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, Abstract

Using - instructional variables identified by ;the liverature as
important -in predicting classroom achievement, a bi-polar rating scale
was designed to_assess the stfuctufe of instructioh in resource rooms.
The data fof 158 elementary school children in four school districts
were analyzed. The scale evidenced good rebiabi]ity,'both in terms of
inter-observer agreemeht and internal consistency measures. Factor
ana]ysisvof the scale identified one factor consisting of 9 of the 12

scale variables. Teacher use of instructional ‘structure and

implications for educational practice are discussed.
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The Structure of Instruction Rating Scale (SIRS):

Development and Technical Characteristics

The construct of classroom structure and its relationship to
direct instructional prOcedures,} academic engaged time, and a
student's 1earnfng rate has emerged as an important variable .1n
research in the field of educational psychology (Fiéher, Berliner,
Filby, Marliave, Cahéﬁ; & Dishaw, 1980; Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981).
Stated movre broadly, several key variables seem to coalesce or
interact that determine effective'teaching practices for regular and
special education teachers. The céncern for delimiting effectﬁve
teaching practices for special education students has become even more
important, since many of these students have a prior history of
failure in academic settings. Most notably, the recent introduction
of direct instructionai practices based on a behavioral model of

‘ teéching appears most effective and promising for teachers of special
education students and those in inner cities (Cooley & Leinhardt,
198": Gersten, Carnine, Zoref, & Cronin, 1981; Stevens & Rosenshine,
1981; Zoref, 1981). .\

THe ha]]mark.of.a direct 1nstructiona] model is that it relies on.
empirically testable and proven experimentally-based instiuctional
procgdures; modeling, prompting, shapiﬁg, and the.use of reinforcement
schedules are amdng the most commonly uééq techniques selected from
the behavioral armamentarium (Becker, Engé]mann, & Thomas, 1973).
Recently, Starlin (1979) pinpointed four effective teaching practices
for reading: (a) demonstrating ‘the desired performance, (b) directly
practicing .the behavior, (c) defivering’ positive feedback, and (d)

adjusting the curriculum to maxmimize learning. These tactics and
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others employed by teachers (e.g., controlled practice that focuses on
convergent questions, increased use of direct teacher questions,
providing praise for corréct answers as well as correction for
incorrect answers, and monitoring independent seat work practice) have
been shown to be effective instructional tactics that relate
significantly to student achievement (Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981).
Moreover, the frequency of correct answers has been shown to correlate
quite highly with student Jlearning as well as pacing of the
instructional lesson (Fisher et al., 1980; Gersten, 1981; Stevens &
Rosenshine, 1981). | | '

Consistent with these research findings on student learning is an
emphasis on the direct practice of behavior(s) by the students across
various subjects such as reading and mathematics (Borg, 1980; Starfin,
1979). Put simply, students must be given the opportunity (time) to
practice and engage directly ir the learning prccess. A major finding
of a six-year research project funded by the National Iﬁstitute for
EJucation was that student academic achievement is corre]atedA
“-positively with the amount of relevant engaged time the student spends
in reading and mathematics (Borg, 1980; Fisher et al., 1980). Further
support fbr the positive ré]ationship between student achievement and
academic engaged time é]so has been documented by Graden, Thur]ow; and
Ysseldyke (1982). ’

Central to the delivery of instruction is the way in which the
classroom environment is structured by the teacher. Teachers vary
considerably in the value they place on providing 1n$truction‘ on

academic tasks. It has bezn suggested that teachers with "high

/
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academic press" may provide more opportunity for the student to engaée
in academic tasks (Fisher’ et al., 1980, p. 11). Mi]]ér (1980)
described the re]atiqnship between the constructs of classroom
structure and time: "Deriving from the notion of time is the notion
of structure, I view structure as the purposeful ordering or
placement of people, materiaﬁé, and resources in tiﬁe" (Miller, 1980,

p. 163).

Thus, there appears to be evidence that the degree of structure -

in an instructional lesson provided by a teacher will déiermine the
extent to which a student engages in the practice of an academic task.
Moreover, there is evidence that certain ‘teaching practices are
correlated highly with student academic achievement. The foéus of the
current research was to evaluate an obscrvational instrument developed
to assess the amount and typi of instruction a student received iq/an
instructional setting where téachers were trained in the use of data-
based teaching practices.

Method

Development of the Scale

A five-point rating scale that wused variables bconsidered
necessary. for effective instruction was developed. The selection of
variables for the instrument was based on current research findings.
The variables comprising the Structure of Instruction Rating Scale

(SIRS), their operafiona] definitions, and the rating scale format are

included in Appendix A. The SIRS, as originally constituted, included

only the first 10 variables, and only these variables were observed -

for the first data collection. The variables Oral Practice and SjTent

7
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4
Practice were added after the first data collection: thus, the SIRS
consisted of 12 variables for the second and third dita collections.

Two rounds of pilot data were collected, analyzed, and refined to
develop the initial 10 variables. It should be noted that the
operational definition of fhe variable Positive Consequences did not
include teacher praise. Téacher praise was excluded becadse nf
evidence suggesting that the reinforcing value of teacher praise still
needs to be empirically validated (Brophy, 1981).

The SIRS'pyrpose]y was designed to focus on the instruction a
student receives, rather than focusing on the teacher. This approach
was taken because it is possib]e; and even likely, that the behaviors
of a teacher toward a group of students may in fact be differentially
effective with individual students. Since instructional effectiveness -
is measured by cumulating individual a&hievement and since special
education focuses on the fndividua], the individual instructional
program was selected as the target for measurement rather than the

teacher.

Rater Training and Interobserver Agreement ,

Duriné training, raters obserQed’and rated videotaped recordings\
of a teacher and two to three students. ‘Two tapes of a teacher,
judged by her asso;ﬁates to be highly competent,'were made one week
apart. In the fikst session, the teacher was instructed to conduct
her ciass as she normally would. For the second tape, the teacher was
asked to model what she considered to be poor teaching techniques.

These two tapes provided examples of the extremes represented by

ratings of 5 and 1 on the rating scale.
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Six research assistants from the Institute for Research on
Learning Disabilities were trainéd in the use of the Structure of
Instruction Rating Scale and then allowed to practice rating the first
tape of the "competent" teacher. Aftef viewing the f%rst tape, the
observers and trainers went over the results and attempted to come to
agreement on the "appropriate" rating for each variable on that tape.
In order to reinforce this agreement they then'rated the second tape.

In their description of a method for determining inter-rater
agreement, Lawlis and Lu (1972) stated that agreement can be defined
as exact, within one or two points. ; Tinsley and Weiss (1975)
qualified this by pointing out\that the décision of what standard to
use as agreement and the rationale for this decision must be made
pkior to collecting data. In/ the current study, within one scale
point was chosen as the 1eve1'for agreement, Exact agreement on many
dimensions -of the vSIRS would require observers, in many cases, to
agree on distinctions that are very fine (sometimes varying no more
than &%). Some precision is sacrificed in not making this
distinction, but such precision may be of questionable value. In the
long run, it is probably more important to differentiate between high
and 1ow structured instructional programs fhan between high énd very
high structuréd proarams, or between low and very low structured
programs..

Counting rgtings within “one sca]e. point | as ag;eement,
interobserver aéréemen£ on the original 10 Variablgs ranged from .70
to 1.00, with a mean interrater agreement of .84. Feedback and

_discuésion fo]]owing the. first tape resulted ‘fn‘ 1ﬁproved observer

4
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reliability on the second tape, with agreements ranging from .80 to
1.00, with a mean of .%l. Mean ratings for the 10 variables on the

two tapes are inc]uded7in Table 1.

-----------------------------

‘The SIRS was used in four locations in Minnesota, and une in New
York City. Teachers and administrators in some of the school
districts were trained as obse\vers since research assistants were not:
able to collect data in a]]( Tocations. THe same videotapes and
training procedure were emp]oyed; the New York raters and one of the .

four Minnesota groups reported, observer ‘reliabilities. The raters

trained in the Minnesota district reached an interrater agreement of
‘ ‘ |

|
|
observers. ' The New York observers achieved a mean interrater

.95 among themselves and .92 with the ratings of the six original
. agreement of ' .85 among themse]ves and .84 with the ratings of the six
‘research assistantﬁ. The somewhat lower agreement figures may be due
to different; trainers, or they may be simply a censequence of
different 1oc$tien.

As O'Lea}y (1975) noted, one of "the problems with measures of
observer agreement ijs that of observer drift. A]though observers may
reach a high; initial level of agreement, that' agreement tends to
disintegrate jover time as each observer, or group of observers,
develops idiesyncratic definitions. Thusl:as recommended by O'Leary
and others (ke]ler; 1980), checks on interogserver agreement were made

N \ .
four months after the initial training. The checks involved four of
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the original six observers and took place in actual classroom
settings. Checks on six students resulted in {interrater agreements
for one pair of observers ranging from .75 to .83 (X = .81), and for
the other pair ranging from .92 to 1.00 (X = .95). In addition,
training of add{tionai observers (all research assistants) later in
the year allowed for "recalibration" of the original observers with
the training tape.

Subjecis

Thg subjects for all statistical analyses were .158 grade 1-8
resource room students in four rural and suburban Minnesota school
districts. All subjects were participants in research on the
effectiveness of frequent data-based reading measures. The data were
collected three times during the school year: fall (October), winter
(February), and spring (May). '

Results
Reliability
Interrater agreement is only one facet of reliability. Any

measurement instrument also must show evidence of internal consistency
or homogeneity; that is, to what degree do all items.of the scale
measure the same thing? Cronbach's Alpha, a measure “Of internal
consistency, was chosen to assess the reliability of the SIRS.

Data were analyzed for each of the three data collections. For
the fall data, item-total correlations resulted in an alpha of .84
over all 10 variables. The ratings on the 12 variables in winter
sthed somewhat lower inter-item corre]at%ons, with an alpha of .76.

The spring data resulted in a reliability estimate of .81.




As can be seen(in Tabie 2, although thevitem-tota! correlations
for~a11 vafiab]es (10‘in the fall, 12 in wiﬁéér and spring) generally
were high, there was -some instabi]ity among - the correlations.

/'Partifularly, the variables Positiye' Consequences, Independént
Practice, and S{Jent Practice shdwed low and incon;istent item-total
corrg]ations acfoss the data c011ections. These data are consistent
with the factor analysis that resu]ted_in the omis§ion of these latter

three ijtems froh the scale.

Dropping the thrée items- from the séa]e resu]fed in.strongefband
more consistent item-total c0fre1ations, and hence- a‘im0re reliable
scale. As shown in Table 3, the rémaining nine variables exhibited
good: to exce]]ent inter-item correlations, resulting in é]éhas of 92
f82 and .88 for fall, winter, and spr1ng, respect1ve]y .Thus, the

_ SIRS evidences good re11ab111ty, consistent across items and over -

time.

Factor Analysis ' {

In order to help determ1ne whé\her the 12 ar 1ab]es of the SIRS
measured the .same construct or severa] constructs, a factor analysis

was performed on the data from the second data co]]ectng\(N-157).

—

The method chosen, principal-component ana]ysisj makes no assumptibn\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
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about the under]ying_structote of the variab]es,JbUt simply identifies
the best: linear combination of variables, that is, the particular
combination of variables that accounts for more of the variance in the
data than any other linear combination of vériab]es. The first
principal component identffied represents-the-single best combination
of var1ab1es for this purpose, the second component the second best
combination that is orthogona] (uncorrelated) to the f1rst, and S0 on.

The final so]ut;on sought in factor analysis a]]ows one to determine
whether there is an under1y1ng pattern of re]at1onsh1ps ~among the
variables such that the data may be re;rranged or reduced to a sma]]er

number of factors or components accounting for-these interrelations

(Kim, 1975).

_ Inittal factor analysis of the SIRS revealed four factors with

eigenvalues greater’ than or equal to 1.0--that is, factors. that

accounted for at least the amount of the tota1 variance of a s1ng1e

variable. Of these factors, the first accounted for 54.8% of the'

variance, the second‘ for 24.7%. Since these two factors _a]one
accounted for almost 80% of the variability in the data, a“subsequent
factor \analysis\ examined only these\ two factors,‘win: order to more
clearly identify those variables loading on each factor.

The second factor analysis resu/ted in all of the variables bot
three loading on the first factor (%ee Table 4). Two of these three,

- Indebendent Practice and Positive Consequences, loaded on the second

factor; for only Silent Practice was the variance unexplained byb'

L
e //

either factor. The first factor accounted for 70.3% of the vahiance,

and the second factor for only 29.7% of the variance.
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iqsert Table 4 about here

—————————————————————— .

The existence ef‘a sinéie common factor shared by 9 of the 12
variables imp]ies that they were measuring a single construct. Since
‘this shared component accounted for 70.3% of the variance,4-a11
subsequent analyses treeted these -variables as. one factor; the

remaining three variables were analyzed separately.

Teacher Use of Structure in Instruction

Once sufficient reliability andlbevidence of consistent factor-

~ structure had been established, an effort was made to determine which

" of the variables being: measured were experienced most by vstudenté

during their inétrhétiona] programs./ Among fhe nine variables
analyzed as one factor, the moderate to high ratings at all three
points in time indicéted that these aspects of classroom structure ere
relatively well established in most resource rooms (seei'Table 5).

Standard deviations tended to be very'étable over time.

- . - T - . e o mp b s b et b et o s w8

- e - . - mp o S b e R e ot s e M e s s S e e = e e e

As 1is shown in Table 5, Corrections, Frequency of Correct
Answers, Teacher Directed Learning, and Active Academic Responding

were experienced most often in students' programs. A; time 2,’gver

80% of the student programs received a rating of 4‘or higher on the-

veriables Correttions, Frequency of Cbrrect Answers, and Active

~ Academic Resbonding. It is apparent, however, that the elements of

. 15_
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structure represented by Independent Practice, Positive Consequences,
and Silent Pract1ce were much less a part of -the programs studied.
For example, at t1me 2, only 26% of the students were observed
participating in any»form qf/token-economy as part of their programs.

For the most part, program structure remained very stable over
time. - There was an waverage difference of only .2 rating points
between the highest and 1owest ratings on any given variable over all
three data collections. -

Not surprising1y, there were great differences in the amount of

' structure students receiued in the various resource rooms. The mean
SIRS rating. for each _c]éssroon1 was obtained by averaging the SIRS

~ rating for the individual students in that resource room. - At time 3,
these . .sroom means ranged from 2.89 (over 3 students) tdb4.81 (over
6 students) and were, in fact, significantly different: F(34) = 4.63,
p € .001. | There were no significant differences in structure of-
instructidn'as a function of curriculum, nor were there significant
grade,ﬂievel differences in structure of instruction provided .td
students.

Discussion | o /

Few measurement devices 1n\psychology have been used_as widely,
or maligned as wide]y; as rating-sca1es; Despite the frequengy of
their'use and the voluminous research on the1r psychometric qu;¥1t1es
(cf. Saal, Downey, & Lahey, 1980), the prob]ems 1dent1f1ed 1n the
early 11terature (Gui]ford, 1954; Thorndike, 1920) have not YQt been

laid to resti Thus, extreme care must be taken in the deve]opment of

!
~a new rating scale to ensure the reliability and validity of the

16
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instrument..
The Structure of Instruction Rating Scale (SIRS) was designed to
measure the instructional structure provided to indfvidua] stﬁdents_in
_the resource room. The dﬁméﬁsions included in the scale were chosen

.

“from the‘ﬁ?leraturgras those variables tHat seemed most likely to
prediéf achievement.i\'~ These variables then formed the behavioral
definitiqns for the i% items of the-ariginal rating scale.

d?\wprime impo;tance in assuring the reliability of -any
observatidhgi instrument is achieving inter-observer‘agreemenﬁ.‘-If
the séaie does not evidence a high degﬁée of inter-réter reliability,
therg is no assurance that the observers afé'measuring the same thing
(Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1977). Raters were trained in the use of the
SIRS through observation of videotapeé and reached good to excellent
1evejs of agreehént during trafning. In addition; periodic checks
enéured the maintenance of such agreement over time.

“Additional statistica} ana]&seé confirmed the reliability and
validity of the scale. Internal consistency estimates for the SIRS
showed intercorrelations among the 12 dimensions high'enough to prove
scale reliability, yet not so high as to evidence halo effects
(Keaveny & McGann, 1975), that is, the tendency of a rater to rate a
squect in a similar manner on all dimensions. The dimensioné
represented by the SIRS variables were selected to measure a single
construct, the structure of an instructional program; thus, factor
analysis of the scale that'identifiéd a Sing)&”construcf accounting

for the majority of the variance supports th% construct va]idity of

the SIRS. Other evidence supporting the construct validity of the
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SIRS was its ability to differentiate between the amount of structure
provided in different classrooms, and to predict achievement as
indexed by both tradifiona] and alternative measures (Skiba, King, &
Deno; 1983). |
EThroughqut the data analysis, 9‘of the 12 variables tended to
form one construct, Qri]e three dimensions (Independent Practfce,
Positive Consequences, and Silent Practice) consistently failed to -
group with the other hine. The failure of these three variables to

-]
relate to the other variables of the scale is interesting both from a

psyghpmetric and ‘a' research viewpoint. A1l three 'variables were
‘obserséq. infrequently in students' progréhs and, in féct, the
cirtumsténces of the observations precluded observation of Indeﬁendent
Practice in a majority or cases (54%). Howéver, thé variable-Positive
Consequences méy have'fai]ed‘to predict ac&demic achievement of lodd
on the structure factor due to thé lack of its use in the classrooms.
This finding provides important and aisturbing information about the
state of the art of token:econom%es in resouréé c]assroom;, especially
given exteﬁsive research findings that indicate the effectiveness of
suchlsystems for spécia] popu]ationé (Kazdin, 1977; 0'Leary, Drabman,
& Kass, 1973; Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen & Wolf, 1971; Staats &
Butterfield, 1965). “ |

The failure of SiTent Practice to load on either factor is more
| difficult to explain, especially given the importance attached .to
silent reading practice in the literature (Graden, Thurlow, Ysseldyke,

& Algozzine, 1982). This failure may represent a measurement problem.

Most of_the variables are free to vary independent of each other; that

\ | " - 18
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is, the occurrence of a behavior.inc1uded in bne variable does not p
preclude the observatiqn of another SIRS Qariab]e. Silent Practice
and Oral Practice, however, are mutually exclusive: if a stﬁdent_i§
reading a]oud, he/;he cannot be observed reading silently, and vice 1
versa. This may ﬁave reduced the amount of time available for k
observation of the vaqiéb]e Silent Practice, | .
Future researcheLs using the SIRS might wish to examine® the _ 1
relative contributions of the Oral Practice and Silent Practfdg |
variables. That is, ratings shou]d\ be made:- on each variab]gy\
independently, nof concurvently. Such -a procedure shou]dle1iminate \§ (
the possibility of qonfouﬁding due to mutually exclusive operational
definitions. - . ; . {: o
A similar procedure also could be employed to provide increased R
opportdnifies to bbsg?véllndependent Practice. In addition, futu?e
research might addréss the contribution of teacher praise as a
possible variable in program sf#ucture and its re]atignship t6 student j
 achievement. Anecdotal data obtained during this stddy suggested that
.the students often received praise from théir teachers as ﬁart of
their instructional program. However; ?s prevfous]y indicaﬁed; , | ' -'
students rarely participated in a tokeﬁ ‘économy during tﬁeir
instructional lessons. By adding teacher praise as a vériabie; in
addition to student participation in token economies, resear@hers
. should be able to ferreét out the relative contribution of }each
dimension of these program variables in terms of their refationships

N
with program structure and subsequent student achievement.

The SIRS has been shown to be'a‘usefu1 research instrument from

'
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the standpoint of technical adequacy and heﬂristics. At the same_
time, the interest shown by sCHoo] administrators and school
psychologists during data collection implies that those who are
responsible for assessing classroom environments and for teaching
practices also may find the instrument to be usefu] Certainly, the
construct of program structire as d1scussed in this paper has-
1mp11cat1ons for staff deveilopment with respect to changing teaching
practices. Tre construct of structure and the’ 1mp11cat1ons for its
re]ationship to staf¥ development have been aptly summar1zed by Miller
(1980):

It requires a major restructuring.of'the;C]assroom and a
major vreassessment of the teacher.role, ‘a.role that most
practitioners have worked long and hard to ‘define for
themselves. .This raises staff development to another level.
of difficulty.  When presented with .such_-a scenario,
teachers will “need: a great deal of support to resist the
temptation to. retreat into the fam111ar1ty of -0ld routines.
" (p. 164)
Clearly, the construct of program structure and its relationship

to time and student achievement continues to emerge as a validated

area of important research. The iresearth findings discussed here

A

: ..
_ support, validate, and extend several previous research findings.

U1t1mate1y, the utility of these findings will be determined by schoo]
adm1n1strators who are W1111ng to promote staff development to foster

ffective teaching practices.

20
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Table 1
Mean Ratings for the Two Viqgotapgsa
\ :
~ Tape 1 . Tape 2
("Exemplary" Teacher ("Poor" Teacher)
Instructional Grouping | 3.20. "~ 1.00
Teacher Directed Learning | 5.00 ; 2.00
Active Academic Responding 4.40 3 2.17
Demonstration and Prompting 4.60 ' 1.00
Controlled Prgcticé | 4.80 o 1.33
Frequency of Correct Answers 4,40 217
Independent Practice : 5.00 ' 1.00
Correctiéns 5.00. 1.17
E ﬁositive Consequences 4.40 1.00
Pacing SR 13
Overall F ” ; n
X ~ ‘ 4.54 1.42

qMeans are based upon the.ratings of the six IRLD research assistants
used in the initial SIRS training.

-
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Tab1g 2

i
Corrected Item - Total Correlations for A1l Twelve Variables

Fall (N=23) Winter (N=59) Spring (N=64)

Instructional Groupiﬁg - 52 +.51 .32
Teacher Djrected Learning - .67 - .83 | .78
Active Academig Responding 41 _ | .45 .66
Demonstration and Prompting .82 .52 g4
Controlled Practice .79 .63 .55
Frequency of Correct Answers .51 .25 .42
Independent Practice ; =17 ' a7 | .23
Corrections | ; X .65 - .26 ' .64
Positive Consequences/ | .38 ‘ .30 i .08
Pacing : 80 .73 | .82
Oral Practice : - .42 53
Silent Practice ,j - .05 | a2
Coefficient A1pha,f . .84 ’ .76 .81
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Table 3

Corrected Item - Total Correlations Dropping Three Variables

Fall (N=59) Winter (N=59) Spring (N=64)

Instructional Grouping . .69 .51 A7
Teacher-Pirected Learning ' 1 . .66 79
Active Academic Responding .64 .44 .66
Demonstration and Prompting ~ e .51 .75
Controlled Practice J3 .60 .54'
Frequency of Correct Ansders .66 .33 47
Corrections ' .67 .39 .67
Pacing .84 ' .70 .81
Oral Practice - .55 .61
Coefficient Alpha - .92 .82 .88
o "
«
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Table 4

Results of Second Factor Analysis of the Twelve SIRS Variables?

v

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2’
Instructional Grouping : . 449 .286
Teachef—Directéd Learning .665 -.129

" Active Academic Responding .587 -.079
Demonstration and Prompting .663 -.034
Controf]ed Practice - .69 . .280
Frequency of Correct Answersb ~.362 - . =.378
Independent Practice 206 796
Corrections .552 | -.444
Positive Consequences ' .156 " .390 -
Pacing . ' ' .‘ .640 ‘ -.001
Oral Practice " ' 520 . -.032
Silent ﬁracfice | - ‘ o .,-.12i . ;;055 o

i
3ynderlined variables load most heavily on the factor.
Although this variable loaded on both factors (and in fact 1oaded more

heavily on Factor 2) the decision was made to include it with the
Factor with which it was p051t1ve1y correlated.

b




Table 5

Means for A1l Subjects on SIRS Variables

_Fall Winter | Spring Average.

X (sSD) X (SD) X ($D) : X
Corrections 4.07 (1.17) 4.30 (.92) 4.22 (1.10) 4.20
Frequency of Correct Answers 4.03 (.86) 4.36 (.78) 4.08 (.95) 4.16
Teacher-Directed Learning 4.03 (1.07) .- 4.1 (.93)  4.06 (.95) 4.07
Active Academic Responding 3.93 (1.07) 4.19 (.99)' 4.04 (1.01) 4.05
Pacing 3.58 (1.25) 3.78 (1.07) 3.84 (1.07) 3.73
Demonstration and Prompting 3.45 (1.27) 3.81 (1.19) 3.84 (1.16) ~3.70
Controlled Practice 3.65 (1.28) 3.60 (1.27) 3.71 (1.17) 3.65
Instructional Grouping 3.38 (1.51) 3.46 (1.32) 3.70 (1.26) | 3.51
Oral Practice — 3.00 (1.28)  3.06 (1.28) 3.03
SIRS Mean 3.77 3.85 3.84
‘Independent Practice | 2.28 (1.19) 2.1 (1.31)  2.12 (1.25) 2.17
Positive Consequences 1.89 (1.29) 1.80 (1.39) 1;72.(1.30)_ 1.80
Silent Practice — 2.11 (1.26)  2.19 (1.18)\. 1.43

™o
co




Appendix A

Structure of Instruction Rating Scale (SIRS)
School: : Student:
Date: Teacher:
Observer: Number of Students in Group:
Number of observations prior to rating:
Time observation begins: Time observation ends:
Time allocated to reading instruction per day:
Currirulum used for instruction: Publisher
Series Level
Instructions '
Circle the number that accurately reflects your rating for each
variable. Only one number may be circled per variable. If you are
unable to evaluate a certain variable, mark N/A (not_applicable) next
to the left-hand column.
. . I
1. Instructional Grouping 1 2 3 4 5 :
2. Teacher-directed Learning 1 2 3 4 5
3. Active Academic Responding 1 2 3 4 5
4, Demonstration/Prompting 1 2 3 4 5
5. Controlled Practice ] 2 3 4 5
6. Frequency of Correct Answers 1 2 3 4 5.
7. Independent Practice 1 2 3 4 5
8. Corrections | 1 2 3 4 s o
9, Positive Consequences ' 1 2 3 4 -5
0. Pacing 1 2 3 4 5
11. Oral Practice on Qutcome | : 7
Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 ' e
12. silent Practice on Outcome -
Behavior ' 1 2 3 4 5 S
hY
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: SIRS

Operational Definitions Codebook

Instructional Grouping
5 - 90% or more of the instruction this student receives from the

teacher is on an individual basis.
1 - 10% or less of the instruction this student receives from the

teacher is on an individual basis.

1.

Teacher-Directed Learning

5 - Student's instruction is extremely organized, businesslike,
and teacher is firm in direction and control of activities.

For example, student is presented with questions, student

2.

has material to cover, etc.

1 - Student's instruction is casually organized and very spon-
Teacher is not committed to having the student work
Instructional materials do

taneous .
on a particular set of material. ‘
not determine what activities student engages in and the les-

sons change according to problems or mopd of this student.
Active Academic Responding <
5 - The student is actively practicing the academic skills to be
Specifically, the

learned more than 75% of the time observed.
student is engaged in oral or written responding to teacher

‘questions or written material, e.g., reading aloud, answering
questions, writing, or computing. “Studént rarely is involved j
h teadher or other students ‘

in non-academic conversations wit ‘
Atténding to the lesson without responding, such as sitting,

looking, listening, and/or following along in a book does -not
The student must make an active,_wfitten or oral |
!I

3

apply.
response.

1 - The student ig'adtive1y practicing the skills to be Tlearned
less than 10% of the time observed. Instructional lessons C

may be interrupted or shortened to include "process” and other
non-academic activities, e.g., clarifying feelings, opinions,
: ~ /
I

and working on arts and crafts.
|

Demonstration and Prompting

5 - Appropriate steps of the desired behavior to be performed are .
demonstrated for the student. Student is given an opportunity |
to practice the step(s) as teacher provides prompts for correct ;
behavior that approximates or achives desired response. |

4.

1 - Teacher attempts to teach the student a behavior without Using
demonstration and prompting techniques.

. ) 3 0
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5. Controlled Practice

5 - Student's practice of material is actively controlled by
teacher who frequently asks questions to clarify that the
student understands what has just been demonstrated. Ques-
tions are convergent (single factual answer) and the stu-
dent's answers consistently follow the questions and are
given teacher feedback.

1 - Student is rarely questioned by teacher following denonstra-
tion of new materials. Questions are more divergent (open-
ended, several 1nterpretat1ons) than convergent ?S]ﬂg]e factual
answer). Student's response is not consistently followed by

" teacher feedback. The type of questions are such that several
answers are acceptable, i.e., questions are abstract or am-
biguous. : ~

Examples:

If during an oral reading sessjgn:

a) the teacher frequently attempts to clarify the material with
convergent questions ("what color hat was John wearing?"), a
5 would be recorded. '

b) the teacher asks fewlguestions,.most of which are divergent
("What do you think’this means?"), a 1-would be recorded.

c) the teacher asks few convergent quest1ons or many d1vergent
quest1ons, the appropr1ate rating would be a 3.

6. Frequency of Correct Answers

5 - Academic [essons are conducted in such a way that the difficulty
of the material allows the student to achieve mean accuracy
of 80% or higher.

T - Academic material is difficult for 'student, component steps
are large or unsequenced, and mean accuracy for student is
1ess than 55%
(Note: f the student has no opportunity for oral or written response
dﬁr1ng the observational period, item 6 would be rated N/A -
/ ‘not applicable, while items 3 and 5 would most likely be -
/ rated 1). : '

7. Independent Practice

7

//5 - When engaged in 1ndependent seatwork, the student frequent]y is

4 monitored by.the teacher who. a551st9, clarifies, and praises .

the student for academic engaged tasks. .
Independent'seatwork is defined heré as a student working on an
assigned task for at least.5 minutes. LIf no such 5-minute
b]ock of time is observed, Item 7 is rited N/AJ.)
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SIRS

For

10.

1 - When student is engaged in academic seat-work activities, little
attention is given by teacher who directs seat-work activities
from a distance or engages in work separate from the assigned
seat work. Teacher is generally not helpful or supportive to
student during independent practice time.

Corrections

5 - The student's errors are consistently corrected by the teacher.
When the student either does not respond, responds incorrectly,
or does not respond in unison if the activity is group directed
and requires such responding, the teacher will systematically
attempt to correct the student by asking a simpler question, re-
_focusing student's attention to elicit correct response from the
student or provide general rules by which to determine the
correct answer 90% or more of the time.

1 - Student's errors are rarely and inconsistently corrected by the
teacher. The student responses are not systematically corrected.
~ Student's errors are corrected 50% or less of the time.

example: In oral reading this includes teacher correction of skips
and mispronunciations, or help in sounding out hesitations.

Positive Consequences

5 - Positive events (tokens, points, activities, etc.) are given to
the student when performing the desired behavior. When Tearning
‘a new skill the student receives positive consequence for
approximations of the desired behavior. Consequences are con-
sistently received during academic training time. - Praise and
compliments, e.g., "good working, nice job,".are not included
in this definition. '

1 - Student rarely receives positive consequences for academic work.
When student receives consequences they usually are for social
behavior, rather than for behaviors occurring under systematic

academic training. ,

Pacing

5 - The pace of the lesson is rapid, providing many opportunities
for response by the student. As a result, attention is high
and off-task behavior is low. '

1 - The pace of the lesson is slow and the student's rate of

responding is low. Lesson format frequently varies, is not -
highly structured, and student attention may be low.

32
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11. Oral Practice on Outcome Behavior

5 - Student reads aloud from context nearly all the time (85-100%
or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observation).

1 - Stddint doés not read aloud during the observation (0% of the
time).

(Note: Reading aloud for measurement purposes should not be considered
when rating this variable. Reading in context is defined as
reading phrases, sentences, paragraphs, or story selections.)

Examples:

If the student is reading isolated words nearly the entife time,
the appropriate rating is a 3.

If the student is read1ng a]oud from a text about half the time,
a 3 would be recorded.

12. Silent Practice on Qutcome Behavior

5 - Student reads silently from context nearly all the time (85-100%
or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observation).

1 - Student does not read silently during the observation'(d% of
the time).

(Note: Reading in context is defined as the same as #11. The examples
/ of #11 are the same for #12, with s11ent read1ng )
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