher who taught English 9 to students with
HID in the selfcontained setting. She was proficient teaching the subject matter and
incorporated several instruatial strategies into her teaching, including direct instruction,
collaborative learning, behavior modification, and rewards and praise. She did not use
detailed lesson plans but had clear objectives in mind when teaching. Participant A was
recognized seval of her limitations, including her inexperience, but she also said that
she was very comfortable working with students with disabilities. She said she tried to
create a positive environment during instruction and supported students who struggled
with reading and writing. Although Participant A noted she relied on her knowledge of
student needs and abilities when planning instruction, she was unfamiliar with the
advantages of using EBPs and relied primarily on colleagues for help with guiding her
instructon and determining instructional strategies.

Researchquestion 3. Research Questidhqueried what internal and external
factors influenced participants when determining the instructional strategies or EBPs they

implemented in their instruction with students with HID in the-selitained setting.
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Data sources were examined and analyaedentify any internal or external influences

as compared to those identified by Boardman et al. (2005 éd#e8).

Table8

Internal and External Influences When Selecting EBPs and Instructional Strategies

Internal External
Personal experience Administrative requirements
Personal preference Supervisor
Teacher comfort level Academic requirements
Years of teaching Standardized testing
Tried and true Parental requests

Student needs

College preparation
Curriculummandates
Student test data

Peers

Educational research
Internet sources

Time constraints
Professional development

Note Adapt@plediralm Bducati on T eBasehRracteas Ny Bdasdm@M. ERMegaedles,$.c h
Vaughn,M. T. Hughesand JKlingner, 2005 Journal of Special EducatioB9, pp.168-180.

Three data sources were used to angvesearch Questid (a) postobservation
interview; (b) final interview; and (c) Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ).
Thef i rst data source was two postobservati ol
stated internal and external influences when selecting EBPs and instructional strategies.
In answeringResearch Questidhduring the first postobservation interview, Participant
A stated she was influenced by: (a) gréelesl requirements for teaching English 9; (b)
peers; (c) other professionals; and (d) personal experience. In ansiesea ch

Question3 during the seand postobservation interview, Participant A stated she was
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influenced by: (a) gradkevel requirements for teaching English 9; (b) peers; (c)
standardized testing requirements; and (d) administrative requirements.

The second data source was the finalrinkei e w, analyzed for Par
stated internal and external influences when selecting EBPs and instructional strategies.
In answeringResearch Questid} Participant A stated she was influenced by: (a) student
needs, attitudes, and behaviors; (bklattime; (c) other professionals, and (d) pe#rs.
answeringResearch Questid} Participant A responded to the interview questions in the
following manner:

| have hadhassistance from the library staififid at their recommendation; | used

thenote takig and filkin-blanks vocabulary packetahich work pretty well for

my students. Frormy own experiencd decided to usenteractive participation

in learning with meguiding the studentand it is much more effectiverely a lot

on the other teacheirs the English departmeand used one of their pacing

guides in order to ensure | teach everything basesiQinrequirementsThe

journalism teachenas been really helpful, too. Teehool administratiors

usually very happy with what | do. | am obseatweeekly and sometimes get

recommendations from the Assistant Principal for Special Educ&iodent

needs, student attitudes, and behaviors influence me thelmggt follow the

guidelines foISOL instructiorand since we are required to write agarch paper

at the ninth grade level, | use whatever strategies may help the students to learn

and stay focused.6ve really just relied on other

things they give me are research based. | feel that a couple of years from adwl|
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be in a better position to truly understand better and will have taught the subjects

enough to use the research. | depend more on my colleagues to give me guidance

and | do my own research on the Internet. | look for different things that might

work. | do my own thing. And in SPED [special education], my students are very

unique. As in any SPED class, what happens in one English class may not work in

anot her . | really donét know if the str

population of students,ieral | ' y doesndét matter.

The third data source was the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (EAQ). The
EAQ was a questionnaire comprised of 30 questions that sought to identify what
influenced participants when selecting EBPs and instructional strategiefeaoiently
participants used EBPs, and participantsd
Research Questidhusing the EAQ responses, Participant A stated she was influenced
by: (a) personaéxperience; (b) peers; (c) other professionals; (d) priofess
development; (e) teacher preparation program; (f) Internet resources; and (g)
administrative supporBased on her responses to the EAQ seeking to identify how
frequently participants used EBPs, Participant A stated that in general, she used EBPs
ocaasionally, approximately two or three days per week, with some classes.

Summary for Participant A researchquestion3. Research Questidhwas
about what internal and external factors influenced participants when determining the
instructional strategies or EBPs they implemented in their instruction with students with
HID in the selfcontained setting. Participant A incorporated severalsEsl

instructional strategies into her teaching, including direct instruction, cooperative
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learning, advance organizers, behavior modification, and rewards and praise. The internal
or external factors that most influenced her selection of instructioatégies and EBPs
were student needs, student attitudes, and behaviors. SOL requirements also impacted her
selection and use of instructional strategies and EBPs.

Based on responses to the EARQyticipant Aagreed that EBP should be used
when teaching gtents with disabilities. She disagreed, however, that she had sufficient
time to implement the EBPs necessary to meet the needs of her students. Participant A
agreed that she had the administrative support and sufficient resources needed to
implement EBPsParticipant Aindicated that sheelied primarily on colleagues and
school professionals for help with guiding her instruction and providing her with
instructional material. Shesponded to the EAQ queries regarding her use of educational
research by idicating that sheid not use educational research at alldgreed that
EBPs improve academic results for students with disabilities.
Participant B

Researchquestionl1. Research Questiadhwas about what EBPs or instructional
strategies special educatiteachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels stated
they used when teaching students with HID in thesmttained settingRarticipant B
wasaddearol d mal e with 15 yearsdé teaching exp:
World History lland U.S. History to students with HID in the satintained settings.

The first data source to help ans\Rasearch Questidhwas two lesson plans
Participant B6s |l esson plans were analyzed

strategies. Participai included the following EBPs and instructional strategies in his
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first lesson planfa) check for understanding; (b) direct instruction; (c) direct questioning;
(d) comparing characters; (e) ongoing assessment; (f) teaching higher order thinking
skills; (g) identifying similarities and differences; (h) guided questions using an advance
organizer; and (i) still pictures for nonlinguistic representatiothe second lesson plan,
Participant B included the following EBPs and instructional strate@gguided
guestioning and review; (b) advance organizer and partial notes; (c) PowerPoint
presentation; (d) instructional and informational summaries; and (e) classwork/homework
for ongoing assessmemtarticipant B incorporated specific EBPs and instructiona
strategies in his lesson plans along with descriptions of the instruction and structure for
the lessons. Two variations of commercially prepared lesson plan formats were used.

The second data source used to an®esearch Questiatwasthe
preobservation interview3hese interviews were conducted prior to each classroom
observation. A printed copy of the definitions of instructional strategies, EBPs, and
examples of each, as used in this study, were handed to Participant B prior to each
interview(seeTables 5 and §. He read and reviewed the definitions and examples, and
when asked if he had any questions, stated that he did not.

During the preobservation interviewarticipant Bivas queried about what PB
or instructional strategidseewould use. Dialogue from the preobservation interviews was
transcribed, and those notes were analyzed for EBPs or instructional stramegies
answeringResearch Questidhduring the first preobservation interview, Participant B
stated that he intended use the following EBPs and instructional strategies: (a)

PowerPoint; (b) direct instruction; (c) teaching higher order thinking skills; (d)
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identifying similarities and differences; (e) guided questions using an advance organizer;

and (f) still picturesdr nonlinguistic representatiom answeringResearch Questidh

during the second preobservation interview, Participant B stated that he intended to use

the following EBPs or instructional strategies: ga)ded questioning and review of the

previous leson (b) advance organizer; (c) partial notes; and (d) informational

summariesln answeringResearch Questidhduring the first preobservation interview,

Participant B stated the following
| wanted to create more of a deeper understanding through the, inecause the
movie is so powerful. And so | ask questions based on values and ethics and the
dilemmas that people are faced with, some of them simple and then some of them
not so simple. And then later on, as we get more into depth of charactersgnalysi
| 6m going to assess them with short wri
basic framework. There will be no notes to be written; this portion of the unit
today wil |l require them not to write an
themselvesbasemln t he situations | 6m going to p
a lot of questioning and discussion.
Participant Bprovided responses to the interview questions, identifying the

specific material, EBRsnd instructional strategiée planned to use dag the second

classroom observatioin answeringResearch Questionduring the second

preobservation interview, Participant B stated the following
For the first part, | will definitely be using my questioning with the review in

order to reinforcewhate&y di scussed yesterday. Weol I
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summari zing and note taking and then |

terminology and they just fill it in. The PowerPoint will have two parts; one is

general information and the next is keyamhation the students should write into
their notes. And | use something called history shorts which is a one page
summary followed by several pages of questions and a crossword puzzle.

The third data source that answeRskearch Questiadhwas the postiservation
interviews. The postobservation intervievasheld following eactof the twoclassroom
observatios and provided an additional opportunity for Participant B to state his use of
EBPs or instructional strategies during the observed lesson. Participant B was asked to
state what strategies he actually used during instruction. Responses were arsatyyed
Tables5 and 6andthe Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies Checklist (see
Table H3)to identify any EBPs or instructional strategies.

In answeing Research Questidnduring the first postobservation interview,
Participant B stated that he ugbé following EBPs or instructional strategiés) check
for understanding;(b) direct instruction; (c) direct questioning; (d) comparing characters;
(e) ongoing assessment; (f) teaching higher order thinking skills; (g) identifying
similarities and diffeences; (h) guided questions using an advance organizer; and (g) still
pictures for nonlinguistic representation.

In answeringResearch Questidhduring the second postobservation interview,
Participant B stated he used the following EBPs or instructgiretegies during

instruction:(a) guided questioning and review; (b) advance organizer and partial notes;
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(c) PowerPoint presentation; (d) instructional and informational summaries; and (e)
classwork/homework for ongoing assessment.
Participant B descrial his use of strategies following the first observation as follows

| did spend more time on our discussion than actual photos, but in order to cover

the review, | had to go back to a few slides with photos and refresh their

[ student sd] meunserwe had thelmovidy € hwouold say that all

were accomplished in some form, timing may have been off, but everything | had

planned was used.

Participant B was asked to recall the strategies planned for use using during the
observed lessons and indie if any strategies had been added or removed. He described
using the same strategies he had preidentified and had not added any additional strategies.
He incorporated technology into his instru
higher level thiking skills andwas able to identify with great detail the instructional
strategies he implemented and describe their effectiveness.

The fourth data source that answeRsbsearch Questidhwas the final interview.

The final interview was held followindné second classroom observation. Participant B
was queried about the instructional strategies he used most frequently in his classroom.
Responses were analyzed for use of EBPs or instructional strategies. In answering
Research Questiadh Participant B stad the EBPs and instructional strategies he most
frequently used wer@) technology; (b) direct/discovery instruction; (c) questioning; (d)

advance organizers; (bigher order thinking; and (f) behavior management.
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Participant B described using techogy to support direct/discovery instruction
and questioning. He frequently utilized advance organizers to make his instruction
meaningful to studennd emphasized teaching higher order thinking by encouraging
students to relate historical events andagians to their own livedVhen aske@bout the
instructional strategies used most frequently in his instruction, Participant B recounted
what he used during the lesson observed but also what he used in other situations.
Wel |l , history dngfacstandldates and things likectmio Soil z
use a lot of discovery questioning to get students to use higher order thinking and
develop their thinking skills in general. | do things like think, pair, share. | do
think strategies where the kids are veugcessful and they work in very small
groups; not mainly groups, but more as partners. Sometimes that works very well
with them.
Participant B stated the EBPs or instructional strategies he used during instruction

and they are summarized in TaBle
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Tablke 9

Participant B: Summary of StatediienceBasedPractices or Instructional Strategies
for Research Questich

Lesson Preobservation Postobservation Final
Plan Interview Interview Interview
Lesson Plan 1 Interview 1 Interview 1 i technology
1 check for 9 check for 9 check for 1 advance organizers
understanding understanding understanding 1 higher order
1 direct instruction 1 direct instruction 1 direct instruction thinking
1 direct questioning I direct questioning 9 direct questioning 9 behavior
9 comparing 9 comparing characters 9§ comparing characters management
characters 1 ongoing assessment 9§ ongoing assessment
1 ongoing assessmer 9 teaching higher order 9§ teaching higher order
1 teaching higher thinking skills thinking skills
order thinking skills  § identifying 1 identifying
9 identifying similarities and similarities and
similarities and differences differences
differences 9 guided questions 9 guided questions
9 guided questions using an advance using aradvance
using an advance organizer organizer
organizer 9 still pictures for I still pictures for
1 still pictures for nonlinguistic nonlinguistic
nonlinguistic representation representation
representation
Lesson Plan 2 Interview 2 Interview 2
9 guided questioning { guided questioning 1 guided questioning
and review and review and review
9 advance organizer { advance organizer i advance organizer
and partial notes and partial notes and partial notes
1 PowerPoint 1 PowerPoint 1 PowerPoint
presentation presentation presentation
i instructional and 9 instructional and I instructional and
informational informational informational
summaries summaries summaries
9 classwork and 9 classwork and 9 classwork and
homework for homework for homework for
ongoing assessmer ongoing assessment ongoing assessment

Changes/Adjustments  Changes/Adjustments
I SOL extension 1 time adjustments
questions
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Summary of Participant B researchquestion1. The focus oResearch
Questionl was to identify the EBPs and instructional strategies participants stated they
used when teaching students with HID in the-selitained setting. Participant B was an
experienced teacher who had worked with students with disabilities for 15 years. He
describedhist udent s6 di sabi | i ingreasdetailHleduseédn st r uct i o
descriptivelesson plans to guide his instruction and identified the EBPs and instructional
strategies that he would implement. Prior to each observation, ParticipantaBle/as
describe how his students learned, what instructional strategies supported their needs, and
which materials would be most meaningful. During the postobservation and final
interviews, Participant B described the instructional strategies he mypseffity used
during instruction (see Tab®.

Researchquestion2. Research Questidhwas about what EBPs and
instructional strategies special education teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior
levels used when teaching students with HID in #iEntained setting. Observation
transcripts were read and examined to identify and extract any observed EBPs or
instructional strategies. Results for this data source were analyzed to identify any EBPs or
instructional strategies as compared a&bles 5 and 6andthe Consolidated EBPs and
Instructional Strategies (see Table H3).

Classroomobservation 1 The first observation was a-9finute World History
section and students were in thd' tpade. Participant B halatedduring the first
preobservation interview that he would be usgidirgct instruction, still pictures and

character descriptions, and questioning to help students develop higher level thinking
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skills. The focus of the lesson was to teach students to dexsetiination baseadn their
own moral and ethical valueshe class was comprised of five students; three students
were male and two students were femRBlarticipant B displayed three prepared written
ethical and moral dilemmas on the whiteboard and read and discussedtkahke
students. After extensive dialogue with the students, he continued questvamiciy
evidenced some of the EBPs or instructional strategies obsénled: 6 s a di f fi cul
Why donét the Jews just run frewenmdrdhdJewsNazi s
than Nazis but they didnot OdristshisrealwWhen does
happenng how should | react? I|Itds i mportant to
Classroomobservation 2 The second observation was ar@ithute World
History section and stethts were in the 0grade. Participant B had indicated during the
second preobservation interview that he would be uginded questioning and review,
advance organizer and partial notes, PowerPoint presentation, instructional and
informational summargclasswork, and homework for ongoing assessment. The
observer was seated on the left side of the room, in the back with a clear vantage point.
The class was comprised of seven students; five students were male and two students
were femaleA female IA al® entered the room. Participant B set up the PowerPoint and
displayed six SOL Extension Questions related to the class lesson. He began reading the
guestions and engaging the students in discusBamticipant Bivas observed stating the
following which evdenced some of the EBPs or instructional strategies observed:
What if you knew someone who had a job who could get away with anything and

they never got in trouble because their father owned the business. And what if you
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worked there and you could not gepromotion no matter how hard you worked?
And what if they kept taking things away from you but you could not complain to
anyone and no one cared if it was fair or not? How would you feel?
Students responded that they would feel mad and would probabtyaviaurt someone!
Participant B proceeded to draw a diagram on the whiteboard demonstrating the
percentage of people who had specific ranks in France just prior to the French
Revolution. Participant B drew correlations between what the students kitlesirin
current lives to the precursors to the French RevoluRarticipant B continuedngaging
the students in discussidhnWh at ar e all the other peopl e i
while this is all going on? They want to stop the French Revolbggause they are
worried the same thing might happen in their countries. The kings of the other countries
dondt want to get killed!o
Participant Bthen asked the students to look at the notes on the PowerPoint listing
the background and causes of the EreRevolution. The students had copies of the
PowerPoint notes and were instructed to write any additional information they learned as
they were listening to the discussion. Participant B continued presenting information in a
lecture format and interjectadth questions and explanations. At the conclusion of the
PowerPoint presentation, the students were guided to use their notes to complete the
assignment on history shorts that included a vocabulary section and crossword puzzle. If
they did not finish irclass, they were instructed to continue working on the history shorts
for homework. The students were dismissed from class at the appropriate time and given

a piece of candy as a reward for good behavior.
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The data sourcesed to answer Research Questiova® transcripts from two
classroom observatisnThe transcriptérom theclassroom observatisrwere analyzed
for ParticipantB s use of toBaPstrategieas compared taithe
Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies (see Table H8)sWweringResearch
Question2, Participant B was observed by the researcher during the first observation
using: (a) direct instruction; (b) still pictures and character descriptions; and (c)
guestioning to help students develop higher level thinking skills

During the second observation, Participant B was observed by the researcher
using: (a)guided questioning and review; (b) advance organizer and partial notes; (c)
PowerPoint presentation; (d) instructional and informational summaries; and (e)
classworkand homework for ongoing assessmeéatticipant Bivas observed stating the
following, which evidenced some of the EBPs or instructional strategies observed:

| dondt duestoningitethnigugs are evidedesed practice$ would

like to think theyare. | have a limited scope of what | can use with my students

simply because they have | idrimentfoematofa b i

instruction because my students are

reading sections because Rkigls are not good readers. | have a couple of decent

readers and one exceptional reader, but other than that, they struggle to infer, or

they struggle to compr eheavaetythmmycemeginhi ng

chunks | have to usstudent strengs and weaknesses to drive my instruction.
And the tests are that way, too. | always tell the students that | can make a

difficult test but the purpogethe object of our lessons is for the students to
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remember the material so that when the SOL comes artheydwill do well |
would say | split my time between the SOL Extension Questions, the skeletal
notes, the PowerPoint, history shorts, and summary. | reaffirmed but clarified the
pyramid diagram of the power hierarchy in France on the whiteboard and
reinterpreted it for the kids so they would better understand what was going on. |
tried to reinforce what we had already
lesson, and prepare the students for what is comingInete to design my
instructontome et t he studentsodé needs and t he S
Summary for Participant B researchquestion2. Research Questidhfocused
on identifying what instructional strategies participants used during their instruction, with
two classroom observations and pistervation interviews contributing to the findings.
Participant B was the midcareer teacher who taught World Historytgradle students
with HID in the selfcontained setting. He wasoficient teaching theubject matter and
incorporated sever&BPs andinstructional strategies into his teaching, including direct
instruction, questioning and discussion, still pictures for visual display, PowerPoint
presentations, partially completed notes, modified reading material, and homework
assignments. His leen plans were broad in scope yet contained the essence and
sequence of his instruction.
Participant Bdescribed havinglear objectives in mind when teaching and was
proficient at including students in the discussion on ethical and moral dilemmsaidHe
hewas familiar with EBPs but did not feel obligated to incorporate them into his

teaching. Rather,lmaidhébased hi s i nstruction on meetin
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his reading and writing assignmemnats to stu
designed to improve SOL scores aaidthat the push for improved test results
frequently impacted his instruction.
Researchquestion 3. Research Questidhqueried what internal and external
factors influenced participants when determining the EBPs and instructional strategies
they implemented in their instruction with students with HID in the catitained
setting. Data sources were examined and analyrieléntify any internal or external
influences as compared to those identified by Boardman et al. (2005) (se&)Table
Three data sources were used to answer RQ3: (a) postobservation interview; (b)
final interview; and (c) Experience and Attitude Quastiaire (EAQ).The first data
source was two postobservation interviews,
and external influences when selecting EBPs and instructional strategies. In answering
Research Questidhduring the first postobservatianterview, Participant B stated he
was influenced by student ability levels and class size. In answResgarch Questidh
during the second postobservation interview, Participant B stated he was influenced by
the structure of the unit and the needneate student understandiag evidenced by the
following comments:
One influence is that the point in the unit is so close to the beginning, we spent
time to establish a knowledge base so we can continue expanding the knowledge
base. And as far as tRewerPoint questions and the history short go, they
reaffirmed what webve been | earning. I

that they need from the start so that they can understand, explain, and identify the
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components of the French Revolutidimd overall, everything is driven by the

SOL requirements and really, student needs and ability levels.

The second data source was the final interview, analggedn Par t i ci pant
stated internal and external influences when selecting EBPs andtiosialistrategies.

In answeringResearch Question Barticipant B stated that he was influenced by whether
or not the students would enjoy it, whether they were capable of doing the work, and
whether or not they would agree to do the work.

The third datasource was results from the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire
(EAQ), analyzed for Participant Bo6és stated
selecting EBPs and instructional strategies. In answering RQ3, Participant B stated he
was influenced byis own teaching experience, peers, the Internet, administrative
requirements, standardized testing, and lack of time. In answReisearch Questiah
Participant B responded to the interview questions as fallows

| have to design my instructionto meetthé¢ udent s needs and th

requirementsSounds kind of crazy, but | always think to mysei) the kids

like this? Will it be something they can daumber one, and number twousl|

theyminddoingit | 6 ve found througbt ekpkeieaceg

somet hing, they generally donét do that
that you can make it intriguing enough for them, then they will excel!

Based orhisresponses to the EAQ seeking to identify how frequently participants used

EBPs Participant B stated that in genetad, used EBPsonsistently, approximately

threeor fourdays per weekyith most classes with modifications
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Summary for Participant B researchquestion3. Research Questidhwas
about what internal and external factors influenced participants when determining the
instructional strategies or EBPs they implemented in their instruction with students with
HID in the selfcontained settind?aticipant B was the midcareer teacher who taught
World History to students with HID in the salbntained setting. He incorporated several
EBPs andnstructional strategies into his teaching, includihgck for understanding,
direct instruction, direct astioning, comparing characters, ongoing assessment, teaching
higher order thinking skills, identifying similarities and differences, guided questions
using an advance organizer, and still pictures for nonlinguistic represeniartinipant
B stated thithe internal or external factors that most influenced his selectieBi@$
andinstructional strategies were whether or not the students would like it, were able to do
it, and would they mind doing iHe stated tha®OL requirements also impacted his
selectionas did curriculum content and students

Based on responses to the EARQrticipant Bndicated havas familiar with the
advantages of using EBPs ageherallyrelied on higeachingexperience when
determinng which EBPs to use with students with HID. He did not use educational
research at all but felt supported by school administration regarding his choices of
instructional strategies. ParticipaniBote a detailed response when provided with the
opportunty to add additional comments in Section V of the EMN®@.stated thairhe
constraints were problematic as were the high expectations fronmstatiated testing
that required students with identified disabilities to achieve to the same levels as their

nordisabled peers. Participantsid that hevas passionate abaigiaching bufelt that
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using EBPs would not remedy the numerous difficulties encountered when teaching
students with disabilities.
Participant C

Researchquestionl. Research Questiadhwas about what EBPs or instructional
strategies special education teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels stated
they used when teaching students with HID in thesmttained settingRarticipant C
wasab8earo|l d mal e wteaching experiepce.dDuriaghthis study, he taught
Algebra |, Parts 1 and 2, to students with HID in the-seifftained settings.

The first data source to answResearch Questidhwas two lesson plans
Participant Cb6s | es s dfyanypHBRsrosinstwuetional anal yzed
strategies. Participant C included the following EBPs and instructional strategies in his
first lesson plana) work with a partner; (b) check for understanding; (c) higher level
thinking; (d) homework review; and (e) quiz fongoing assessmeih. the second
lesson planParticipant C included the following EBPs and instructional strate@igs:
quiz; (b) note taking; (c) direct instruction; (d) Plug & Chug; (e) collaborative groups; (f)
humor; (g) pacing guide; (h) rewards; Trial & Error.

Participant C included EBPs and instructional strategies embedded in the description of
instruction which provided guidelines and structure for the lessons. Two teaaber
forms were used fahe lesson plans.

The second data souragsed to answdResearch Questionvias the

preobservation interviews. These interviews were conducted prior to each classroom

observation. A printed copy of the definitions of instructional strategies, EBPs, and
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examples of each, as used in this studyeviranded to Participant C prior to each
interview(see Table5 and §. On both occasionsghread and reviewed the definitions

and examples, and when asked if he had any questions, he stated that he understood the
definitions and he did not have any quess.

During the preobservation interviewRarticipant C was queried about what EBPs
or instructional strategies he would use during the instruction about to be observed.
Dialogue from the preobservation interviews was transcribed, and those notes were
analyzed for EBPs or instructional strategies. In answeRiegparch Questidh during
the first preobservation intervieWRarticipant C stated that he intended to use the
following EBPs or instructional strategies: {@rk with a partner; (b) check for
understanding; (c) higher level thinking; (d) homework review; and (e) quiz for ongoing
assessmenin answering RQ1 during the second preobservation interview, Participant C
stated that he intended to use the following EBPs or instructional strateymsz; (b)
note taking; (c) direct instruction; (d) Plug & Chug; (e) collaborative groups; (f) humor;
(9) pacing guide; (h) rewards; and (i) Trial & Error.

The third data sourder Research Questidnhwas the postobservation interviews.
The postobservain interview vasheld following eaclof the twoclassroom
observatios and provided an additional opportunity for Participant C to state or describe
his use of EBPs or instructional strategies during the observed lesson. Participant C was
asked to state vat strategies he actually used during instructit@sponses were
analyzed usingables 5 and 6andthe Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies

Checklist (see Table H3) to identify any stated EBPs or instructional strategies.
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In answeringResearch Qestionl during the first postobservation interview,
Participant C stated that he used the following EBPs or instructional strategesrk
with a partner; (b) check for understanding; (c) higher level thinking; (d) homework
review; and (e) quiz forrmoing assessmertixemplars oParticipant © s r esponses
during the postobservation interviews included the following:
Last semester the kids pretested on this information; then they posttested on the
same information. | use a lot of data to make suaettiey understand and if they
are having difficulty with certain conc
review for the SOL test because this class is alpeay class broken up into part
one and part two. This semester is on new material so foetheire w t oday, w
going over new material as well as the material from last semester. And for a lot
of my kids with disabilities,long er m ret enti on is very dif
reviews are critical.
In answeringResearch Questidhduring the seond postobservation interview,
Participant C stated he used all the strategies he had previously identified and those were:
(a) quiz; (b) note taking; (c) direct instruction; (d) Plug & Chug; (e) collaborative groups;
(f) humor; (g) pacing guide; (h) rewds; and (i) Trial & ErrorParticipant Glescribed
providing guiding questions as support for the students and indicated he would be using
rewards and praisas noted in the following comments:
Well, | reinforced their effort and provided recognitionnaswent over the
homework. We use humor to encourage them! | used guiding questidnsed

higher level thinking questions. | take the material that they know and then | take
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it to the next | evel but | doaofigareite x pl ali

out, based on the content knowletilpe knowledge they already have. | have

them use Plug & Chug and let them work in collaborative groups. | have two

group$t hey get paired up and then the grou

getinggpod resul t s, I 61 1 keep them together

I 61 | readj ust .

The fourth data source that answeRsbsearch Questidhwas the final interview.

The final interview was held following the second classroom observation. PartiCipant
was queried about the instructional strategies he used most frequently in his classroom.
Responses were analyzed for use of EBPs or instructional strategies. In answering
Research Questiah Participant C stated the EBPs and instructional strategiesele

most frequently weréa) direct instruction; (b) peer work; (c) study packets; (d) board
work; (e)pretestposttest; (f) reward program, and (g) Instructional Assistant.

Participant C described using direct instruction, peer mediation, study packets,
board work, pretegtosttest, and rewards to support and encourage student engagement.
He stated that he also monitored the students for understanding and frequently provided a
visual display of math solutions so that students could see the progrestiem wiork

and help identify any errors. He remarked that tangible rewards were an important

strategy to encourage and motivate students. He dedcribel ng one str ategy,

pair, share, 0 at the start of faaturdogé s s on

the lesson. He stated,
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| review the previous lesson first before any new instruction. When | do the

revi ew, | make sure that | hit those ar
They may ask questions in other areas, but Itfytol | ow t he data tha
create my lessons. The review is based on student needs and ability levels.

Participant C stated the EBPs or instructional strategies he used during instruction

and they are summarized in Tahf@
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Table10

Participant C: Summary of StatediBenceBasedPractices or Instructional Strategies
for Research Questich

Lesson Preobservation Postobservation Final
Plan Interview Interview Interview
Lesson Plan 1 Interview 1 Interview 1 9 direct
1 work with a partner  { work with a partner 1 work with a partner instruction
9 check for 1 check for understandini § check for understandini § peer work
understanding 1 higher level thinking 1 higher level thinking 1 study packets
1 higher level 1 homework review 1 homework review 9 board work
thinking 1 quiz for ongoing 1 quiz for ongoing 1 pretest/posttest
I homework review assessment assessment  reward program
I quiz for ongoing { Instructional
assessment Assistant
Lesson Plan 2 Interview 2 Interview 2
1 quiz 1 quiz 1 quiz
9 note taking 9 note taking 1 note taking
1 direct instruction 1 direct instruction 1 direct instruction
1 interactive 1 interactive questioning 9 interactive questioning
guestioning 9 Plug & Chug guidance 9 Plug & Chug guidance
1 Plug & Chug (try a solution and (try a solution and
guidance(try a check it for accuracy) check it for accuracy)

solution and check { collaborative groups
it for accuracy) 9 humor

1 collaborative 1 pacing guide
groups 9 rewards

1 humor q trial & error

9 pacing guide

9 rewards

9 trial & error

Changes/Adjustments

T none

E I EE ]

collaborative groups
humor

pacing guide
rewards

trial & error

Changes/Adjustments
9 reward program and

Instructional Assistant

Summary of Participant C researchquestionl. The focus oResearch

Questionl was to identify the EBPs and instructional strategies participants stated they

used when teaching students with HID in the-selitained setting (see Tald#).

Participant C was an experienced, senior teacher who had worked with students with
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disabili es f or over 25 years. He was aware of
instructional needs and based his instructional style and strategies on the needs of the
students. He used lesson plans to guide his instruction and identified the EBPs and
instructional strategies that he would implement. Participat&t€d he was proud bis
student rewards system and emphasized how important it was to student learning.

Researchquestion2. Research Questidhqueried what EBPs and instructional
strategies were used by special education teachers at the beginning, midcareer, and senior
levels when teaching students with HID in the-selfitained setting. Results for the data
source were analyzed to identifyyalBBPs or instructional strategies as compared to the
Consolidated EBPs and Instructional Strategies (see Table H3).

Classroomobservation 1 The first observation was Algebra I, Part 1 in the-self
contained setting for students with HID and was ar®@ute session. Students were in
the 9" and 18" grades. The observer was seated in the back with a panoramic vantage
point. Participant C hastatedduring the first preobservation interview that he would be
using five EBPs and instructional strategies,udaigwork with a partner, check for
understanding, higher level thinking, homework review, and quiz for ongoing
assessmenkive students were enrolled in the class but only three were present, one male
and two female students. One male was absent falaiyhand the other male student was
testing in another location.

Participant C instructed the students to join him near his desk so that they could
watch a YouTube video entitled ABest Motiyv

the students and theustents seemed pleased to get this treat. Participant C praised and
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rewarded the students for their cooperation and atteati@videnced in the following

statements:
L e t @ swhegeoyour heart & where your work is! Life is what you make of it!
Turnyour@gi n i nto greatness. How badly do vy«
for the daily quiz. Go back to your seats and take out your calculators, sharpen
your pencil® we 6 | | be doing a review of the pr
studying last night?
The quizes were distributed and the students spent 10 minutes quietly working

on them. The students were then instructed to take out their work packet from the

previous lesson to begin their review of previously learned informaiamicipant C

continued guidin@nd questioning the students as follows:
Letbébs see if you have any questions fro
review. | know you all stayed after school yesterday to study. How long did you
study last night? Remember the pretest you took back gugt@ Remember your
study work and the review wodlkavthedve be
guadratic formuld have you seen it before? When? Highlight and circle this
information. You need to memorizéifput a star next to thisit will be on your
quiz tomorrow.
Classroom observation.Zhe second observation was Algebra I, Part 1 in the

self-contained setting for students with HID and was -a®@ute session. Students were

in the 9" and 10" grades. The observer was seated in the back with a panmamege

point. Participant C hastatedduring the second preobservation interview that he would

154



be using 10 EBPs and instructional strategies, including quiz, note taking, direct
instruction, interactive questioning, Plug & Chug (try a solution and dbémk
accuracy)collaborative groupshumor, pacing guide, rewards, and trial and error. The
observer was prepared with supplies to take longhand notes; no recordings were made in
the presence of students. The observer took detailed notes describing the activities and
dialogue that took plade the classroom.

The data source fdResearch Questichwas two classroom observatiswhich
were analyzed for Participant Cbés use of
observation, Participant C was observed by the researcher usingrkayith a partner;
(b) check for understanding; (c) higher level thinking, (d) homework review; and (e) quiz
for ongoing assessment.

Transcripts from the second classroom observation were analyzed for Participant
Cdbs use of EBPs iestlInanswerinResearchi Queastaih Paditiparda t e ¢
C was observed by the researcher using: (a) partner work; (b) check for understanding;
(c) higher level thinking; (d) homework review; and (e) quiz for ongoing assesdment.
answeringResearch Questid Participant B was observed stating the following.

Do you hav evorkpackd? ®itmekiao/adather student to get caught up

to where we arePlease help him and work together for about 10 mintgs.

spirit will be sitting on your shoulder duririge SOL testRemember when you

are studying tonight and have your examples, use them!

During the postobservation intervigRarticipant C was asked to recall what

EBPs and instructional strategies he used during instruction and what may have been
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added odeleted. Participant C recalled incorporating all the named strategies throughout
his instructionand stated the following:
Everything that you just said, we did. And with the students, we injected humor
into the class, and prior knowledge. But usingibuwith my students helps them
feel relaxed so many of them have test anxieties and getting up in front of the
room and showing their work and itdés ha
planned they just happen and we go with them and it relaxesyenme. And the
students are helping other studéntbere may be collaboration spontaneously
but sometimes 16l 1 just say tdoreachne per s
out to thend go help this person because they may be struggling, and the kids are
very open to that. And dvergmofepsiomt a very c
Participant C said he relied primarily on the needs of his students to determine his
instructional strategies for this lesson.
Summary for Participant C researchquestion2. Research Qestion2 focused
on identifying what instructional strategies participants used during their instruction, with
two classroom observations and postobservation interviews contributing to the findings.
Participant C was the senior teacher who taught Algetor&" and 18" grade students
with HID in the selfcontained setting. His lesson plans varied in that they were written
using different formats; the first plan described his instruction in broad terms while the
second contained more detail. He ywasficient teaching theubject matter and creative
in his use of instructional strategies des

assessment, direct instruction, questioning, rewards and praise, written work packets for
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class and homework, partialtompleted notes, modified reading material, collaborative
and interactive learning, and the use of an Instructional Assistansddean easy going
approach with the students whdgll commanding their respect. He incorporated
inspiration and motivation into his lessons and believed in rewarding students for their
cooperation and attention with tangible rewards.

Participant Gstated haisedstudent pretegbosttestlata to drive his
individualized instruction in order to achieve student success and passing SOL scores.
Participant C was unable to clearly describe his understanding and use of EB&d but
thatusing EBPsvas not a primary focus of his teaching. He cited his 25 yearadadfitey
experience and collaborative relationships with colleagues as his sources of instructional
strategies.

Researchquestion 3. Research Questidhqueried what internal and external
factors influenced participants when determining the instructiorsegies or EBPs they
implemented in their instruction with students with HID in the-selftained setting.

Data sources were examined and analyzed to identify any internal or external influences

as compared to those identified by Boardman et al. (2008)T(ableB). Three data

sources were used to answRasearch Questidd (a) postobservation interview; (b) final
interview; and (c) Experience and Attitude Questionnaire (ERQiticipant C described

his studentsd needs adectiorhoéinstguctienaltsteatedies.i nf | u e

The needs of my students are the greatest influence. | had all these students last

year in prealgebra so | know their strengths and weaknesses and | know what

makes them tick what makes them smile and what makestihappy and by
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knowing all that, | plan my lesson because each student can do what | know they
can do and so itoés all based on student
The second data source was the final i n
stated internal and external influe@sowvhen selecting EBPs and instructional strategies.
In answeringResearch Questid} Participant C stated that he was influenced by best
practices, student test data, and what other school districts wereandingnsidered
these the most significantfinences on his selection of instructional strategies. He went
on to state that these factors influenced him more than using educational rasearch
follows:
| tend to likelooking at what other schools are usingre tharlooking at
researckbasedoractcesbecause researdiased jpractice$ use a select
groupébut when | see another district w
students, the same special needs, when they are successful with high test scores,
high graduation rates, students going to ceddake that information,
i mpl ement iit, bend it, tweak it to help
During the final interviewParticipant Gcontinued teelaborate about what
influenced his selection and use of EBRSollows
| observe other classasther teachers teaching Algebra lbok at theirsuccess
rate with studentd look at theirstandardized test scorédook at their grades
across the board and | share ideas, I a
successful from thent;incorporate that to meet the needs of my students and |

adapt that information to get the most success out of my studeksvith the
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studentsyve inject humor into the class, and prior knowleddging humor with

my students helps them feel relaxed. Aneldtudents are helping other

studentd there may beollaboratiors pont aneously but somet.
one person, hey, go help this other peésosach out to theth go help this

person. The curriculum guide is provided by the Department of Edueatbour

school has expectations feuccess rates on the SOL tests Weldsened on a

weekly basidy the assistant principal affiliated with Special Education and |

appreciate his comments and feedbdtie needs of my students are the greatest
influence. | knowtheir strengths and weaknesdgsan my lesson because each
student can do what | knowstudehteeedscoamm d o
not a big fan of research | 6 m mo r-en goyf | loak attwhah adher

successful schools usettwvistuden8 i t 6 s whol edwdhavethent bodi e

good, the bad, and the ugly [based on s

drive myinstructodb usi ng t hat data because | find
a whole population of a whole school andittas what | have to do
population of awhole schadlt hat 6 s what | f eel i's my dr

The third data source was the Experience and Attitude Questionnaire.(EAQ)
Parti ci pan twer€dnalyzafoe staped intarralsand externaflirences when
selecting EBPs and instructional strategies. In answ&a&sgarch Questid)

Participant dndicated thahe was influenced blyis own teaching experience, peers,
other experts, and professional developmBased orhisresponses to the EAseeking

to identify how frequently participants used EBParticipant C indicated that in general,
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he used EBPsonsistently, approximately three or falays per weekyith mostclasses
with modifications

Summary for Participant C researchquestion 3. Research Questidhwas
about what internal and external factors influenced participants when determining the
instructional strategies or EBPs they implemented in their instruction with students with
HID in the selfcontained setting?articipant C wathe senior teacher who taught
Algebra | to students with HID in the salbntained setting. He incorporated several
instructional strategies into his teaching, includijuiz, note taking, direct instruction,
interactive questioning, Plug & Chug (try dwn and check it for accuracy),
collaborative groupsumor, pacing guide, rewards, and trial and error.

The internal or external factors that most significantly influenced his selection of
EBPs and instructional strategies were best practices, stedentsult data, and what
other school districts were usirarticipant Cstatel that these factors influenced him
more than using educational research. Participant C stated that he was not a big fan of
educational research and viewed it as unreafistiapplication to realife educational
situations with students with disabilities. B&d hemuch preferred identifying
successful school di stricts and emul ating
responses to the EAQ query were somewhatrisistent withthe statements made during
his interviews and those discrepancies will be addressed in the next chapter.
ComparisonsAcross Cases

Comparisons between and among participants examined the use of EBPs and

instructional strategies by beginnimgid-career, and senior teachers. The data sources
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that provided responses to Research Questions included lesson plans, interviews,
classroom observations, and EAQ results.

Lesson plansThe lesson plans were selected as a data source to answer Research
Question 1about what EBPs or instructional strategies special education teachers at the
beginning, midcareer, and senior levels stated they used when teaching students with HID
in the selfcontained settind?articipant A, the beginning teacher, did mmiude any
EBPs or instructional strategies in her lesson plansontrastParticipant B, the mid
career teachemcluded five EBPs and five additional instructional strategies in his first
lesson plantn his second lesson plan, Participant B inctitiieee EBPs and two
additional instructional strategidarticipant C, the senior teacher, incluted EBPs
and four additional instructional strategies in his first lesson plan. In his second lesson
plan, Participant C included fileBPs andhree addionalinstructional strategies
Participants B and @ere similar in their use of the following EBPs and instructional
strategies: (a) check for understanding, (b) direct instruction, (c) teaching-lageler
thinking skills, (d) guided and interactigeiestioning, and (e) homework revi¢see

Table 1).
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Tablell

Participants A, B, and C: Summary ofilenceBasedPractices or Instructional
StrategiesStatedin Lesson Plans

Participant A Participant B Participant C
LessonPlan 1 LessonPlan 1 Lesson Plan 1
No EBPs or 1 check for understandifig 1 work with a partner
instructional strategies 1 direct instructiof T check for understandifig
identified 1 direct questioniny 1 higher level thinking
1 comparing characters T homework review
f ongoing assessment 1 quiz for ongoing
1 teaching higher order assessment
thinking skills!
1 identifying similarities and
differences
f guided questioris
 using an advance organize
1 still pictures for
nonlinguistic
representation
Lesson Plan 2 Lesson Plan 2 Lesson Plan 2
No EBPs or 1 guided questioning and 1 quiz
instructional strategies  review? 1 note taking
identified 1 advance organizer and 1 direct instructiof
partial note$ 1 interactive questionirig
1 PowerPoint presentation 1 Plug & Chug guidancéry
{ instructional and a solution and check it for

informational summaries accuracy)
1 classwork and homework 1 collaborative groups
for ongoing assessmént 1 humor
1 pacing guide
1 rewards
q trial & error

@An identical or similaevidencebased practiceEBP) or instructional strategy used for more than one
participant.
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Classroom observationsClassroom observations were selected as a data source
to answer Research Question 2 alwliat EBPs and instructional strategies were used
by special education teagts at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels when
teaching students with HID in the selbntained settin@All participants were observed
using EBPs and instructional strategies during classroom observ&astisipant A used
three EBPs and two s$tructional strategies during her first observed lesRarticipant B
use five EBPs and three instructional strategies during his first observed lesson.
Participant C used five EBPs and two instructional strategies during his first observed
lesson. Partipants B and C each used five EBPs during instruction compared to the two
EBPs used by Participant A during the first observation.

During the second observed lesson, Participant A used two EBPs and six
instructional strategies. Participant B used thre@&£8nd two instructional strategies.
ParticipantC used five EBPs and three instructional strategies. Participant C used five
EBPs compared to the two EBPs used by Participant A and the three EBPs used by
Participant BParticipants A and Bvere observedsingadvance organizers and
PowerPoint presentations. Pap@ants A and C both used cooperative learning, quiz, and
rewards and praise. Participants B and C used check for understanding, direct and
interactive questioning, teaching higher level thinkikifjss and classwork and
homework Participant A was observed using behavior management, and she stated that
she relied on classroom management and behavior interventions throughout her
instruction. Participant C was observed using rewards, praise, angragement

throughout his instruction, and gave treats at three stages of his instruction to students
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who completed assigned seat work, assisted another student, or successfully answered
specific questions. Participant B used identifying similarities affiekences, comparing
characters, ongoing assessment, and still pictures for nonlinguistic representation during

the first classroom observation (see Talde 1
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Tablel2

Participants A, B, and C: Comparison ofiflenceBasedPractices or Instructional
Strategie®Observed DuringClassroom Observations

Participant A

Participant B

Participant C

Classroom Observation :

1 advance organizér

T summarizing and note
taking’

1 cooperative learnirig

1 rewards and prai8e

{ instructionalassistarit

Classroom Observation 1

T check for

understanding

direct instructiof

direct questioning

comparing characters

ongoing assessment

teaching higheorder

thinking skills!

1 identifying similarities
and differences

1 guided questions using
an advancerganizer

1 still pictures for
nonlinguistic
representatich

= =4 =4 4 =4

Classroom Observation 1

 cooperative learningnork
with a partnej?

1 check for understandifig

1 higherlevel thinking'

T homework review

1 quiz for ongoing
assessmeht

1 instructionalassistant

Classroom Observation : Classroom Observation 2 Classroom Observation 2
1 guided questioning and § quiZ?

T advance organizér

1 technology

1 PowerPoirtt

T qui2

T group reading and
sharing

 cooperative learning

1 behavior modificatioh

T rewards and praise

Changes/Adjustments
1 behavior managemen
1 time adjustments

review?

T advance organizer and
partialnote$

1 PowerPoint
presentatioh

{ instructional and
informational
summaries

1 classwork and
homework for ongoing
assessmeht

Changes/Adjustments

 time adjustments

T SOL extension
guestions

1 note taking

1 direct instructiof

q interactive questionirig

1 Plug & Chug guidancéry
a solution anctheck it for
accuracy)

collaborative groupgs
humor

pacing guide

reward$

trial & error

=A =4 =4 =4 4

Changes/Adjustments
1 none

3An identical or similarevidencebased practiceSBP) or instructional strategy observed for more than

one participant.
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Experience and Attitude Questionnaire(EAQ). Following the postobservation
interviews,participants were asked to compléte EAQ,afive-section, 36tem
guestionnairele si gned to i nvestigate participants¢
EBPs. The EAQ was designed to answer Research Questibratinternal and external
factors influenced participants when determining the instrualtistinategies or EBPs they
implemented in their instruction with students with HID in the-selitained setting.

When responding to statemeimghe first three sections, participants ukéabrt
scale rangegl) Strongly Agree(2) Agree,(3) Disagree(4) Strongly Disagred(5)

Unfamiliar to me. Participants were asked to respond to one statement in section four,
addressing how frequently they used EBPs. In section five, participants were asked to add
any commentsResponses for each EAQ section wawasolidated for participants.

Results were reported in subsequent tables.

Section lexperience andhttitudes, anduse ofevidencebasedpractices.

Participants were asked to select the best response to ten questions using Likert scale
ranges: (1) Stronghjgree, (2) Agree, (3isagree, (4) Strongly Disagree, (5) Unfamiliar

to me. The directions for this section wer
following sources of information when determining which evidelmased practices to

use with studes with disabilitesP| ease sel ect the best respo

Participants A and B agre&dth statement that they relied on their own
experience during the last six months when selecting instructional strategies and
Participant C strongly agreed that headlon his own experiencda.response to

statement ZRarticipants A and B agreed that they relied on the opinions of colleagues
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while Participant Gndicated that hetrongly relied on the opinions of colleagues.

Statement 3 required participants to d¢desif theyconsuledwith expertsvhen

selection EBPsParticipant B disagreed about using their services, Participant A agreed,

while Participant C indicated he strongly relied on expert consultation during the last six
months. Participants A and B agcewhen responding to statemdnt A Emp | oy er
sponsored professional development i ndi cating they relied on
professional development within the past six months to influence the EBPs they use with
students with disabilities. Participants@ongly agreed that he relied on employer

sponsored professional development.

For statement FRarticipants B disagreed that he had relied on university courses
during the past six months when determining which EBPs to use with students with
disabilities, while Participants A and C agreed with this statement. Participants A and C
agreedwith statemen®, indicating they had used educational textbooks during the past
six months while Participant B disagreed that he had used educational textbooks when
detemining which EBPs he would use with students with disabilities.

Participant B disagreed witatement 7 abottaving used video or audiotapes of
EBPs, Participant A agreed, and Participant C strongly agvéleein considering
statement 8 abotiaving used internet resources, Participants A and B agreed that they
had used internet resources in the last six months when selecting EBPs, and Participant C
strongly agreed that he had used internet resources within the last six months. Participants

A and B disagreed with the statemérthat they had used practitioner articles from
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professional journals, while Participant C strongly agreed with having used practitioner
articles from professional journals.

In responding to statement 10 which includedssilkstatementsParticipants A
and B disagreed withll six statements regarding the usespécific types oprofessional
journal articles or original research articles from professional joyringi€ating that
they had not read any of these typesesearchParticipant C agreed that he had used
metaanalysis of randomized, controlled studiesults from a controlled study without
randomization, results from a quasiperimental design, results from a single subject
design study, and case studies.r t i ci pantso6 familiarity with
not previously established. It is unclear, therefore, if the participants understood or were
familiar with any of these types of research articles they were asked to identify as having
read and is ést to consider these responses with caution.

Summarysectionl experience attitudes, anduse ofevidencebasedpractices
Participant C indicated that he had utilized university courses, educational textbooks, and
a variety of research articles durifgetlast six month&hen determining which EBPs to
use with students with disabilitieBarticipant A and Participant C agreed that they relied
on their personal experiences when selecting strategies. Participants A and B agreed
when responding to the ustautside influences such as professional development and
other sources such as internet resources, but disagreed when considering having used
practitioner o professional journal articles (see Figure 4). It is unclear whether or not

participants understaathe types of research articles noted in statement 10, to which they
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were asked to respond having read. Therefore, the results to this question should be

considered with caution.
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|. Experience, Attitudes, and Use of

EvidenceBased Practices
Ailn the |l ast 6 mont hs, I have
information when determining which evideAgsased practices to

use with students with di
Please select the best response.

1 2 4 5

o
w

fHH

1) My own experience

2) Opinions of collegue

3) Expert consultation

4) Employer sponsored
professional developmen

5) University courses outsid
of my place of employment

6) Educational textbook

= Participant C
m Participant B
m Participant A

7) Video or audiotapes of
experience based practic

8) Internet resources I've
searched for independentl

HHTHY

9) Practitioner articles from
professional journals

10-a) ORA meta-analysi
of randomi z

10-b) results from a randomize
controlled study

10-c) results from a controlle
study without randomization

ol ed|é

10-d) results from a quasi
experimental design

10-e) results from a single
subject design study

10-f) case studie

Figure 4. Section I- Experience, Attitudes, and Use of EvideiBased Practices

Questionnaire
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Section Il evidencebasedpractices.In section lIEvidenceBased Practices
participantswere asked to select the best response toquiestions using Likert scale
ranges:(1) Strongly Agree(2) Agree,(3) Disagree(4) Strongly Disagreg5) Unfamiliar
to me

In response to statement 11 about having sufficient professional time to
implement all instructional strategies they would like to use, both Participants B and
disagreed, and participant C strongly disagreed. Participant B agreed hiaat he
administrative gpport to implement thstrategiede selected while Participants A and C
strongly agreed to this statement. Responding to statement 12, Participant8 A and
agreed that EBshould be considered when making instructional decisiorssudents
with HID and that specific strategies should be usegdan specific student needs.
Participant C strongly agreed with this statement. In response to statement 13,
Participants A and Bigreed that EB¥improved academic outcomes for students with
disabilitiesand Participant C strongly agreed with this statement

Statement 14 was if specific EBPs should be considered when making
instructional decisions for students with disabilities. Participants A and B agreed with this
statement while Participant C strongly agreed. Statement 15 was if EBPs improve
academic outcoes for students with disabilities. Participants A and B agreed with this
statement and Participant C strongly agr&adticipantsC agreedwith statement 1éhat
EBPs should be selected based on research and scientific studies that assess the

usefulness d treatments or protocol®articipant B, however, strongly disagreed witls thi
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statement and Participant A disagreed that EBPs should be based on research and

scientific studies.

Statement 17 was, AEBPs are i mpthacti cal
di sabilities.o Participants A and B disagr
statement.

When consideringtatement 18 about if they have sufficient resources to
implement EBPsParticipant A agreed thahe had suffient resources to implement
EBPand Participants B and C disagreed. Statement 19, the final statement in section II,
was thasufficient research was available to support their use of EBP in their particular
area of interesPatticipants A and C agreeaghile Participant B disagreed withis
statement

Summarysectionll evidencebasedpractices Participants A and B agreed that
they did not have enough time to implement EBPs, and Participant C strongly disagreed
with that statement. All participants indicated that they had adminigratipport for
their use of EBPs. Participants B and C disagreed with statement 18, indicating that they
did not have sufficient resources to implement EBPs. Participant A agreed that she did
have sufficient resources to implement EBPs.

Participant C agrekthat EBPs improve student academic outcome, should
influence selection of instructional strategies, and were effective for students with HID.
Participant B strongly disagreed with statement 16, that EBPs should be based on

research and scientific studithgat access the usefulness of treatments or protocols.
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Participant C strongly agreed with statement 16. Participants B and C indicated they had

neither the time nor resources to fully implement EBPs (see Figure 5).
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[I. Evidence-Based Practices

Please respond to the following statements.

1-Strongly Agree 2Agree 3Disagree 4Strongly Disagree 5
Unfamiliar to me

0 1 2 3 4 5

11) | have sufficient
professional time to implemen
all of the instructional strategie

that | woul d

12) | have the administrative
support to implement evidenc
based practices that | would
l'i ke to use |

D

order | to meet

13) Evidence based practice
should play a role in my work
with students with disabilities.

14) Specific evidence based
practices should be consider
when making instructional

decisions fo ents |withé
] ] = Participant C
15) Evidence based practic
improve academic outcome
for students with disabilities

m Participant B
m Participant A

16) Evidence based practice
should be selected based o
research and scientific studi
that access t

17) Evidence based practic

are impractical for everyday

work with students with
disabilities.

18) | have sufficient resource
to implement evidence base
practices.

19) The amount of research i
my area of interest is sufficien
to support me when

i mpl ementing

Figure 5. Section Il- Experience, Attitudes, and Use of EvideiBased Practices
Questionnaire
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Section Il implementingevidencebasedpractices.In section Ill,iImplementing
EvidenceBased Practiceparticipants selected thest response to teuestions usig
Likert scale rangeg1) Strongly Agree(2) Agree,(3) Disagree(4) Strongly Disagree,
(5) Unfamiliar to me
Participants A, B, and C agreed with st
pof essi onal devel opment f aci lraspoaditoes t he usS
statement 21, | am able to define what it means to use redssset! instructional
strategies, Participants A andaBreed that they eve able to define what was meant and
Participant C strongly agreed that he was able to define what it toasse researeh
based instructional strategiddl participants indicted that they were able to define what
it meant to use researttased instructional strategies; however, it is unclear if their
responses were accurate as no demonstrable evidence westedmpf them and no
further evidence was provided to confirm that they understood what it meant to
implement EBPs.
The begining teacher, Participant A, agreed with statement 22 thaeaehner
preparabn program prepared h&y incaporate EBPs intodr daily instruction with
students with HID, while the midareer and senior teacheraytitipantsB and C,
strongly disagreed. When responding to sta
research through personal subscription, colleague shariegiployer provided
subscri pt i oA dsagieedParticipant Cagreeal that he did access research
through the sources indicatdearticipant B strongly disagreed with the statenadaiut

accessing professional journals and reseditiparticipants strongly disagreed with
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statemen4, Al beli eve parents should have a sa
strategies are used withustt e nt s . 0

Participant B disagreed witatemen5, 1 E v-badeel praceces based on
research are generaltyf f ect i ve when | u SParticipdnts mandw€C t h my
agreed that using EBP Wwistudents was effectiveaRicipantsA and C disagreed with
statement2d) Evi dence baseddpbeaciinces porated i nt
Participant B strongly dagreed. Participa® agreed with statements 27and28i |1 f e el
confident in my ability to read and unders
confident in my ability to apply research to my workiwit st udent s. 0 Parti ci
strongly agreed with tise two statements, while Participant A disagreed with those
statements.

Participants B disagreed with statementtB@f keeping current with the research
literature in special education sva lifelong professional responsibili§articipant C
stronglyagreed with the statement about keeping current with research literature, while
Participant A agreed.

Summarysectionl Il implementingevidencebasedpractices.All participants
indicated that they were able to define what it meant to use EBPs. No demonstrable
evidence was requested of the participants to demonstrate their understanding. Participant
C was the only teacher who responded that he accessed several types of educational
research.

No one favored parental involvement in the selection of instructional strategies

and no one favored writing instructional strategies into student IEPs. Participants A and C
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agreed that keeping current with research literature in special enusats a lifelong
responsibility. Participants B disagreed that he had an obligation to keep current with

educational research (see Figure 6).
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lll. Implementing Evidence-Based Practices

Please respond to the following statements

1-Strongly Agree 2Agree 3Disagree 4Strongly Disagree 5SUnfamiliar
to me

20) Employer provided profession
development facilitates the use o
evidence based practices.

21) | am able to define what it means
use research-based instructional
strategies.

22) My teacher preparation program

prepared me to incorporate evidenc

based practices into my daily instructi
with students with disabilities.

23) | access research through perso
subscription, colleague sharing, or
employer provided subscriptions.

24) | believe parents should have a s
in determining which instructional
strategies are used with students.

25) Evidence based practices based
research are generally effective whe
use them with my students.

26) Evidence based practices should
incorporated into IEPs.

27) | feel confident in my ability to rea
and understand the research literatur

28) | feel confident in my ability to
apply research to my work with student

29) Keeping current in the resear
literature in special education is
lifelong responsibility.

= Participant C
m Participant B

m Participant A

Figure 6. Section llI- Experience, Attitudes, and Use of EvideiBased Practices

Questionnaire

178



Section IVevidencebasedpractices.In section IV of the EAQEvidenceBased
Practicespar t i ci pants wer e as k eRhteyoarovemlsupemind t o
evidenceb a s e d p Respohse apkods. statement 3bcluded:(1))Dai | 'y use w/
cl ass@dhsi stedntdayse pe3 weekT8Wwsmes#nt!| ass e
days per week) w/ mostQd{ asstses3aldanyssdwd &lclat i
w/ some ,cRa&as eyl ubsaey g 0p ea nNreeveekr ParticpantsB and
Cselectedesponse3Cadnsi st dntdayse pe3 week) w/ most cl
w/ modi f iPcaarttiiocnisp.aont A Delcact o d3alckcaywse pEer 4,
w/ some . ©l asses

SummarysectionlV evidencebasedpracticesPar t i ci pants B and C
response, fACoHAsdatyenpeunsweekhk With most <cl a
while Participant A $d8l dayskpeaODtiwasomeat! a:
These responses indicateid2id hyada rtswot e aceh ipmag
experience be&lBiPsveaed tthey ntweodvkt Wi Hh Dsbuded
al ways i mpsemenegtdeswi th. fPidpdmntt yA ous ecdo nESE
i n vwoerrk wintths swiudhe HI D to a | esser degree.

requested of the participants to confirm t
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V. Evidence-Based Practices

Please respond to the following statement

1-Daily use wi/all classes -Zonsistent use (34 days per week) w/most
classes Xonsistent use (34 days per week) w/most classes w/modifications
4-Occasional use (B days per week

0 1 2 3 4 5

30) Rate your overall use of eviden
based practices.

4 m Participant C
m Participant B

Participant A

Figure 7. Section IV- Experience, Attitudes, and Use of EviderB&sed Practices
Questionnaire

Section Vevidencebasedpracticescommentsin section V of th&eAQ,
EvidenceBased Practiceparticipants werasked to addny other comments in the
space provided. Participant A did not write any comments. Participants B and C provided
additionalinsights into their us of EBPs.

Participant A:No comnents were provided for sectidh

Participant Bnoted that

All questions vere answered in my role as a special education teacher within the

self-contained settingso, | felt some clarification may be necessérghould be

noted that the lack of time to implement consistent strategies is directly linked to
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the amount of mateal/content that must be covered in any given clAsle |

agree that a broad range of strategies should be incorporated into daily lessons,

the consistent use of thodeasegies requires time to plagpecially with

colleagues covering the same conté&his remains a problematic issue because

schedules often do not allow for thihe veryidea that EBPshould be selected
based on research and scientific studies that assess their usefulness, is an
interesting conceptf | were to apply the construcin of an IEP using this logic,

the documentation process would be so labor intensive that it would become

counterproductive and content delivery would sufféhe notion that research
based strategies could be applied to individualized education istadgaia

However, undethe current statenandated testingtructure, ALL students are

expected to meet the SAME standas think that a sel€ontained student, with

identified disabilities and deficits, who is clearly below the level of their regular
education peers, is expected to reach the same goal boggles myAm¢hdh my
professional opinion, the employment of resedrabed strategies will not
remedy this situation.

Participant G t a tAentdy schdol, | have the liberty to teach my lessonssae|
the need to accommodate my students and adapt my lessons to help foster student
achievemend

SummarysectionV evidencebasedpracticescommentsParticipant A did not

provide additional comments. Participants B indicated that he did not plan teoulor
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he use, research to guide his instruction. Participant C simply indicated that he was able
to select the strategies he used during instruction.

Theoretical themesRosenbaum (2002) noted that descriptive case study
research may be enriched by foliogy a design blueprint in order to focus on the data
collected and the ways in which the data were analyzed. By developing theoretical
themes as part of the design, the current study consisted of interoisgsvationsand
a questionnaireBased on retad literature and previous research resthepretical
themes were developed to guide the development and end analysis of this descriptive
case study. The theoretical themes that guided this &tildy, along withthe results for
each. The lesson plannterviews, classroom observatg®and EAQ provided the data to
support the results.

The first theoretical theme w#sachers with the most experience would be least
likely affected by external factors such as supervisors, administrators, educational
research, and parents when selecting instructional strategies (Boardman et al., 2005;
Sencibaugh, 2007This theoretical theme proved correct. Participant A, the beginning
teacher in the current study, was impacted by administration support and inparasShe
observed weekly and stated that she respected the admingstcatmmments and input to
help her hone her instructional practice. Participants B and C were not affected by
supervisors, administrators, or parents, ey did not feel bound by educatial
research.

All participants indicated that they believed they had administrative support

regarding how they taught their classes and how they selected the instructional strategies
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they use. No one experienced any significant influence or interferehogithey taught
their classes. No one was required to teach using specific programs or methods but all
indicated that time was a major factor in limiting the types and quantities of instructional
strategies used. The senior teacher respected administaticconsulted with the

principal occasionally, but was not required to adjust his instructional methods in any
way.

Participants indicated that while they frequently had email and phone contact with
parents and appreciated their involvement in the enunzdtprocess, parental input was
not solicited regarding how students should be taught. Educational research usexnot
to any great degree by tparticipans. Time constraints and trust in the value of EBPs
greatly impacted the selection of instructional practices.

Participant C was most familiar with research as he had completed his Ed.D. in
educational leadership approximately one year prior to the cwtreht. He indicated,
however, that educational research yielded strategies that were effective in isolated,
controlled situations and would not be appropriate for use in authentic instructional
situations. Participant B indicated that resedrabed praaties would not be appropriate
to use with students with significant disabilities and needs. Participant A indicated that
she had never used research to guide her instructional practices, although she recognized
the potential value.

The second theoreticleme wageachers with the least experience would be
greatly influenced by administrative directives and parental requests when selecting EBPs

(Boardman et al., 2005] his proposition proved to be partially correct. Participant A
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received weekly obsenians and input from the special education administrator. She

said sheappreciated his suggestions and input. Participant B was not influenced by
administration, except regarding the expectation of high standardized testing results. He
independently determéd how to teach his students. The senior teacher had great support
from his school administrators, but they placed no requirements on his teaching
techniques and had no influence in determining instructional strategies.

The third theoretical theme wasperienced teachers would more likely use
instructional strategies based on personal experience and peer idea sharing compared to
teachers with less experience (Gaughan 2008; Maccini & Gagnon, Z0G5).
proposition proved partly correct. Participant Ag theginning teacher, reliedn her
colleagues to guide how she taught her classes. She also stated that although she was in
her first year of teaching, she was confident in her teaching skills based on student
teaching experiences.

Participants B and C lied ontheir previous teaching and personal experiences.
Participant B indicated that there was not enough time to share teaching ideas, strategies,
and material with peers. Participant C indicated that he based his instruction on his 25
years of teachingxperience and that he often observed general education teachers in
their classes to get new ideas about how to teach students with HID. He and his peers
frequently shared lunch and discussed ideas about teaching specifictopifsurth
theoretical tkme wasxperienced teachers would be least likely to use educational
research to guide their instructional strategies (Burns & Ygise]@009; Gagno&

Maccini, 2007; Morgan et al., 2010).
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This proposition proved incorrect due to the fact that the mxp&reenced
teacher, Participant C, recently completed a doctorate level degree and was exposed to
current research. He indicated that he used research occasionally and acknowledged the
intrinsic value. He did not respect research, however, for influehésnggelection of
instructional strategidsecausdne believed it did not apply to the students with whom he
worked. The beginning teacher and midcareer teacher had neither the time nor inclination
to use research. Participant B expressed sincere frustedtpaperwork requirements
and other obligations and did not feel that identifying new educational research was
realistic for teaching practices. He believed that practices identified through research
were not appropriate for use with students with dlgegs.
Summary

This chapter presesdthe results of a multiptease study designed to identify
what instructional strategies the participants stated they used, observe if they actually
used them in their classes, identify what influenced their setecfiinstructional
strategies, and identify the knowledge participants had about and attitudes towards EBPs.
Three special educators at the beginning, midcareer, and senior levels of teaching
experience participated in this study

Results suggested tharticipants selected instructional strategies based on
student needs and ability levels, personal experience, and as preparation for standardized
testing. Participants used EBPs during their instruction, but were generally unaware that
they were evidenebasedpracticesOne prticipantindicated that he usestiucational

research tanfluence hisuse of EBPs when teaching students with HID in the self
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contained settinglhe next chapter will present a discussion of the results as summarized
in this chapterns well as limitations and suggestions for further research in special

education and instructional strategies.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter presents a discussion of the major findihganulticase study
about the selection and useevidencebased practices (EBPs) by teachers at the
secondary level and their implications for both researchers and practitioners. First, the
Participants and their teaching situations are descabéedhefindings are summarized
related to eacResearciQuestion (RQ)Next, the discussion of results will refer to the
theoretical themes that guided this stufgsearcher impressignimplications for
consumers, teacher education programs, and polakers are nexLimitations and
recommendations for futemresearch are also addressed in the chapter.

Participants

Participant A. Participant A was the first year teacher, teaching English 9 to
students with HID in the setfontained setting. During both observations, she worked
with the same group of eightustents The beginning teacher relied on peers and other
professionals to guide her instruction and supply instructional mateStadsused EBPs
and instructional strategies during her instructiodménistrative supporvas provided
during weekly observains and Participant A said that she receiedouragement and
validation that her instruction was appropriate and effecBheindicated through EAQ
responsethat she did not use educational research and it was not important if the

strategies she use&dtre EBPs.
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Participant B. Participant B was the midcareer teacher, teaching World History
Il to students with HID in the setfontained setting. He was observed in different classes
one with three students and one with eight studétgésvasable to redect students to
stay focused on their work and was able to diffuse any student behavior issues before
they became problematige was knowledgeable aboti s st udent s6é6 di sabi
instructional needs. He used detailed lesson plans to guide higfiwstrand identified
the EBPs and instructional strategies that he would impleridentsedEBPs and
instructional strategieduring his instruction. He stated thaident needs and
standardized testing primarily drove his instruction.

Participant C. Paticipant C was the senior teacher, teaching Algebra | to
students with HID in the setfontained setting. Hetated thahe relied primarily on the
needs of his students to determine his instructional strategies for hisslasdarsed data
from pretestposttest to drive his instruction. kieas at ease when workingth the
students, injected humor into his instructiandrewarded students with consumable
treats Thestudents responded by complying with directions and maintaining their focus.
ParticipantC used specific instructional strategies with his students, designed with
student s 6 Hesatdthal he didmbtsedk to use EBPs during instruction, but
rather, he sought to use appropriate instructional strategies that would help thesstudent
be academically successful.

The three levels of teachers had similarities in that they based their selection of
EBPs and instructional strateg@smariyon st udent sé needs and ab

were al l attuned t attittdesandrtilized belthont s 6 mo o d s
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modificationsduring their instructionThe teachers all made an effort to make their
instruction enjoyable and were concerned about how their students would respond to their
teaching styles and techniques. They had diftesmn how they prepared their lesson
plans, developed their instructional styles, and in their experienceaswitfiEBPs.
Summary of Findings

EBPs andinstructional strategies.The primary data source that answered
Research Question 2 was classramyeervationss they provided the researcher the
opportunity to identify if participants used the EBPs and instructional strategies they had
previously identified. Combined with postobservation interviews, results about the use of
EBPs and instructionalrsttegies follow

Prior to classroomobservationsthe participants were given the definitions of
EBPs and instructional straieg along with examples of eacfhe participants stated
during the preobservation interviews that theyrevable to define whétmeantto use
EBPs and also indicated the same thing in response to statement 21 on thev/EHAQ
was, Al am abl e to def itbasedinstiuaidnal strategide ans t o
There was insufficient evidence, however, to determine if thecipants understood the
concept of incorporating EBPs into instruction. No demonstrable evidence was required
of them and it is possible they did not fully understand the differences between EBPs and
instructional strategies.

Participant A.ParticipantA did not identify EBPs or instructional strategies in
her lesson planfuring thepreobservatiomterviews she was able tetate the strategies

she would be using during her instructi@me did use the EBPs and instructional
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strategies she had preidiéied as observed by the researcher during observations, and
was able to describe their effectivenediseused a combination of EBPs and
instructional strategies. EBPs included: (a) advance organizer; (b) group reading and
sharing; (c) cooperative leany; (d) kinesthetic (hanesn) learning and (e) summarizing
and note taking. Instructional strategies included: (a) lecture and discussion (b) rewards
and praise; (c) directed questions; (d) behavior modification; (e) PowerPoint; (f) and quiz
for assessmen

At the recommendation of her educational peers, Participant A incorporated
advance organizers and summarizing and notetaking into her instri@giioggs et al.
(2010) identified sing study aids, graphic organizers, and classroom learning strategies
as beingsomewhat effective in helping students organize educational mat&radsson
and Hoskyn (2001) identified effectiuestructional strategie®r secondary students
with learning disabilitiegnd noted thadrganization and explicit practicentibuted the
greatest proportion of positive outcosrfer studentsproviding the opportunity to
scaffold new information and relate it to previously learned information, thereby
increasing the likelihood of retentioRarticipant A did not independentlyieet the
instructional strategies she used, but rather, selected them at the advice of her educational
peers. The strategies she used during her instruction, however, were EBPs and could
benefit the students she taudbarticipant A was a firsgear teachr with limited
teaching experience. She stated that she often used her student teaching experiences to

help her select instructional methods, and stated that she used behavior management
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regularly. Participant A did not recognize her instructional stregesgs EBPs, but rather,
used what was appropriate to meet the needs of her students.

Participant B.Participant B identified EBPs and instructional strategies in his
lesson plans, throughout the interviews, and during observations. He did use the EBPs
andinstructional strategies he had preidentified and was aware of the effectiveness of
each of the strategies. He did not distinguish between EBPs and instructional strategies;
however, the majority of Participant BO&s
included: (a) direct instruction; (b) direct questioning; (c) developing higher order
thinking skills; (d) identifying similarities and differences; (e) advance organizer; and (f)
nonlinguistic representations. The instructional strategies he used weaeeh{@logy;

(b) behavior management; and (c) homework.

Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) identified effective instructional strategies for
secondary students with learning disabilities and noted that organization and explicit
practice contributed the greatesbjportion of positive outcomes for students, providing
the opportunity to scaffold new information and relate it to previously learned
information, thereby increasing the likelihood of retent®@articipant B was observed
usingscaffoldingstrategies todach difficult concepts to students with significant
disabilities.Participant B utilized scaffolding opportunities during World History
instruction in the form of nonlinguistic representations, diagrams of power distribution in
pre-revolution France, anépeated questioning and discussion of events during the
showing of an historical moviéle also provided students with instructional and

informational summaries of important historical facts.
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Swanson and Hoskyn (2004lsofound thatretention of learnedhformation wa
greatly enhanced by explicit and distributed practice for adolescents with learning
disabilities Participant B first taught the students historical information and concepts and
followed instruction by giving students work packets reqgitimem to answer questions,
match facts, and complete a crossword puzzle. These activities were designed to enhance
student contact with the historical information, improve their understanding of historical
events, and help improve retention of factuabinfation. Participant B used EBPs
without recognizing them as such.

Participant C.Participant C identified EBPs and instructional strategies in his
lesson plans, throughout the interviews, and during observations. He did use those he had
preidentified andncluded several unigue instructional strategies in his repertoire. He did
not distinguish between EBPs and instructional strategies. The EBPs he used included:
(a) teaching higher level thinking; (b) advance organizer and study packets; (c)
cooperativeaarning; (d) note taking and summarizing; and (e) direct instruction. The
instructional strategies he used were: (a) homework review; (b) quiz; (c) plug and chug;
(d) trial and error; (e) humor; (f) rewards; and (g) Instructional Assistant (IA). Participan
C was adamant about including the IA in his instructional stratbgiesusée believed
the assistance of another adult working with students with disabilities sigisiicant
instructional strategy.

Participant C incorporated direct instruction, cooperative learning, and several
review and practice opportunities into his math instruction. Based on previous research,

his use of direct instruction and repeated practice could prove beneficial to kiststud
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Zheng et al, 201,3onducted a metanalysis of studies examining interventions for

students with math disabilities and concluded that direct instruction was effective when
teaching math to students with disabilities. Passisted instruction, howe failed to

benefit students with math disabilities. Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2003) found that math
strategies implemented by peer tutors were less effective than other interventions for

students with disabilities and group work was not highly effeckve r t i ci pant s C0o:
group work and peeassisted instructiomowever, most likely would not have a positive

effect on student learning.

Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) found that retention of learned information was
greatly enhanced by explicit and dibtrted practice for adolescents with learning
disabilities and should be routinely integrated into instruction for students with LD.
Participant C used board work, class work, review packets, and homework practice to
assist his students in retaining learneath formulas and processes. He based using these
interventions primarily on student needs and personal experience rather than research.
Although he did not recognize the research compoRemticipant Genhanced his
instruction by usinghree EBPs proveto be effective when teaching students with
disabilities.

Decisionmaking in special education. Previous research found it difficult to
isolate specific factors that influenced teachers when determining instructional practices.
WanzekandVaughn (2006) ated that despite potential benefits, EBPs may not be used
to a high degree with students with HID. Kavale (2001) used-aretbyses to investigate

decision making in special education and acknowledged the critical role decision making
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plays in educatingtedents with HID. Maccini and Gagnon (2002) determined that
teacher knowledge of the content, teacher preparation, and teacher beliefs most
significantly influenced decision making for teachers in special educ&esearch
Question 3 examined the exteraad internal factors that impacted secondary level
special education teachers when selecting and using EBPs and instructional strategies and
will be addressed here as it is encompassed in the decision making process.

Boardman et al. (2005) conducted alifative study investigating elementary
|l evel speci al e d u c a tEBPsamd proessionalaevelapmemte r c e p t |
They found thateachers primarily based their decisions for seledtisguctional
strategie®n the individual needs of theiustents and the effectiveness of a practice for
student outcome, as determined through personal experidnisavas a significant
consideration identified as more important than whether or not a practice was research
based Similarly, theparticipants intie current study identified the most significant
influences on their selection of instructional strategies as studers, pegdonal
experiencesand the requirements of standardized testing.

Boardman et al. (2005), found several additiarmshmon themg&among
elementary special educatiteachersincludinga lack of trust in the claims promoted by
research studiemnd a belief thathe students used in research studidshot resemble
the students the teachérad in their classroom$hese same teaclsetited limited
resources and materials as impacting their selection of instructional strategies. The
researchers considerech at t eachersé negative attitudes

on lack of experience with practices specific to special educatidisuggested that
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professional development wiking. Many teacherglaimed thathe information
shared during professional development imadevant to their studéns 6 .Several s
teacher<itedtheir isolation from general education teachersahdrs with whom they
might collaborateThe themes found by Boardman et al. (2005) with elementary
teachers, are similar to those found in the current study among secondary level teachers
of special education. It is not possible to state, however, tbahdary level teachers
share the same experiences as elementary level teachers and the results found by
Boardman et al. (2005) may not be generalizable to secondary level teachers.
Nonetheless, similarities in results do exist. Differences are also paegkeoduld be the
result of variations in the structure of secondary and elementary curriculums. Secondary
level teachers teach a limited number of subjects while elementary teachers typically
teach all subjects. Secondary teachers see students forea Imainber of classes per
week while elementary teacheysnerallywork with the same group of students each
day. Secondary level students are older and may present different needs not seen at the
elementary level.

Participant A. Participant A, the firsyear teacher, cited lack of time and
experience as barriers to researching effective strategies for instruction. She relied
heavily on her English Department colleagues and other school professionals to provide
guidance about how to teach and how to idemtifiterials to use in her classes. She
based her instruction on student needs, curriculum mandates, and standardized testing
requirements. She did indicate that she had been exposed to EBPs during college

preparation classes but had no experience usingatdoal research.
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Participant B.Participant B, the midcareer teacher, did not claim to use any
EBPs; ratherhe based his instruction on student ability levels and whether or not the
students would enjoy the activitidsavale (2001) indicatethat decisbn making is a
complicated process and wheglecting instructional strategifss students receiving
special education, many factors should be consideaticipant B held definitive
opinions about using EBPs and instructional strategies and rejeetielshthat EBPs
were more effective than other nogsearckbased strategieRarticipant B stated that in
addition to teaching students with disabilities who often had limited reading and writing
abilities, special educators were required to manage gx&paperwork. Time
constraints and the inability to collaborate with peers were identified as limits to
expanding the use of EBPs in his instruction.

Participant Bexpressed concern about the effectiveness of his instruction but
stated havillingly put forth great effort to help students learn difficult concepts. In his
class, students with limited reading and writing abilities were expected to recognize cause
and effect, take a viewpoint and back it up, engage iregalhination, and be able to
apply what they learned. Participant B designed his instruction in order to engage
students irhigherlevel thinking and accomplish his instructional goals.

Participant C Participant C discussed and described several influences on
selecting instructional strategies. He cited student needs, standardized testing, curriculum
mandates, and administrative expectations as influences on his selection of strategies.
Boardman et al2005) identified dack of trust amonglementaryeachers when they

considered int’ducinginstructionalstrategies for use with students with disabilities.
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Participant Gsaid that he frequently modified strategies to suit the needs of his students
andin general, did not value educational resed&r@tausehe suggested strategies would
not work in his teaching situatiorle name think-pair-share as a strategy he used but
did not demonstrate the strategy as it was intendedearch conducted by Gerst¢rml.
(1997), Jitendra (20@%, andMcLeskey and Billingsley (2008ndicatedthat failure to
use instructional strategies with fidelity indicated that educators did not trust or fully
understand the research supporting a strategy or did not have ¢éssarganaterials or
administrative support required for implementation with fidelity. Participant C, the senior
teacher, may not have fully understood the mechanics of certain instructional strategies.

All participantsin the current studplaced the edwational needs of their students
at the forefront of their instructioMeeting the needs of their students wantioned by
all participants in all phases of the study. The ability levels of students were considered
when instruction was planned, when inostional strategies were selected, and when
teachers implemented their lessons. Teacher expectations for academic results, however,
were commensurate with student ability. All teachers expressed awareness that the
students they were teaching were considldray fdi f f er ent 6 when c¢comp
education student s. Participant B, however
students known to have disabilities learn using instructional strategies driven by
educational research, and he indicatedfihreth o s e t ypes of things wo
appropriate for the type of students he ta
federal, state, and local district expectations requiring that general education and students

with disabilities pass the same stamlitzed testingParticipant B did not trust
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educational research nor did he believe EBPs to be appropriate for use with students with
disabilities. Boardman et al. (2005) found similar beliefs in elementary level special
education teachemsho described adtational research as having no place in special
education.

Theoretical themes.Based on related literature and previous research results,
theoretical themes were developed to guide the development and end analysis of this
descriptive case studysingtheoretical themes as part of the design, the current study
used lesson planmiterviews observationsand a questionnaire as the data sources to
answer the Research QuestidResenbaum (20023uggested thatescriptive case study
research may be enrieti by following a design blueprint in order to focus on the data
collected and the ways in which the data were analyiselresults for all themes are
described in Chapter#sults.A discussion of théheoretical themes that guided this
study follows.

The first theoretical theme wésachers with the most experience would be least
likely affected by external factors such as supervisors, administrators, educational
research, and parents when selecting instructional strategies (Boardman et al., 2005;
Sendbaugh, 2007)The firsttheoretical theme proved correthe teachers with the most
experience, Participants B and C, were least impacted by external factors and relied on
their experience to guide their instruction. While the experience of some teachers
guide them to use EBPs, as was the case with Participants B and C, not all teachers are

able to turn experience into effective instruction for students with disabilities.
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Administrators may expect experienced teachers to use effective instructional
strategies almost intuitively, but these teachers are the most removed from educational
training and may not be exposed to the educational research that could enhance their use
of EBPs. As seen in this study, the experienced teachers rejected using EBRseahd
that EBPs were inappropriate for use with students with disabilities. If teachers were
exposed to educational research related to the subject matter they taught and participated
in training that demonstrated how EBPs could be integrated intariktiuction,
students may ultimately benefit from more effective instruction providing them with the
opportunity to succeed academically.

The second theoretical theme weachers with the least experience would be
greatly influenced by administratiwirectives and parental requests when selecting EBPs
(Boardman et al., 2005) his proposition proved to be partially correct. Participant A
was observed weekby the special education administrator at her school and she stated
that she respectede admmistra t ocon@ngents and input to help her hone her
instructional practice. Participants B and C were not affected by supervisors,
administrators, or parents, atietydid not feel bound by educational research.

All participants indicated that they beled they had administrative support
regarding how they taught their classes and how they selected the instructional strategies
they usd. No one howevergexperienced any significaekternalinfluence or
interferencdrom supervisors or administrators redjag how they taught their classes.
Weekly observations by administrators or supervisors familiar with educational research

and EBPs could be used to share research and suggest EBPs for use in specific situations.
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Beginning teachers could benefit from tiooed learning and experienced teachers could
learn new techniques. Administrators could be the initial catalyst to bring EBPs into the
classroom.

The third theoretical theme wasperienced teachers would more likely use
instructional strategies based personal experience and peer idea sharing compared to
teachers with less experience (Gaughan 2008; Magaidagnon, 2006)This
proposition proved partly correct. Participant A, the beginning teacher, relied on her
colleagues to guide how she taught ¢leasses. Participants B andstated that they
primarily relied on previous teaching and personal experiences. Participant B indicated
thathe did not have enough tinbe share teaching ideas, strategies, and material with
peers.

The fourth heoretical heme wa®xperienced teachers would be least likely to use
educational research to guide their instructional strategies (Burns & yleseRD09;
Gagnon& Maccini, 2007; Morgan et al., 2010)his theme was difficult to evaluatiue
to the fact that the nsb experienced teacher, Participant C, recently completed a
doctorate level degree and was exposed to current resBasyite his recent contact
with educational research, tal notutilize researctwhenselectng EBPs and
instructional strategie§ hiscould have been a missed opportunity for the senior teacher.
Had he embraced educational research, he could have brought his knowledge back to the
classroom and shared what he learned with peers. Inseehdl|ivedhat educational

researcidid not appy to the students with whom he worked. The beginning teacher and
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midcareer teacher had neither the time nor inclination to use reseauaide their
instruction.
Researcher Impressions

The researcheros belief thatorusiegachers w
EBPs was incorrect, as was the belief that teachers could routinely identify EBPs. The
researcherdéds i mpression that teachers were
using EBP was also incorrebigcausehere were no mandates in pldoeteachers to
use EBPs. In the current study, carried out in two distinct school districts, neither
building administrators nor school districts required teachers to use EBPs.

The expected results as proposed in the theoretical themes did not manifest i
their entirety. Participant A was aware of the value of using EBPs but did not have the
experiencer the timeto implement them during her teaching due to curriculum
obligations Participant B was unaware of the distinctions between EBPs and
instructioral strategieslespite claiming to be able to define EBRrticipant C was
aware of the concept due to recent professional studies but did not recognize which
strategies were EBPs and misidentified or mislabeled instructional strategies, perhaps in
order b provide examples of what he thought the researcher was seeking. He also did not
use instructional strategies with fidellbased on researcher observations

Participants were unaware of the fedemadistate recommendations and
requirements to implemefBPs for students with HID. WhilearticipantsB and Cin
the current study were highly qualified teachers, gtated during the postobservation

interviews that they did not usesearch to guide their practice, nor were they concerned

201



that they may bebligated to use EBPPRarticipant A was certified in special education
but not highly qualified in English, the subject matter she was teachiimgy.eluctance
or aversion to using EBRs consistent with research completed with elementary level
specialeducators by Boardman et al. (20a3¢spite requirements from NCLB (2002)
and IDEIA (2004) to use EBPs, teachers dornatinely use EBPs nor do thagave
confidencehateducational researatan provide appropriate instructional strategies to
use whendaching students with disabilitiesdditionally, teachers indicated that a
disconnedbn between research atitereality of their students and their many needs
negativelya f f e c t e dusetofeEBRshCéearlyg, éequirements from the federal level
did not impact the teachers in the current stirBguirements are set in law for school
districts with failing reading rates to incorporate reading programs identified as EBP into
their curriculumfor struggling student. The use of EBPs is highly recommended for all
schools and educational research is considered to be a valuable tool for improving student
academic result$Sencibaugh (200%escribedhe benefits of teaching students with
disabiliies how to help themselves by usiBBPs andtognitive strategies to improve
their reading comprehensiamd notedhe responsibility for teachers to train students to
use these metacognitive g&gies. The author stressed the value of having preservice
candidatesaught low to effectively implement EBRghen teaching students with
disabilities
Implications for Practitioners, Teacher Education Programs, and Policymakers

The results of this research suggest that the ways in which secondary level special

education teachers determine the instructional strategies they use with students with
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disabilities should be carefully evaluated for effectivenBased orthe research of
Boardman et al. (2005) and Sencibaugh (2007), educators are not using EBPs when
teading students with disabilities. Districts should monitor the effectiveness and success
rates of the instructional programs they support at both the elementary and secondary
levels and determine if teachers have access to, and the materials needed for,
implementing the most effective methods of teaching studestag EBP<scould impact
teachers, students, and most importantly, stud€hts.researcllsosupports previous
studies thasuggested that special educators generally rely on personal expaneénce
ideas from peers and colleagues rather dtarcational research a&BPs when
determining how to teach students with disabili{@sardman et al., 2005; Sencibaugh,
2007)

At a school level, training that emphasizes the function of educationalalesear
and the effectiveness of EBPs should be developed for special eduitdt@ssot
already in place. Schools that are struggling with low achievement rates should consider
identifying programs that are based on educational research and that seguicet t
training regarding the value of using EBPke focus of this traininghould include
federal and state instructional expectations, special education law and termiaabbgy
theeducational valuef incorporatingeBPsinto instructional curriculum. Further,
administrators or school district leaders would benefit from making concerted efforts to
investigate educational research that may identify effective EB&tsporate educational
research into their instructionallture, andprovide teachers witthe EBPs and required

materialsthat could improve outcomes for students with HID.
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In an effort to reduce the addeche and effort needed tesearch educational
literature and developing specific strategies, schoolsldrexplore developing a
permanent oshort ternmrevolvingresearchieam of administrators, general educators,
special educators, and other school professionals whose job it would be tq cenviewt
peerreviewed educational literatutieat would yieldbecommendations for implementing
EBPs in the classroarBased on results and following recommendations, a team could
focus on the needs of a particular school or student population and match EBPs to
educational needs. Next, the team would identify traiaimd funding to support teachers
as they prepare to implement recommended EBPs into their classtodhis.way, the
research tearoould develop a repertoire of EBPs for use when teaching specific content,
such as science or mathematics, to studentskiidh Through divisioawide training,
department meetings, and periodic seminars, EBPs and the materials and procedures
required to implement them with fidelity, could be demonstrated and provided to
educators.

At the university level, teacher educatiomgrams should consider increased
emphasis on the value of using educational research when teachers are in the early stages
of developing their instructional strategies. Teacher training programs should
demonstrate theffectiveness of usingBPs when teadhg students with HID. Teachers
preparedo work exclusively with students with HID in the setintained classroom
should be expected to utilize EBPs routinely and not occasioaipport for teachers

would be essential to the success of such an endd&2s@ardman et al. (2005) identified

teachersé mistrust in training programs an
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Many special educators also work collaboratively with general education teachers.
While teacher training programs may includegtice designed to facilitate academic
collaboration between general and special educators, there should also be a focus on ways
to effectively integrate EBPs into instruction in order to benefit general education and
special education students. All paigignts in the current study workedthe self
contained and inclusive classroemvironments and the use of EBPs could carry over
between the twoedtingsfor the benefit of all studentSuccessful implementation of
EBPs into public schools lies with tgeverning bodies of school districts, including
school boards and educational administrators.

The gap between educational research and educational practice has been
investigated extensively and effective solutions have been difficult to identify. This gap
has come to be known as the resedoepractice gap and has perplexed researchers for
more than 20 yeaf€ook & Odom, 2013Dehler, Ellis, & Lenz, 1996; Fuchs & Fuchs,
1996). The researefo-practice gap refers to the disproportional application d?&£B
compared to the implementation of instructional strategies in educational settings (Cook,
Smith, & Tankersley, 2012; Porter & McMaken, 200®)ipport for staff, sufficient time
for training, and sufficient materials would be essential to any propoaedhalt
involves a change in instructional practices (Boardman et al. (2008)all there is
great potential for the development and promulgation of EBPs that could prove beneficial
for students with HID. Researefshave identified methods (EBPSs) to prnove student
memory, reading skills, math skills, and ovevedirk and organizationalkills (Berkeley

et al., 2010; Flynn et al. 2012; Sencibaugh, 2007; Wanzek et al.,. 2013)
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Providing teachers with the exposupeofessional developmentiools, and
materials needed to implemdsBPswith fidelity could empower them to become more
effective in teaching required curriculum and when seeking to identify the most effective
methods of instruction. Student academic outcome, test results;aahtion rates
could be impacted by the use of strategies designed to improve student learning
(Sencibaugh, 2007
Limitations

There aresix limitations to this research. Limitations included the timing of the
study,the location of the studyhe smallhnumber of participant$amiliarity with the
researcher, the psychometrics of the instruments, and thorouglmessiberchecks.

The research was conducted in the-#ithntic region of the United States and
included observations f t e a ¢ h emcenductednvitht differerdelficantained
classes during different times of the school yedusich may have altered the type of
instruction seen during classroom observations. Standardized testing was paramount with
participants which may have bekecausestandardized testing was scheduled to occur
within weeks of the first two observations with Participants B anth€.small number
of participantanay haveaffected the validity of the researbbhcausé¢he results were
dependent upon individuals ratheatha larger representative group of teachers from
each experience category.

Two participants were previously known to the researcher from work situations,
which may have influenced their responses and commentse Tleparticipants may

have been more ep and honest as a result of a praslg-estdlishedtrust factor

206



Participants completed membghecks following their interviews and observations, but
two participants declined to complete membleecks at the conclusion of the study.
Participants B an@ declined to review the summaries of their contribution. Participant
A did review the completed summary of her contributidie participants in the current
study were informed at the beginning of the preobservation interview and at the
conclusion of tk final interview that they had the opportunity to read, review, and
inspect all material and components of this study. Merobecks are a valuable tool in
validating the intentions of participants and in capturing the essence of their responses
(Yin, 2014). The participants eacdompleted evi ews of t he researche
notes and materidly reading longhand notes and typed observation transfoiloiaing
each interview and observation, tmnly Participant A completed a check of her
contributions athe conclusion of the study. It is possible that participants faced tim
constraints and were unable to spend additional time reviewing notes, transcripts, and
study conclusions.

Reliability for the EAQ was not established for this studyring the
development of the EAQ, a pilot study was not conducted nor was the questionnaire
sampletested with teachers. Reliability was based on a previous questionnaire &ipoli
Kennedy, 2005) whose reliability had been established for spaeghagegathologists
and not secondary special education teachers.
Future Research

Limited research has been conducted with secondary level special education

teachers to identify ho®BPs andnstructional strategies adetermined for use with
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students with HD in the selfcontained setting. Additional research, including case

studies anabservational studies may explore howreater numbers of teachers select

and implement EBPs andstructional strateégsare made and the degree to which EBPs

are being imfgmented. Several changes in case study development should be considered
when replicating or expanding this reseaidaccini and Gagnon (2006) suggested that

future studies should include case study research in order to better identify what
determinesteah er s usage of EBPs and stated that
case study design would help to validate t

Narrative qualitative studies could be conducted to develop cohesidepin
themeswith individuals over a long period of time to evaluate to a greater degree the
external and internal influences that affect teachers when selecting the instructional
strategies they select and implemé&irounded theory studies could be conducted with a
larger number of participants in order to fully develop a theory to explain a particular
behavior over a longer period of #&rin this case, the selection and implementation of
EBPs and instructional strategies.

In order to develop additional case studtbe selection of participants should be
expanded to include a greater representation of women and an overall larger number of
teachers. In future research, when developing case studies, it would be beneficial to
identify potential participants throughm@ore neutral selection process in participating
school districtsin addition, a larger number of case study participants would provide
guantitative statistical data for comparison study rather than simple descriptive data

available in the current stud$everal researchers (Boardman et al., 2005; Mad&cini
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Gagnon, 2006; Swanson et al., 2012) have suggested that case study and observation
research be used as ways to increase the knowledge base for thisoftigand upon
this research, parents, admiragtrs, and educational experts could be interviewed to
widen the knowledge base regarding instructional expectations and beliefs about EBPs,
as well as the actual ways in which instructional strategies are used to convey content
information to students WitHID at the secondary level.
Conclusion

In this multiplecase study, interviews and a questionnaire were used to identify
how special education teachers at the secondary level selected and implemented
instructional strategies when teaching students Wit Participants were questioned
about their use of educational research as well as the ways in which instructional
strategies were developed and selected. The use of EBPs was examined as well as what
most i nfluenced t eachenmdibstrstonalsttategies.nn a n d
addition, the differences between beginning,-cadeer, and senior educators were
examined.

Teachers independently determine their methods and strategies of instruction
based primarily on stwhts Heeds and personal eapience(Boardman et al. 2005).
Teachers primarily based their decisions for seledtisgjuctional strategiesn the
individual needs of their students and the effectiveness of a practice for student outcome,
as determined through personal experig@@ncibaugh, 20Q07From this studys well
as othersit is clear that despite federal recommendations and mandates requiring

teachers to useBPsteachers may simply not be compliant and administrators and
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district level school leaders may not be hold&uyicators accountable to the legal

standardso use EBPs when teaching students with HID.
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