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Abstract

Sixteen eiementary students were observed systematica11y over two

entire school days to examine the nature of 1nstruct1on and academic

respond1ng times for LD students during resource room - 1nstruct1on and'.

ma1nstream c]assroom " instruction. - Data - were recorded on six
categor1es in 10-seCond interva1s. Results indlcated that in the
ma1nstream sett1ng, the nature of 1nstruct1on and academic (étpondlng

was s1m11ar for LD students and their non-LD c]assmates. However, LD

| students ece1ved _more small group instruction and more teacher-'

approva] in the resource room than in the ma1ns]ream room, and also .

engaged in three~of seven act1ve academ1c~responses for more -time when
“in the resodrce'room;' Yet, overall active academic respOnding}time
was low, even in the resource room, averaging jdst over_29 minutes of
'a 95-m1nute t1me per1od Impiications of the'findings ter mainstneam

and resource room 1nstruct1on are exp]ored
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‘LD.Students Act1ve Academ1c Respond1ng in- Regu1ar and
Resource C1assrooms ' | '

'In;studying variables  that contr1bute,to students'riearning in- .
_ schooT “attention has turned away from gross measureS' to specific
g1nd1ces of the opportun1t1es students have to. make act1ve 1earn1nq,;'
Yresponses (cf; Graden, - Thur1ow, & Ysse1dyke, 1982a) Academ1c '
respond1ng time has been def1ned as the t1me during which a student is
attending and mak1ng an. act1ve academ1c response such as read1ng aloud
or s11ent1y, writing, and ask1ng or answer1ng academ1c quest1ons
'These types of responses are in contrast to task management responses
(ra1s1ng hand 1ook1ng for mater1a1s .11sten1ng, etc. )
inappropriate responses‘(d1srupt1on, 1ook1ng arOUnd etc:).

'A1though 'terminoiogy has varied, severa1 stud1es have .foundm_
positive correlations between the amount of time students engagevin
academic, on-task behaviors and their gains on'measures of achievement‘
(Borg, 1980 Cooley & Le1nhardt 1980, Gaver & R1chards, 1979; Good &
Grouws, 1977; Greenwood De1quadr1,. Stanley, ,Terry, & Ha11, 1981;
Mckinney, Mason, Perkerson, & Clifford, 1975; Stallings, 1975).  On_
the other hand, re1atﬁonships between achievement‘andstask management
-responses ’ genera1)y have. been “insignificantl'~or negative , and
relationships between'\iachieuement and vinappropriate responses -
.genera11y have been negat1ve ' . | |

S1gn1f1cant progress has been made ‘in 1dent1fy1ng and document1ng
.the 1mportance of act1ve academ1c respond1nq to the 1earn1ng of
regujar students in ma1nstream educat1on 0n1y recently has the}
,re1ationship between-1earn1ng and_students reSponses.beenfexp1ored

for?specia1‘p0pu1ations. In an investigation of both.the nature. of
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instruction  (activities, tasks, ,teaching_ structures, Tand the -

.activfties and 1ocation of thegteacher),-and the nature of students'

responses, Thurlow, Graden, Greener,“and Ysse1dyke (1982) found that

~ school-identified learning disabledl (LD) students'apparent1y.received-

- some benefits'from"being classified as LD. In-comparison.to non-LD

classmates, the LD students were aliocated more individual -instruction

and more teacher approya1 thag their non-LD peers. Further, the'LD

students' engaged in certain .academic 'responses_ (p1aying academic

: IR -5 v . . - . . . "
games, - read1ng ~aloud, ta1k1ng about academics, -asking academic -

quest1ons, and answer1ng academ1c quest1ons) for greater amounts of

t1me than the non- -LD students However, non-LD studentsfengaged»in=i'

the academjc response of wr1t1ng for greater amounts of t1me “than LD N

students,4 thereby negat1ng any d1fference in tota] active . academ1c

respond1ng t1mes of the two groups.

One conc1us1on that might be “drawn from the data reported by~e

Thur]ow, Graden, et al. (1982) is that_the LD students were allocated

more individual instruction, more teacher approva] . and greater

opportun1t1es to engage 1n certa1n types of act1ve academ1c responses‘

ur1ng the times .when they were. in the LD resource room. However the

ana]yses presented by Thur]ow, Graden, et al. compared LD and non- LD

students over entire schoo1 days; the times. spent by LD students in ‘g?

‘.

'ma1nstream c]asses and resource rooms were not separated Therefore'

‘the conc1us1on that benefits rece1ved by LD students can be attr1buted h

to. the resource room is 1nappropr1ate at th1s point..

On1y one study has attempted to document LD students respondtng

times within the- spec1a1 \c]assroom. .Z1gmond, Va11ecorsa, and -

e

a
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Leinhardt (1980) found that—jtn students who were ‘placed within a

: speC1al c1assroom for the ent1re schoo] day engaged in- act1ve academ1c}»-

“. responses such as reading and writing for very sma]] amounts of t1me.‘
| One-third of the students' day w1th1n .the self-contained c]assroomvz
consisted ~of - off-task - time, - and 'yaiting or management .responses,
These data suggest that special education 'services provided to the .
}student do ‘not increase academic engaged time' 1 However, se1f-
conta1ned c]assroom placement 1s not the typ1caT/p]acement for the
' maJor1ty of LD students In conformance with mandates for the 1east
restr1ct1ve p]acement most LD students are p]aced within mainstream
c]asses for part of the day and 1n resource rooms for the rema1nder
It is pos51b1e that-th1s arrangement, in which the spec1a1 educat1on
teacher sees the LD student “for on]y part of the day, leads to .
different 1nteract1on patterns and requ1rements of the student than \>5 o
occurs when the teacher is with the student a]l day (cf. Thur]ow, | |
‘Ysseldyke, Graden, Greener & Meck 1enburg, 1982) .
A The present: study "was conducted: to compare the nature of
1nstruct1on and academic respond1ng time for LD students in the
ma1nstream c]assroom and 1n the resource room. Further, the nature of
~ instruction and - academic responding t1me for _LD‘ students _1n_.the

~ resource room was compared to the nature of instruction and 3

‘résponding time for non-LD students in the mainstream_clas'

the. times their LD classmates were in 'the r Sarce  room. This
compar1son was conducted because resource room -in truct1on typ1ca11y‘
focuses on the academ1c act1v1t1es of . read1ng and{ math 1t s
dposs1b1e that, dur]ng read1ng and math 1nstruct1on, non- LD students
N : _ .

-~
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receive equiva1ent _amounts of tndividua1 -inst?ﬂtﬁigg\aand teacher
approval and engage in the same amounts . of act1ve academ1c responses'
as’LD students. Compar1sons also were. made between the two groups of
students during the times both were in the regu1ar classroom.
_Subjects | ’ |
o gight‘pairs.of LD and non-LD students from eight cla 'rooms inr
'eight~ elementary schools in a suburbani school -district served. as
suhjects AThe students were in’ grades three.(n=12) and four (n=4).
Five of the pairs were males and three were female. The homeroom
teachers of these students 1nc1uded three males (1 3rd. grade, 2 4th
grade) and five females (all 3rd grade). The 'LD students were.
. receiving services in 1eVe1s'3 (i.e.,‘resource rcon ihstruction fcr up_._
_to day)'and 4 (i e., resource room'instruction for more than % day
'but not a11 day), with scheduTed t1me in the resource room rang1ng
from 30 minutes per day to 225. minutes per day. A11 teachers and
students were volunteer part1c1pants in the observat1ona1 study.

In the se1ect1on of subjects, LD students were se1ected f1rst by
using a random numbers tab1e to p1ck from th1rd and fourth grade
students who were on the schools' LD rolls by late fa11 ~ A non-LD
peer was - then selected far each LD student by randomly selecting from

_ the names of same-sexfstudents tn the LD students':homerooms.v |

\

0bservat1on System

_-The CISSAR (Code for Instruct1ona1 Structure and Student Academ1c
Response) observation system was used in this study. The version of

- the system -employed was deve1oped by the Juniper.Gardens Children's

10 -
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~ProJect 1n Kansas C1ty, Kansas (Greenwood, De]quadr1, & Ha]] -1978)..

_The system focused the observat1on on the behavior of one targetf

' student (rather than samp11ng behaV1ors of severa] students) and

a]]owed ‘observers to record six event areas: (a) act1V1ty (12 codes),

“(b) task (8 codes), (c) teaching structure (3 codes), (d) teacher

- ]ocat1on (6 codes), (e) teachen activity (5 codes), and (f) student -

response (19 codes) Seventeen stop codes also were used to. record

reasons for term1nat1on of observat1on Tab1e 1 is ‘a list “of the'

def1n1t1ons of the event areas and the spec1f1c events recorded w1th1n

each area.  Detailed def1n1t1ons and examples .are presented by"’

Thurlow, Graden et al. (1982). Excluding the stop codes, a tota) of

53 d1fferent events cou1d be recorded w1th the CISSAR system

Insert Table 1 about here
An interval time- samp1ing"technique was used to direct the
recording of events  Three event areas were recorded every 10 seconds

over the entire school day wh11e the ‘student was in the classroom.

Coding was structured into b]ocks of seven 10- second 1nterva1s Dur1ng

the f1rst 10 second 1nterva1 activity, task and teach1ng structure;

were_ recorded Dur1ng each of the next six ‘10-second’ 1nterva1s,

teacher ]ocat1on, teacher act10¢ty, and student response were

recorded This pattern was ma1nta1ned throughout the observat1on

' An aud1tory e)ectron1c t1mer attached to a c11pboard was used to

a

earp]ug SO that on]y the observer cou]d hear the s1gna1 (a short beepp

10

‘s1gna1 the 10-second 1nterva1s The t1mer was equ1pped with an » Jf
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p'-'sound) The c11pboard was used to ho1d cod1ng sheets and to prov1de a
hard surface for mark1ng events B

-

The coding sheets, mode1ed after those used by the 'Jun1per

‘/ i "
Gardens Ch11dren 'S ProJect (Stan1ey & Greenwood 1980), were des1gned 'f;,//fi~
at M1nnesota S Inst1tute S0 that they could. be read automat1ca11y by | '
‘ an“opt1ca1 scanner. To be,read correct1y by the "scanner, the-c1rc1es vV AT
N . vs R ~ - . w1 . . B N ) ) M . 4

on the coding sheetthad to bedvéryndark and‘comp1ete1y vji1ed, vin'
addition to spaces for codingistudent identification and'start and
rztop t1mes, each sheet conta1ned three’b1ocks reprefent1ng 70 seconds o
’Aeach Each comp1eted sheet represented 3 5 m1nutes of observaj:on
time. : o - ' i".d, ‘:f_
Observers, | o
E1even 1nd1v1dua1s served as observers dur1ng the present study
Nine of the observers ‘were respons1b1e for. the maJor1ty of the-”'
observations. The other two observers’Were substitutes who filled 1n'_ﬂ.
for ,reasons_ of sickness, make—up observat1ons, and so on.H THese
substitute 'observers were' Institute- staff members Wwho conducted
observer tra1n1ng sessions and mon1tored the regular observers The .
.reguTar observers were all fema1es who ‘had _been se1ected from a poo1
”of 50 fema1e app11cants who had responded to an ad ,nn a Jocal
newspaper A prerequ1s1te for cons1derat1on was - that the app11cant -

not have. a background in educat1on, the goa1 was to m1n1m1ze Biases

that might be-brought to}the c1assroom setting’. Add1t1ona1 se1ect1on.‘

j~cr1ter1a included | average or above*‘average' reading abi1ity» andﬂ

.

: performance on se1ected parts of a genera1 off1ce sk111s test A

»persona1 1nterv1ew w1th one of. two Inst1tute staff members compr1sed {




the f1na1 step of selection. I

Of the nine. seTected observers, two had attended coTTege for at

' - least one year and one had a BA Two others had compTeted a bus1ness

or vocat1onaT schooT program. Prev1ous empToyment var1ed greatTy,

1nc1ud1ng saTes,‘ cTer1caT _ foster parent own bus1ness, and social

worker._ ATT but two observers ‘had. a ch1Td or ch1Tdren in elementary
or secondary‘schooT. Observers did not work in schooTs in wh1ch their
_chderen were enroTTed. |

ProCedures ,

Observer tra1n1ng 0bservers were trained in the observation“

system thnough the use of an Observer and Tra1ner s Manual (StanTey &

Greenwood, 1980) The manuaT presented eight un1ts that accord1ng to

the authors, were sequenced in terms of the compTex1ty of the

recording skills covered. Tra1n1ng requ1red observers, to read.

mater1aTs and then pract1ce cod1ng small numbers of events through the
use of a variety of other med1a,°1nc1ud1ng fTashcards, overheads, and
v1deotapes Exerc1ses and quizzes were presented throughout the
manual. Mastery (100% correct) of the material. in each un1t was
required before cont1nu1ng in the tra1n1ng to the next un1t

_ Tra1n1ng in the- system was conducted by four Inst1tute staff
Vmembers Two weeks of half- day tra1n1ng sessions . were requ1red to-
cover the mater1a] presented in the manual. Th1s was foTTowed by two

'to three days of practice cod1ng w1th1n actuaT cTassrooms.

Data coTTect1on. A The trained educat1ona1 observers <coded:;

"act1v1t1es on either a whoTe day (one observer aTT day) or half- day

(one observer for morn1ng, another for afternoon) bas1s. Typ1caTTy, L




8 o
ohservers did not code continuously for- a period of,nore than two-
hours. because of breaksrwithin the-school day. Observations.were not
_conducted during ‘breaks, such as. those for 1unch recess, and
Mbathroom A1so, observers did not code - during phys1ca1 educat1on,
music, “or speC1a1 assembly programs since the observat1on system did
_not app1y to these sxtuations.] Observers did fo1low target students
when they left their homeroo ' o go to other c1assrooms for certain
'subJects (typ1ca11y;r§adﬁ§é:ii:;zr mathemat1cs), or when they went to

the'resource teacher for. speC1a1 instruction. Cod1ng-was conducted in

.these other c1assrooms in the same manner as in homerooms.' Regard1ess_' S

of. the phys1ca4 sett1ng, observers attempted to pos1t1on themse1ves to
be unobtrus1ve and to avoid revea11ng the 1dent1ty of target students;
to the target students themse1ves or to other students
Each target student was observed for two full days by the tra1ned'
educat1ona1 observers.v The dec1s1on to co11ect two days of data on.h
each student was based on stability ana1yseszpresented by Greenwood et
(1981), in wh1ch they found one day of observat1on pred1ct1ng 62%.
and 92% of the variance for act1v1ty and student response,
respective1y Student pairs (LD and non LDj a1ways'were observed on
‘the same. days, however, an attempt was made to schedule the two days
of observat1on for d1fferent days of the week Typ1ca1}y, these two |
days were consecutive. A1 observat1ons (2 days for 16 students) were
completed between January and March. ) -
' Re11ab111ty. Re11ab111ty checks were conducted dur1ng tra1n1ngh,.

and dur1ng another observation study that took p1ace over a two month'

}.per1od 1mmed1ate1y preced1ng.th1s study. These checks were’ conducted
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by-the observer pairs within each-room; ‘one of ‘the two observers was

*

des1gnated random1y as the re1iabi1ity observer. This Aobserver :

stopped observ1ng her target student and coded events on the same.
student as . the other observer 1n the c1assroom for’ approx1mate1y 14

mjnutes (4 pages of observation). Dur1ng‘the study, 41 reliability

- checks were'comp1eted.

Two types of reliability were checked (a)'behaviora1, and (b)
sequent1a}. : Behav1ora1 re11ab111ty was a measure “ot' observer_'
agreement'on a‘specific event be1ng observed;‘behaviqra1 re1iabi}ities
were ca1cu1ated tor (a) teacher 1ocation (b) teacher activtty, and
(c) student' respOnse The second type of re11ab111ty, sequential

re11ab111ty, was a measure of observer agreement on the sequence of

items; this measure was des1gned to document that observers were

coding in the sequence requ1red by the observat1on system AcCording

*to the CISSAR tra1n1ng manua1 the des1red 1eve1s of re11ab111ty were

90% for behavwora1 re11ab111ty and 85% for sequent1a1 re11ab111ty

‘Table 2 is a summary of the‘observers' re1]abj11t1es.

I . - - - - - — - - -y = = T > = T W - - - - -

Because of the desire not to' lose observation'data on any of the

subJects (which oCCured when the reliability. observer stopped‘to watch

 the other observer S student),-re11ab111ty checks were not conducted
'dur1ng the current study, except at the study’ S onset At that t1me,r ’

the Inst1tute staff members who had been respons1b1e for tra1n1ng“s '

served.as re11ab111ty;observers : It was noted at: that t1me that some .
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observer drift seemed to have occurred (possib]y'due to the one-month
vacat1on break between this study and the one 1mmed1ate1y preced1ng.
1t), A Spec1a1 meet1ng was he]d to review def1n1t1ons and c]ar1fy
where the drift seemed to be occurring (ma1n1y in the area of teacher
activity). Then, to maintain adequate 71eve1s of re11ab111ty
- throughout the study, ﬁeetings were he]d'to discuss Coding problems,'
re1iabi]ity disagreement, and so on. These were held on a week1y's
basis for_the First two'weeks of the study, and then on a bi-weekiyv
vbasis after that. At the meet1ngs, definitions were rev1ewed and any

d1sagreements were reso]ved

'Data Ana]ys1s

Tota] amounts of time and percentages of observed time- over the

n

two days of - observat1on for each.>student compr1sed the dependent

measures in this study. Percentage data were,used for_correlated t ;,f»vﬁ4,'

. test ana1yses of thehactiuities; tasks;@structures,'teacher~1ocations,
teacher activities, and student reSponseswfor'the LD students in the .
, regu]ar versus resource roohs; Actual time data were used"for
- v1ndependent t test analyses of the same var1ab1es for the LD students
versus non-LD students during the period of time the LD student was in.
the resource room and during the period of time the'tD studentvwas in
- the regular classroom. |

The data 'presented .1n the tab]es in the current report ‘were
' der1ved by transform1ng the actual . observat1ona1 data . since the
observat1on system, des1gned to allow the record1ng of as much data as
poss1ble required that act1v1ty, task, and structure be coded oncey‘

every 70 seconds while teacher locat1on, teacher act1V1ty, and student

16




11
v responseiwere coded six times every 70'second;. ;The'transfornationsh
- produced s1ight overestimates of the time.a11ocated~to each activity,
.task, and structure, and s1ighth underestimates ~of the times »for’
teacher ]ocation,. teacher activity, and student;-respOnse. A The‘h
transformed times were not used in data analyses.

Resu1ts

ReguTar vs Resource: C1assroom T1mes for LD Students

LD students were observed for an average of approx1mate1y 220
minutes (3.7 hrs)v each day;A the  remaining t1me was not observed
_ because_ students were at ~lunch, ‘recess, physica1"education, music,
specia1 assemb11es or bathroom, or were going from one classroom tov
another. About 43% of the observed t1me was 1n the resource room (95
'min); | | |

Activitx. ‘The‘percentagesiof>time5a]1ocatedvto activittesfufthfn‘ .
~regular and resource c1assroo@s for-tD students are presented in Table
3. in the resource'c1assroom,'the largest percentage of time.was‘
' a11ocated to read1ng, 1n the regu1ar c1assroom, the 1argest percentage
of time was allocated to language, fo11owed c1ose1y by science and

math. S1gn1f1cant differences ‘were found in the amounts of time _l

a1Jocated to three spec1ch academic activities: read1ng, (7) 9.40,

p=.000; spelling, 1(7)=2.93, p=.022; and social studies, L7291,

‘.023. LD students were a11oCated a siqnificant1y greater percentage,'

i

- of t1me for read1ng activities 1n the resource c1assroom as compared g
: to the regu1ar c1assroom, and 51gn1f1cant1y more t1me for spe111ng and'
) soc1a1 studies act1v1t1es 1n the regu1ar c1assroom than in the regu1ar\

fc1assroom. __Percentages of t1mes a11ocated to two non- academ1c
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activities a]so~nere found to be significantly different, with greater

percentages'devoted to both business management,_t(?)=3.93,,pﬁﬁ006,

,_'and transition, (7)=3 92, p=. 006 in the”regu1arfc1assroom than in

: the resource c1assroom Desp1te these d1fferences, the percentage of-

t1me devoted to academ1c act1v1t1es overa11 1n-regu1ar and resource'
classrooms was not found to differ s1gn1f1cant1y, t(7) 2 30 p=. 055

nor was the’ percentage of time devoted “to non- academ1c act1v1t1es

'overa11 t(7) 2.30,,27.055.

e - > = -y - " - 8 T = = e =y T = =t =S = =b me =P =" = s

Task. No significant . differences were,found in the percentages. -

~of time allocated to various tasks for LD students during their time

in'regu1ar and resource ciassrooms (see Table 4). In both settings,

’the 1argest percentages of time were a11ocated to readers and other

© media’ (e.g., f11ms teach1ng games).

- D g S -ty A m = D -y T g o D - = e = =y = = -

’Teaching structure. - Percentages of times ka1)ocated to 'entire

group,'sma11,group,'and individual teachjng‘structures~for'LDVstudents :

- in regu1ar.and resource c1assrooms'are presented in Table 5, In the
vregu1ar c1assroom, the,1argest'percentage of‘time'was allocated - to

4 entire group structures while in the resource c1assroom, the 1argest
,percentage of . t1me was. a11ocated to small group teach1ng structures

The d1fference 1n percentages of t1mes between regu1ar and resource =

ﬁﬁ,iléghh‘
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classrooms was significant for entire group -structures,~.t(7)=5.84,

~ p=.001, and for small group structures,'t(7)=3 52, p=.010. ~ The LD

student received a s1gn1f1cantly greater percentage of t1me in ent1re'

group structures 1n the regu]ar c]assroom (93 5%) as compared to the °

- resource classroom (22 0%), "and a s1gn1f1cant1y greater percentage of

time in small group‘structures in the resource classroom (48.3%) as

compared to the’ regular Vc1assroom (3.5%).  The difference in
percentages of t1mes a11ocated to individua1 structures between

regular and. resource c]assrooms (3 0% vs 29. 6%) was not stat1st1ca11y'

significant, t(7)=2.27, p=.058."

Teacher 1ocation ‘ “No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences ‘were found in the

percentages of t1me allocated to various teacher locat1ons for LD

. students during their time in regular and resource c]assrooms (see
Table. '6) In both . settings; the 1argest percentage of t1me was

a]]ocated to the teacher be1ng 1ocated among the students.

. - e D ey S e e S Gt e e SN G e S S W G G N M S WD A A =D

- - - S P S S S s s e e e S S e s S S - .

~ Teacher act1V1ty Table 7a is‘ a list of “the five téacherV‘

_ act1v1t1es that ‘were coded dur1ng observat1ons and the percentages of'

-.t1me devoted to each when the LD student was in regular and resource

'classrooms In both types of c]assrooms, the largest percentage of L

,:t1me cons1sted of the teacher exh1b1t1ng no response to the target

]

=
Y
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student,' No significant differences were found between the two

settings in thefpercentage of time'a]]ocaged'to teaching,’disapprova1; -
or no response from the teacher. The LDn_student‘ received a -

significant]y greater percentage of-time devoted to other ta]k-intthe .

'regu1ar c1assroom (3.2%)- than in the resource c1assroom (1.6%),
t(7)=3.31,_p=.013, and a s1gn1f1cant1y greater percentage of time

rece1v1ng approva] from the teacher when in the resource c1assroom

(0 6%) as “‘compared to the regu]ar c1assroom (0 1%), t(7) 2. 80 p=.027.

e

engaged in academic ‘responses 'overa11 - task management, responses
overall, and 1nappropr1ate responses overa11 as we11~ s 1n' each v

' spec1f1c response 1n ‘the two sett1ngs are presented 1n Tab]e 8 In .

u’-‘

- both sett1ngs,; studenfs engaged in tash} management responses and

"spec1f1ca11y, pass1ve responses (e g., wa1t1ng, watch1ng the teacher),

' for the 1argest percentages of time. The percentages of t1me during

‘wh1ch the studént engaged in- academ1c responses ~overall was
s1gn1f1cant1y greater in the resource c1assroom (36. 9% 29 4 m1n) than

~in  the regular . c]assroom -(16-4% 18.7 min), (7) =4, 27 27.004.

- Spec1f1ca11y, LD students more often engaged in both academic talk,

t(7) 2. 93 p=.022, and answer1ng _academic quest1ons t(7) 3 3&

p=. 012 while in the resource classroom . as compared to the regu]arr

c]assroom.

Student response. The average percentages of t1me LD students‘

L
-
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LD students engaged in task management responses overa]] for.a
greater percentage of time in the regu]ar classroom .(44. 8% 64.3 min).
jthan in the resource c]assroom (36 3% 40.1 m1n), t(7)-2 84 p=. 025,
va s1gn1f1cant d1fference a]so was - found for the spec1f1c task}

management response of ra1s1ng hands, t(7) 2.66, E; 033 LD students

" raised ' their hands for a"ﬁarger percentage of t1me 1n the regu]ar__kﬁ

classroom (2 8%) than in the resource ~classroom (1 5%). No~
statlst1ca11y significant d1fferences were found between the two'
c]assroom sett1ngs for the percentages of t1me dur1ng which students
engaged in 1nappropr1ate responses._;' '

‘ LD vs Non-LD Students During LD Resource Room T1me

LD students were observed for an average of 95 m1nutes per day in
the resource c]assroom A non-LD c]assmate of'each LD student was
observed in the regular c1assroom dur1ng the same t1me per1od |
Act1v1tz. The average ‘numbers of m1nutes per day a]]ocated to».‘
each activity.are presented 1n Tab]e.9 No s1gn1f1cant deferencest :
were- found between the times for the LD and non- LD students C]ear]y,
'.most time was devoted to academ1c act1v1t1es (89 m1n), part1cu1ar1y
read1ng (63 min). |
.-Insertffab1e 9 about here

Task. No:'signiffcantf differences»eweref found in the -times

21
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a11ocated to various tasks tor LD .and non-LD-students during the time

when the LD»studehtsIWere'in the resource classroom (see Tab1e 10).

Readers were ‘used by both groups of studentsA for over 20 vninutesv
- during that- time. o

- - > " = D =0 = D =t = =S wh S S W W e W o S .

TeaChing ,structure._- The average numberS' of “minutes per day
a1iocated to entire group, * S 'ma11 group, .and indivﬁ!ua1 teachino
'structures for LD students 1n the resource c1assroom and for non- LD:
students observed in the regu1ar c1assroom dur1ng the same t1me'A
periods are displayed in Tab1e 11.. A s1gn1f1cant d1fference was found
in the amount of time a11ocated to individual teach1ng structures
£(14)= 2 49, Ef 026. - LD students in the resource cTassroom were
da11ocated near1y 25 t1mes as much 1nd1V1dua1 teach1ng (34 o m1n) as
non-LD students in the regular c1assroom dur1ng the same time per1od>:
(1.3 min). Dur1ng the observed time per1od LD students received most
instruction‘ ﬁn either small groups or jn  individual teach1ng
structures (84%), nhereas noneLD students received 'near1y all

instruction in either small groups ar in -entire group . teaching

" structures (99%).

- n - -t s - - e e W W s - 8 e e - s = w0

Teacher 1otat1on. One statistica11y'significantAdifference was_

found 1n the time, a11ocated to teacher 1ocat1ons (see Tab1e 12), LD
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students were a]]ocated more time with _the teacher bes1de them (14 3
m1n) than were non-LD students (30 sec), t(14)=2. 68 27018 For both .
‘groups of students, most t1me was allocated "to the teacher be1ngu

]ocated among the students

- i e 8 o . S o = e A6 W m o s o - -

Teacher activi#x Tab]e 13. is a summary of the t1mes a]]ocated'

to teacher act1V1t1es dur1ng ‘the time when LD students were in the
resaurce c]assroom It was ‘foundf-that LD' students receTved
‘s1gn1f1cantTy more approva] (30 sec) than d1d non-LD students (6 sec),'

' t(14)=2. 44 Er 028 ~even though the amounts of t1me for both groups
were 1ow For both LD and non- -LD students, most t1me was spent w1th.

the-teacher~exh1b1t1ng no response to the observed student. -

- D D = D W WD WD W D =y S GD R D D m WS b <5 e 4B A5

Student response LD and non-LD students' engaged t1mes dur1ng
the t1me per1od when LD students were in the resource room are
1nc1uded in Table 14 Both groups were engaged 1n task management
_vresponses for . the 1argest amount of time; no stat1st1ca11y S1gn1f1cant ;
.d1fferences were found between the two groups in. th1s category | |

.
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of the observed time, LD and non-LD students did not differ in the[l
amount of time during which they were engaged in- active academic
' responses overa]] However, they did differ in terms of the spec1fic
academic responses in which they were engaged LD students engaged in-.
. four responses for ‘greater amounts of time than non- -LD students
p]aying academic games, _114) =2. 90 p=.012; reading a]oud t(14) 2 20 !
97.045, academic ta]k t(14) 2. 54 p=. 023 and asking academic -
'questiOns, (14) 2. 49 pj 056 The difference in times for reading.
T Siientiy approached Significance, (14)—2 13 p=. 051 -~ with non-LD
students engaged in siient reading for more time than LD students.
Students engaged in inappropriate responses for approx1mate]y 10
" minutes, regard]ess of their c]assification as LD -or non-LD ,No |
s1gnificant differences werer found for - any_ of the inappropriate
responses.' R : . | N

LD vs Non-LD Students During LD Mainstream Time

LD students were observed w1thin regu]ar c]assroom settings for

an average of 125 _minutes (2: hrs 5 min) each day. The non- -LD .

classmates were observed during the same times in the regular

classrooms.

. .. Activity. The average numbers of minutes per. day a]]ocated to
"each act1v1ty during regu]ar classroom time for both LD and non-LD -
students are~presented in,Tab]e;15. For both groups, most time was
a]]ocated to language. No significant differences were found in times

. a]]ocated to an actiVity or to- academic activities overa]] or non-_

, academic activ1ties overa]].




k Task. Nov significant’ differences 4were 'tound"inA the. times
4a11ocated to var1ous tasks for LD. and_non-LD students dur1ng the t1me‘
when the LD students were in the regu]ar c]assroom (see Tab]e 16) -
Readers were used by both groups of students for the greatest amountv

of time,. fo]]owed by other med1a.

-y " " B =B -y = S = =8 . =B = =B =S =m =S = v =0 =n=m = =8 = =

o

Teaching structure.  The average -amounts of timeia1]ocated'to_

various teach1ng structures are presented in Table 17. 'C1ear1y,-most
time was a]]ocated to ent1re group structures dur1ng the t1me when
both of the observed. students were in the regular c]assroom.‘: No
~ significant differences in'times,emerged;' : -

Teacher 1ocatfona' No.stgnificant»differences wereafound“in'the
" times -allocated. to var1ous teacher ’10cation5' for - LD’*and ”nonQLDh
, students dur1ng the time they were 1n the regu]ar c]assroom (see Tab]e -
:”18); The teacher was . located among students for the greatest amount
“Tof time (about 40 m1n) The teacher was bes1de the observed student ;

for approx1mate1y 3 m1nutes each day
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"Insert_Table‘IB about heret

. R . . . . . i )
- . s
v o7 - . > o - - - o W} " - " - - - o . . . b

e b -

Teacher act1v1ty.. tAverage amounts of t1me a]]ocated to each"

teacher act1v1ty for: LD and non LD students are dJsp]ayed 1n Tab1e 19.

E No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in’ the times for the two groups of students

"were found., For both LD and non-LD students, the teacher exh1b1ted fio

~ response to the observed student for the. qreatest amount of t1me o

teach]ng was the,nextgmost frequent teacher act]v1ty., |

U am - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Stud&ht response. No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between LD andl:‘

-

~ non- LD students were found in the t1mes they were engaged in academ1c

responses overa11 task. management resgvnses overa11 1nappropr1ate:‘

»

responses overa]] ~or “in any specific response (see Tab1e 20). ’” .

a

Students engaged in task'management responses&for-the greatest~amounf

__of time (about 65 m1n) - The average timeS“in uhich students'engaged

in academic and 1nappropr1ate responses was near1y equa] dur1ng ‘the.

time when both  students were in the regular q1assroom:

e E L PR T L L L Ll ke B

‘ , D1scus51on
The resu]ts of the present study 1nd1cate that LD students do

benef1t d1rect1y from the1r p1acemént in a resource room sett1ng for

LAl
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'part of the day.. Proportionately; LD studentsnwere-a]located'more.
,'small group 1nstruct1on ‘and more teacher approva] in the resource room o
than in the ma1nstream classroom. On the other hand Sin’ the o
ma1nstream c]assroom proport1onate1y more t1me was allocated to ent1re
group structures-and other ta]k than in the resource room.' These' '
d1fferences in- the nature of instructionh in the two sett1ngs appeared |
. to have 1nf1uenCed the LD students' opportun1t1es to respond in the it
~ two sett1ngs.; The proport1on of t1me dur1n§ wh1ch the LD student :
-engaged in task’ management responses, speC1f1calTy ra1s1ng hands"was
| v§h1f1cant1y greater 1n the ma1nstream classroom than in the re§6urce
~room. ~In contrast the proport1on of t1me dur1ng which ‘the LD student A*
engaged in act1ve academ1c responses, spec1f1ca11y academ1c ta]k |
answering academ1c quest1ons, and ask1ng academic’ quest1ons, ‘was
_s1gn1f1cant1y greater 1n the resource room than in the ma1nstream
classroom. | _
| wh11e the above’ compar1sons ‘appear c]ear]y to favor the resource‘.~
room sett1ng for the LD student, it ‘must also be noted that in- the
resource classroom the LD students were work1ng on read1ng and/or
math. S1nce academ1c act1v1t1es are 11ke1y to promote d1fferent
1nstruct10na1 tasks and structures ‘as. we]] as opportun1t1es to 'j
respond '1t was necessary to compare the nature of 1nstruct1on and '
respond1ng t1mes of LD students w1th those of non-LD c1assmates both
) (a) during the t1me the LD student was 1n the reSoUrce room, nd (by
"'dur1ng the t1me both students were ALE the regu]ar classroom.. -d , ) if'§5"

Compar1sons of . the nature of- 1nstruct1on and academ1c respond1ng

t1mes for LD and non—LD students dur1ng the t1me when the LD: student
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~was 1in the resource c1assroom '(f é;, during reading and/or math)
supported the notion that p]acement in the resource room a1tered the

nature of 1nstruct1on even though the. act1v1ty was the same in the two} '

h v,sett1ngs. During read1ng and/or math, LD studeets in the resource'

room. were a11ocated s1gn1f1cant1y more time for 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on

.(34 min vs 1 min), with the teacher 1ocated beside them. (14 min: vs 30..
'sec), and recelved s1gn1f1cant1y more teacher approva1 (30-sec vs 6
-_sec) than d1d non- -LD students in the regu1ar classroom dur1ng read1ng

-.and/or math In terms of opportunrtles to respond LD students in thef
resource ‘room spent more t1me than non-LD students in the regu1ar'5~
'c1assroom engaged 1n severa1 actlve academic responses. readlng aloud'"
(5 min vs 40 sec), academ1c “talk (4 min vs. 40 sec), playing academ1c.

" games (4 min vs O m1n), and ask1ng academ1c quest1ons (40 S€ec vs 10;
sec). 3Yet,' in the: malnstream c1assroom settlng, there were no.
d1fferences in” the nature of 1nstruct1on or academ1c respond1ng for LD
-and non-LD students o

Some investlgat1ons have suggested that LD students in regu1ar“,

v'c1assrooms rece1ve 51gn1f1cant1y more cr1t1c1sm and negat1ve contacts o

“from the1r teachers than non—LD students {Chapman, Larsen, & Parker,
'1979) and fewer response. opportun1t1es (Bryan, whee1er, Felcan, &.»'
. Henek, 197@). These f1nd1ngs were not corroborated by the. present
study; "In fact durlng regu1ar classroom 1nstruct1on, when both the:
LD student and the student's c1assmate were 1n the regu1ar c1assroom, -
.no d1fferences were found in the nature of - 1nstruct1on (act1v1ty,
- task, structure, teacher locatlon and act1v1ty) or 1n the ‘students' .

. opportun1t1es to respond Apparent1y, regu1ar c1assroom teachers are.‘

28




'treat1ng students of vary1ng academ1c 1eve1s in the1r classrooms

.al1ke, a find1ng SUpported by Greener, Thur]ow, Graden, and Ysse1dyke
. '(1982) : However, th1s type of equa1 tneatment 1n the - regu1ar .

'c1assroom does not necessar11y ‘occur for students of d1ffer1nq;.‘

behaV1ora1 competenc1es (cf. Graden, Thur1ow, & Ysse1dyke, 1982b)

" Also,. 1t .isi 1mposs1b1e to know whether equa] 1nstruct1on -and

",opportun1t1es to 1earn would be found 1f the L0 students were in the»'

regu1ar c1assroom dur1ng reading and/or math.

The f1nd1ngs of two recent observat1ona1 stud1es of. LD students"
)

; @PPortun1t1es to learn are.~c1ar1f1ed by -the presenb finddngs.

Thu?10w, Graden et al. (1982) found'that*LD'students'were a]]ocated ’

s1gan1cant1y more 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on and more teacher approval,

and that the LD students engaged 1n*~fmve of seven act1ve academ1c;.f
responses for greater amounts of time than their non-LD c1assmates.
In add1t1on Thur1ow, Ysse1dyke~et a1 (1982) found- that more severe1y’ ~
1earn1ng d1sab1ed students, who were in resource classrooms' for_‘
greater ‘portions of the day, a1so were a11ocated s1gn1f1cant1y morel“
jndividual 1nstruct1dh and teacher approva1 than 1ess severe1y‘
1earn1ng d1sab1ed students. However, no d1fferences were found in jt )
opportun1t1es to 1earn through act1ve academ1c respond1ng , Nhetherp:
~the d1fferences found 1n those stud1es were re1ated to resource roomp
'.placement was “not addressed The present resu1ts suggest that'
B ‘d1fferences that were. found 1ndeed were re1ated to resource room;3
' :'p1acement G1ven th1s, it wou1d be 1nterest1ng to exp1ore the drop in” -

actlve academ1c respond1ng t1me found for students p1aced in"a spec1a1';-"~'

.class for the ent1re day (Thur]ow, Ysse]dyke et a1., 1982)

[
.,‘
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Previous observational studies consistent]y'have noted the small -

-.proport1on of the school” day dur1ng wh1ch students engage in active

' -.'academ1c respond1ng, usua11y 1ess than oné hour per. day. Even dur1ng

- two hours of read1ng, act1ve academ1c respond1ng of a typ1ca1 second-

grade student occurred for approx1mate1y 20 m1nutes, JUSt over one-."

o

fourth of the read1ng per1od (Graden, Thur]ow, Ysse]dyke, & A]gozz1ne, o

1982) : In the present study, act1ve academic respond1ng dur1ng .

'Aread1ng and/or math occurred for -an average of 29.4 m1nutes for LD
'-students in the resource room and 25, 6 minutes for non-LD students in
the regu]ar c1assroom, or about 28% of the 95 m1nutes of read1ng
. obServed LD students engaged 1n spec1f1c read1ng pract1ce (reading
a1oud or s11ent1y) for on1y~ 9. 0 m1nutes dur1ng th1s t1me, non-LD

students engaged in these responses for 10 6 m1nutes dur1ng the same

".ft1me.v However. as noted by other 1nvest1gators, var1ab111ty among f -

. n‘ “
studentS'was great, even for these spec1f1c read1ng.responses.‘ one LD

student spent an average of JUSt 1 8 minutes per day wh11e another
spent an average of 23.6 ‘minutes; ore non-LD student spent an average
of Just 20 seconds per - day wh11e another spent an average of 20. 0

, m1nutes.

3

DeSpite' the benefits ~apparently ‘derived from resource ‘room
v1nstruct1on, one must st111 question 'whether the Tow amount' of o

. academ1c respond1ng t1me s adequate for 1mprov1ng the sk111s of LD 1'

,youngsters, espec1a11y g1ven recent conc]us1ons that the amount of
‘read1ng time is re]ated to the success. of read1ng programs (Samue]s,
51981) Recent quest1on1ng of.. the adequacy of 1nstructlona1 time and

,,students‘ 9pportun1t1es to learn (cf Houck & G1ven, 1981 Sargent

. 1981) st111 are re1evant. f‘.;;?ﬂ

) ,30‘{ o
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Footnotes'. :

The observat1ona1 research reported here was part of an extens1ve
»proJect that cou1d not have been comp1eted w1thout the cooperatlon énd
"'he1p of numerous 1nd1v1dua1s. : Foremost among these were the -

i adm1n1strators teachers, and students in the schoo1 d1str1ct in wh1ch i

the research was conducted ‘ Equa11y 1mportant to the successfu1~

| comp]et1on of the research were thesobservers, al] were comm1tted to‘~'

";prov1d1ng an accurate, obJect1ve p1cture of the schoo1 day.. L1sted:

'anhabet1ca11y, the observers for “the present study were.. Barbarap."‘

:;F1ykt, E11een MeV1ssen, Donna M111er, Rose Mar1e P1ant Cheryli :%h

Randklev, Jud1th Rygwa11 Yvonne Shafransk1,' wendy Studer, " and -

~ Geraldine webster. In, add1t1on, the ass1stance of Sandra Chr1stenson:'_‘i"’

dur1ng observer tra1n1ng is gratefu11y acknow1edged -The- spec1a1 i ’

ass1stance of Char1es Greenwood and Sandra Stan1ey, Un1vers1ty of -

Kansas, in the 1mp1ementat1on of the1r CISSAR observat1ona1 system was _V

apprec1ated great1y, as was the data ana1ys1s expert1se prov1ded by :
_Bob A1goZZ1ne, Matthew McGue, and J1ng -Jen wang. A1so essential to;

.the comp1et10n of the proaect were ‘the contr1but1ons of psychometr1cv |
ass1stantS' Barbara Anderson, Lisa" Boyum, Yetta Lev1ne, and Cathy
'A'Na1ters._g The exce11ent secretar1a1 serv1ces provwded by Audrey"

"Thur1ow and Mar11yn Hyatt made the ent1re research process a- success.

. 1Throughout th1s report "LD“ is used" to ,refer to'xstudents A

'f1abe19d Lo by the . schoo]s. Schoo1s use a var1ety of, approaches 1n:<ff o

f7ass1gning th1s 1abe1.




Table 1

CISSAR Event Areas and Speci‘fit Events Coded®

- Event Area . .

- Specific: Events Coded .~

Activity.- type of instruction being
- provided/established by teacher

"Task - curritulum- task or verbal.

instruction mode in which student
is expected 'to engage

- Jeaching Structure - physical arrangé-

' " ment of student inclass .

Teacher Position ~ location of teachar

Jeacher Activity - response of teacher

to target student- . - . .

" Student R,eASponse = pehavior in which -

o~ student is engaged

' . Management

A - Approval - D -:Disapproval. - -

PA - Play Appropriate
_ ‘priate - IT - Inappropriate Task } _
. academics . IL - Inappropriate Locale LA - Look Around

SST - Self-Stimulation ) w S oo

R'- Reading M-~ Math ~ § .-'_,Spe'l'lingv -H - Handwriting

- T = Language’ _Sc - Science Ss - Social.Studies.

Ac - Arts/Crafts Ft - Free Time Bm - Class Business/ .
Tn - Transition = Ct Can't Tell o

_ W§ - Worksheets -
Pp --Paper and Pencil L1 - Listen to Teacher Lecture
Om - Other Media Tsd - Teacher-Student Discussion .

Rr, - -Readers * Wb - Workbooks

-Fp - Fetch/Put Away. =~ - N
‘Eg - Entire group  Sq - Small group I - Individual

"IF.- In Front of Class = AD - At Desk A_S_-\A;ﬁong :Svtudevnts :

0 - Out of Room S - Side B - Back.

MR - No ReSponse T - _Te"a‘c'h-ing | o7 -V-Qt"her__ Talk - ’

W -Writing G- Playing-Academic Game “BA - Reading Aloud:

RS - Silent Reading TA - Talking About Academics

" ANQ - -Answers Academic Question ASK - Asks Academic -
"Quastion = AT - Passive Response .“RH - Raising Hand

DI- - Disruption . -PI - Play- Inappro-.
TNA - Talking About Non-

: . .. . i — . < i, . . i . —.V . .. i
%Based’on Stanley & Greenwood's (13980) CISSARx> Code for instructional structure and student academic

“' . . g ae = B S B T PSSPy il R - - . .
. ‘response: -Observer's manual. 'Within the Student Response Event Area,. the AT event, which was ae_signated
od, was renamed as “"Passive Respcnse" in-the presént.investlga_tionb

. ‘to avoid inappropriate connotations of the responses included within that event,

as "Attending" by Stanley and Greenwo

LM - Looking for Materials M - Moves to. New Academic. Station
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- Summaryibf'Re]iabflitfésftalCUIatEd_Durihg_thngtudya

Téb]e 2

29f,

Rgliab&iity“j, | Mean Raﬁge'.'
Behavioral - | _
_ Teacher Position 92,5 69-100
* Teacher'BéhéVior 94.4 72-100 -
o Student Response 89.0 -~ 60-100
 sequential | 93.6 " 85-99

aan reliabilities are expressed as percentages.

: 355;




Table 3 |
Percentages of Time A11ocated to Act1v1t1es in Regu]ar and Resource

C1assrooms for LD Students

e -~ B RSN b
- Activity o “Regular . Resource: Leve1

Academ1c : - A 75.1° B 93. nsl
.}Read1ng '% g SRR "5;6” ‘~"_,75. 0
Math - '\ S | . 15.2 .
Language .’i'i - f S fs;SO 4

. Science . . »;-”v.fi d16.6' 0.
 Social Studies N Y. 0
spelling 6.8 0
AHéndwriting . '7T ' B 14;4 - d 1.

8
2
g
3
N
.3,'
.9

3
.2.;

‘Non-Academic . - 269 .

.
—t

Arts/Crafts . ) 10.2

P

6

0
,Transition' S 6 .

ivFree Time. 2.8 3

| 0

B Business. Mgmt : I ':5 7 .

Percentages are averages:. w1th1n each type of c1assroom, based on '
observations of eight students for -two days each. .

bS1gmf1cance levels are from dependent t tests (df 7)




R

. p ..'7
X N
\ | Table 4
Percentages of T1me Al]ocated to Tasks in Regular and Resource : )
| C1assrooms for LD Students . c ;‘; S
‘Task- - Regular ~ 'Resource. - lLevel e
Other Media 25.5 22,9 s
 Readers 2.7 . 283 . oms o
Workbooks "10.8 194 ns o
Worksheets 9.3. 1'20.9 ) Coms
Teacher-Stu Disc 20.6 3.5 T
Paoer'& Penci1 13.0 4.8  " : ns'., '\\w\\g\;; ‘_'“
Fetch/Put Away 6.5 3.2 - ans o
L1sten to Lecture 1.9 ',0'0 . ns

'1'T“\\~ Percentages are averages w1th1n each type of classroom, based on
observations of eight students for two days. each.

',bSIgn1f1cance.1eye1s are from dependent t tests (df= 7)."-

4




e Table 5

Percentages of Time Allacated. to Teach1ng Structures 1n Regu]ar and -

Resource Classrooms for LD Students

Structure . Regular  Resource’ ~ Level®

‘Entire Groip . 935 220 .00l
Small Group . - . 3.5 483 .00
"Ind1v1dua1 - .30 . 296 '4:T:7-‘nsr

Percentages are. averages within each type of classroom, based on o
observations of €ight students for two days'each, - . .

bSIgn1ficance 1evels are from dependent t tests (df 7)




Tab]e 6

RN

Percentages of T1me A]located to Teacher Locat10ns in Regular and

Resource C]assrooms for LD Students

\

"Locat1on'

;Reguiar:

" Resource

~sig
Level

- 'In Front ) _e"A 

230 0 10.9 'fnsf )
At Desk 207 9.9 ns.
-Among StudentS;; .539.$.r.‘. \60;6‘ ‘ns :
"Besjde Student,"'x' R 3.0 8.7 n;f “
Back - 4.6 19 ns
_butw, 1.4 aa ns
Percentages are averages ‘within €ach type of c]assroom, based on
o -observations of e19ht students for two days each. B '
‘bS1gn1f1cance levels are from dependent t tests (df 7);
I ' |
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G mbler. o o
Percentages of T1me A]]ocated to Teacher Act1v1t1es in’ Regu]ar and

ﬁrqvia Resource C]assrooms for LB Students

R -

&~

Activity S ‘Regular  Resource Leve] *'4 - e

- No Response = p'.' L iii{ 57.9 L 61'2'.‘;7 ; hs'j;'f'i
 Teaching T  37,9;:_'f' B9 ns 5
Other Talk: B - 3.2 '[ 6 "'v ) f _.01;}'”
D1sapprova1-fe7- B . R :;-3‘ 0.4 " nis {f,j?;:ﬂv;if_f-
Approva1 f- t.;éf”'- o f‘;_ o, 1f;§'_ . 0. 61'[ '-ﬂ';ozi_ S

Percentages are: averages with1n each type of c]assroom, based on -
~ observations of e1ght ‘students for two days each. T

bngmﬁcance levels are frpq-dependent t tests: (df—7)._  - - - s ’

'“txl,
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, ; Tab1e 8 .
"Percentages of T1me Spent in Various Responses 1n Regular and Resource |

C]assrooms for LD Students RN ’A(f_ o & L

Response . -~ -Regular  Resource Leve1

Academic - . 16.4 . 3697 o s
Writing . . 10.1 12,0 ns 'i: . g
Read Silently 1.9.- "~ 63 - ns. .
Read Aloud 0.6 : 6.5 . ns ,
Talk Acad - N 2.2 4.6 - 022
Acad Game R - 0.9 50 . s "
Ans Acad Q. 0.2 1.5 .02
Ask AcadQ . 04 © 0.9 - ns
Task Management . 60.8 48.5 025
Passive Response - 44.8 -7+ 36.3 ’~>,fns,
" Play Appropriate ' 6.6 . >3.4 . ns )
Look -for Materials - - 3.1, S 44 ns |
 Move - ' . 3.4 - 32,9 o ns _ -
Raise Hand Too28 . 15 L0830 L T
‘Inappropriate | 22,8: 146 s .
Look Ardund 102 6.8 . ns -
Talk Non-Acad.  “ - ... 84 " 29 a0
o P]ay Inappropr1ate g 3.9 L 2.4 o ns‘:i e J'jfs~
iInappropr1ate Task - __A, 3.5 '.1_0.6 - ons - IEERERER .
" Inappropriate™ tocale . 1.5, 15 oms O T :
‘Disruption . . o - 01 0.2 . o.ms
V'_,Se1f St1mu1at1on oL f - ;fe'.O'Z S N | ‘,.f,‘ ns.

| Percentages are averages within each type of classroom based onvfuf. .
- observations of e1ght students for two days eadh.;- _» e
,. b . L e i

Slgn1f1cance 1evels are from dependent 1 tests (dft7)




‘Table 9 ) - L

T1mes Al]ocated to Act1v1t1es for LD and Non-LD Students Nhen
LD Students Were in the Resource C]assroom -

L=

“Activity T LD . Non.LD - Level

-

v'.Academic-' o E _-“ S 89.4 '_..89:t' e 1?7n§'~_
Reading - eal 152,4'."-;»1ng. B N
\iMath- - A',j o | : 5.8 18I$j_; "nSu>vv'.'>
 langiage " e o ’,.fns
- vHandwrtting~A DR : 2.2 . 1.8 ns
| Spelling . . _'_ "f.' 0.9 . 2.8 t.-'ns;ﬁt
. Social Studfes. . 02 1,5 ons
._'séi'e:,“ce - S _' ,' - 0.0 o A_'|.2 o ns

 Non-Academic - . . . 58 45  ns

 Free Time - - i ;‘_i,_ 3.3 L E ”ﬁs
Transition = - .. 22 . 2.5 ns

:_Bustness Mgnt .0 03 ns .
Arts/Crafts . - e o ..o 0o | an‘

T1mes are average number of m1nutes for one day based on qbservat1ons
of eight LD and e1ght non=LD students for two days each,

bS1gn1f1cance 1evels are from 1ndependent t tests’ (df—14)

C-




Tab]e 10 ’

T1mes Allocated to Tasks for LD and Non LD Students when

LD'StudenIs were in the Resource c1assroom

- Task = . : AR ~ - Non-LD Leve1

v.

d‘Readers B PR 22,0 34,4 ,'.» “ns '«?

© Worksheets  © 224 5.2 ns

N

’«ofher Media Y a9 99 ons
Norkbooks ST o "‘14,2." 176 om0 L
Paper & Pencil | . 5.2 . 7.8 a ns. |

Fetch/Put Away - 2.8 3.3 . ns
Teacher-Stu Disc . o ~"3;6._ R 2.4 “"J ns
Listen_to Lecture 0. 63H' o rl.O :"d ds e

) 4

T1mes are average number of minutes for -one day based on observatIOns

of eight LD and e1ght non-LD students for two days each.
bS1gmf1cance 1evels are from 1ndependent t tests (df-14)

o




o Table 11 - »
| Times A110cated to Teach1ng Structures for LD and ‘Non-LD. Students o ST ‘ﬁ

Nhen LD Students Were in the Resource Classroom e RN S

- Structure . . - .. b Non-LD Leve1 S

. Entire Group“ o 1500 47,9 7 ns
o small Group L aea4 833 s . LT
| "Ind1v1dua1 R 0. . 13 026 L

qumes are average number of m1nutes «for one - day based on observat1ons
"of eight LD and.eight non-LD students for two days_each,

bS1gn1f7cance 1eve1s are from 1ndependent t tests (df-14).
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Tab]e 127

A Times Allocated to Teacher Locat1ons for LD and Non-LD Students |

Nhen LD Students Nere 1n the Resource C1assrooma

-Sdg b,

[pcation o o .LD:VV ﬁ'JNdn*LDT‘ Level’ -
- Among'Students v. _ 'e;" 50.2 - , 2?{3 o "fng?
| At Desk. - S 52 .22i§_~;' . ns
et &3 185 ns | |
| . Beside Student - ‘ o 143 0 0.5 | < 2 :018» ] o } E ;;ii’id
| Back D 9 - 4.0 ;. '_ nsc B o
Out S o ‘-» 0. 7 .f 3d0 ‘!* ns” ‘ ’
T imes are-average rumber of m1nutes for one. day based on observat1ons.
of eight LD and eight non-LD students for two days each. '
. bS1gn1f1cance levels are from 1ndependent t tests (df-14)
'{.’
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‘4_7_ | SRR Table 13 ]'l" T e

f_-fv__ " T1mes Allocated to Teacher Act1v1t1es for LD and Non-LD Students IR

When-LD Students Were in the Resource Classroom

.

4

Activity - . LD . Non-LD Level o - AR

" No Response - B | N Ag.o ' 49.4 - ns
~ Teaching® - - s 250 ns
ther Talk - v . a4 o
COtherTelk o T2 24 T s
mpproval .. - 05 0% - - 028
Disapproval R 0 2 f‘ 03 ns

_ T1mes are average number of mtnutes for -orie day based on observat1on.:'
-of eight LD and eight non-LD students for two days. each; :

vbS1gn1f1cance levels are from 1ndependent t tests (df 14)




© Self Stimulation 0.1 o 0.1~ o -nss'l*

A ~ Table 14
: "-Times;speﬁt iﬁ‘vafious;Resbenses by LD and Non LD, Students f

When LD Students He(e-in:ﬁhe Resource C1assrqom

s

- — A : T Sigy S
Response . o . L. ‘Non-LD. - Level’ AR

. Academic . - 204 256 ns
~ Writing | .. 181 . 136  ns
Read Silently =~ - 41 - 9.9 - ns
' Read Aloud . .49 097 - L0850
Talk Acad ... 43 . 007  .023
‘Acad Garie: S &0 00 . 012 .
Ans AcadQ . . - - 13 0.5 ns -
Ask Acad @ - o7, 0.2 .02
Task Management -~ 40.1 . 385 oms - |
Passive Response .+ 28.8 + 323 . ps L
Lok for Materials = 43 - 2,0 ns '
Move : o -'2.5 - 2.2 S oons
'Play Approprwate . o f~.3_2.' _i ~.0.8 '..‘*’ns'e
~ Raise Hand SRR UF SRS B R ns_;
‘Inappropriate v o _ . 9.8 13,3 f-hs .
“Look Around a1 ‘ns
" Talk Non-Acad © 2.2 2.9 . ons.
~P1ay_Inappropr1ate . . 1.5 1.8 -5"5 '

- Inappropriate Locale ™" . VG;Q R 1 s ' - |
~Inappropriate Task e 03 0.2 - ns L
‘Disruption . S N | S I I

v;' T1mes are average number of m1nutes for one day based on observat1ons .
"~ of eight LD and -eight non-LD students for. two days- each. )

'h51gn1f1cance 1eveTs are from 1ndependent t tests (df—14)




Table 15

-

T1mes Allocated to Act1v1t1es for LD and Non- LD StudentSrwhen

LD Students were 1n the Regular C1assrooma

Activity LD Non-LD Level o
Aca‘dé'mic.' _ 99.4 . 105.8 ‘hs
.i: M Language'j' ' 256, . '24;9[' - nS - . _
 Meth 23.6 1.0 ons
| Science 15.0 13 ',E ns B ¥
| Social'Sdeies_ _'10;8 B ‘12.8~ tj 1‘ns_i ,
Spelling: 104 106 ns
FEHagdw;iting : 6.2 ?—' ‘3-8;7 o ips
B _'Rgading | | 8.1 | 6.7"- : ns
| N.dn-Ac;aderr-lic | 3.6 . 24.4 ns
Tkansi;ion. . 6.9 _8’.-2_"ﬁ s
; 1_Busihé$$ Mgmt ) 6.9 o 8}]- ' :- nS'L.'-
"Arts/trafts- | l6,3  _ 5f4"  _»-ns ’
_Free T1me | 3.4 2.8  ns G
" ATimes are average number of m1nutes for one day based on observat1ons S
of eight LD and eight non- -LD students for two days each, . - o
bS1gn1f’1cance levels are from 1ndependent t tests (df—14) -
>




Tab]e 16

!".

Times A11ocated to Tasks for LD and Non LD“Students When_

LD Students were in the Regu]ar G]assroom

, . . . T S1g b
- Task - ) b Non-LD C Level

' Reéders B : : } 3.6 37-@ -' ﬂfln$ ._'i  e
~0£h_er M‘Fdia '. o ,..21”0 | 181 ‘ : nS ‘: | o '.:__:,“.":
Pa‘perv.& P(—I;an_'i.] | ’18";,7, : 175 . -:. ns T
 Teacher-Stu Disc N X R T o st
Workbooks . o 164 _.];3'.,0 Toins

- Worksheets - . ;' %_ '10.8; | ‘.14:6€ ; I ‘ns

L Fetch/Put Away. S o 7.7 .":10,3 1‘>”,. ng:i

Listen to. Lecture - 1 -  ' ﬁ"z 7 3.2 ';-jtz_hs o ‘":_‘ o “;;“.

-

37imes are average number of minutes for one day- based on observat1ons
~ of eight LD-and e1ght non-LD students for two days each.

) bS1gn1f1cance 1eve1s are from 1ndependent t tests. (df-14)




Tab]e 17

# T1mes A11ocated to Teach1ng Structures for LD and Non- LD StudentS',i : """5 -?5jff
When LD Students Were in the Regular C'lassrooma | '

.5 P

J IR S, I S1g b
" Structure S . LD -Non-tD - Level

. Eftire-group. . 1155 . 1261 ms

CSmallGrowp . - - 5.0 25 s
Individial 733 - '1‘51,'* L

Txmes are average ‘number of m1nutes for one day based on observat1ons ~
of eight LD and ewght non-LD students for two. days each. ~

bS1gn1f1cance 1eve1s are from 1ndependent t tests (df—14)

o=
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Table 18- -

“Times Allocated to Teacher LoéﬁﬁiOnS'fof'Lﬁiéﬂd N°“;Lngsthde"ts.w

= Nhen LD:Studéntéfwere‘in.thefRégu]aF Cléssfoqma

" Location

— o

b .

’.Among'Studénts
. At~De§k' |
_[n'FrQnt~_,'

!

Back

. Beside Student .

B fOut . @
S ,

" Non-LD * Level
37.9. ns
228 . ns

1.3 o ns'

o8 " n§f. o
T . J[ Egr
2,5  :ns.

ATimes are average number of minutes for one day based on -observations

_ of~eight_LD and eight non-LD. students for two days each.
o bSignificaqce leyels~are_from 5ndependenf'§_testS'(df=]4).

ca

a




Table l9
T1mes Allocated to Teacher Act1v1t1es for LD and Non LD Students

When LD-Students Nere 1n the Regular ClaSsroom

o I . T j'l S1g
Activity S LD ‘Non- LD Level
_No Response . 867 56.6 \
~ Teaching L M ks
~ Other Talk ST O SRR S :
- . T g g - e - o I
Disapproval o, - 0 9 . O;5~4 -
Approval : e 0 I "" 0.1 R
. v
AT imes are: average number.of minutes for one ‘day based on- observat1ons
~ of eight LD and eight non-LD students for. two: days each. R
bS1gn1f1cance Tevels are from 1ndependent t tests (df~l4) '
' ) Ky
' T .
. ) '. 'ﬁjt N




) PR REY S nl ’ 47
R : MR SRR Y W n

s
T

Tab1e 20 SRR ‘:ast~.‘{h.t

T1mes Spent in Var1ous Responses by LD and Non LD Students A

When LD Students Nere in the Regular Classroom

Response - . - DR 4 Non-LD. .~ Level

 Academic .87, 249 ',';'ns;' '
U oweiting 123 . 195 tns
.. Read Sireﬁtlys; o 2.0 2.9 oms
Talk Aead' o o 23 ¢ B EY - ns
Read Alowd 0.7 04 - ns
~ Acad Game . . o R 0.8 0.3 jf.nSd'A
mns Acad @ . - 0.3 .03 .7 s
CAskAcad Q- S, 04 02 ns
Task Ma;gggment - 643 65.2 'ﬁg\Sjs“* |
Passive Response 49,2 52,7 ‘s

Play Appropriate - - .0 . 42 . ns.
‘Move R - 3.3 - 3.6 - ns e
',LOOk‘for‘Materia1s o 2,9 0 3.2 o ns :

‘ Raise Hand - -~ 3.0 - N T R S
~Inappropriate a o 21.1' ' ”17s7,5',' ns - { j‘;l " N *uf
~ Look Around 108 .83 oms o
" Talk Nom-Acad 3.8 a2 oms
~ Play Inappropriate ¢. ) o ",3,6. - 2. - ns

_ Inappropriate Locale - R 20 ms - o .'s"'i‘}; B
Ihapproprfaté-Task ],, o ;' 1.5 S 02 o ons o S ‘

- Self Stimulatien - L VI-O 2 0. s

;-!_-D1srupt1on» _,kf“';#' P 0.1 0. 07 o 'ns-r;d

Y

o AT imes are average number of m1nutes for one day based on observat1ons . AR
~of eight LD. and eight non-LD ‘students for two days each, N R '
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