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Abstract

This study investigatethe effectiveness oineearly literacy progranfor first grade
students classified as-ask for emotional and behavioral disordenho were nonresponsive to
previous schoolwide interventions, and who performed ittt®m onethird of their class on a
standardized reading assessment. 3tudy, which consisted ofraultiple-probeacross
intervention groups expienental desigraimed to productteracy and behavior results
previously obtained by other weéthown researchers. Results indicated growth in oral reading
fluency for all five participants, in nonsense word fluency for four out of the five participants,
and a decreased digplof total disruptive behaviors for all. Findings reaffirm outcomes
obtained in pevious investigations; specifically, improved early literacy skillscarecomitant
with ongoingdecreases in disruptive classroom behavior. Limitations are discussed and
suggestions for future research are provided.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of students who exhibit challenging behaviors and
describes assessmdxaised interventions for these students. First, an overview of characteristics
and obstacles facing students who exhibit challenging behaviors is provided with an emphasis on
literacy outcomes. Next, an overview of early literacy will be provided wigmgphasis on
phonics and fluency measures. Finally, the statement of the problem will be provided followed

by the studydés rationale, purpose, and researtr

Students with Behavioral Challenges

While the number of individual students with severeawor problems continues to
increase, the severity and occurrence of the antisocial behaviors exhibited by students wears
away school climate and hinders the academic performance of all students (U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, 1999; Wallkamsey, & Gresham, 2004). Not surprisingly,
antisocial behavior is a central attribute of children identified with emotional and behavioral
disorders (EBD), a broad category of behavioral challenges that are inclusive of externalizing as
well as internaliing behavior patterns (Kauffman & Brigham, 2009; Moffit, 1993; Stouthamer
Loeber & Loeber, 2002; Walker et al., 2004). Antisocial behavior encompasses a multitude of
undesirable behaviors. Students who display antisocial behaviors are renowneddtarpersi
violations of social norms and expectations (Walker et al., 2004). These behaviors are
discernible in a variety of ways including verbal and physical aggression, coercion;
noncompliance, and various low levels of academic engagement (Andersoih, l€utas
Duchnowski, 2001; Kazdin, 1985; Mattison, Hooper, & Glassberg, 2002). Students with

antisocial behaviors often misread impartial social cues as aggressive (Walker et al., 2004). Not



surprisingly, antisocial behaviors create issues with social atiena and lead to disruptions of
the classroom environment (Lane, Fletcher, Carter, Dejud, & DeLorenzo, 2007).

Students with EBD are at risk for school failure because they lack needed behavioral
competencies, display behaviors that are extreme andt@omimrm with social norms, and are
not well accepted by teachers (Nelson, Martella, &dlandMartella, 2002). Arabundance of
research has revealed that students with EBD are likely to have moderate to severe academic
skill deficits (Nelson, Benner,dne, & Smith., 2004) relative to students who achieve at
expected levels (Brier, 1995; Gajar, 1979; Greenbaum, Dedrick, Friedman, Kutash, Brown,
Lardierh, et al., 1996; Mattison, Sptitznagel, & Felix, 1998; Meadows, Neel, Scott, & Parker,
1994; Scruggs & Mstropieri, 1986; Wagner, 1995; Wilson, Cone, Bradley, & Reese, 1986) as
well as those diagnosed with learning disabilities (e.g., Gajar, 1979; Scruggs & Mastropieri,
1986). Trout, Nordness, Pierce, and Epstein (2003), assessed studies across 40veoyesauti
(i.e., 19612000) and learned that 91% (i.e., 31 of 35) of the researchers reported that students
with ED showed extensive deficits in academic skills (i.e. below grade level or 1 or more years
behind their peers). Additionally, national studseggest youth with EBD have an average
GPA of 1.4, miss approximately 18 days per school year, and 58% drop out of school (e.g.,
Bradley, Doolittle, & Bartolotta, 2008). These students are at a much higher risk for
incarceration, the use of illegal substas, finding and keeping jobs, earning lower salaries, and
a longstanding reliance on the welfare system and mental health services (e.g., Mayer,
Lochman, & Van Acker, 2005). When compared to other disability groups, it has been
established that childneand adolescents with EBD have lower graduation rates and are less

likely to attend postsecondary school (Bullis & Cheney, 1999; Kauffman, 2001).



Students with EBD generally display academic difficulties across multiple content areas
(Nelson, Benner, Lanet al., 2004; Reid, Gonzalez, Nordness, Trout, & Epstein, 2004), with
reading posing a substartanallenge (Trout et al., 200&unter & Denny, 1998). Both reading
and social deficits have a tendency to broaden over time, becoming less amendable to
intervention efforts (Nelson, Lane, Benner, Kim, 2011). This duality in deficits (Kauffman,
2005), along with studentso6é | ack of motivat.i
can make it rather arduous for practitioners to deliver effectiveigtgin and any attempts at
such may seem futile (Wehby, Symons, Canale, & Go, 1998). Not surprisingly, as students with
EBD progress through school, they rarely achieve academically at a rate equal to that of their
peers, including those with learningai® i | i ti es (Anderson et al .,
problems often require intensive remediation efforts to improve basic skills, which is especially
the case in reading (Lane, 2004). Students with EBD also tend to demonstrate low levels of task
engagerant and work completion (Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004), extended oral response
rates, and distractibility in comparison with other students with disabilities (Wagner & Davis,
2006).

In considering what is at stake, research aimed at improving gaéticmeeting the
needs of students with or at risk of EBD continues to accumulate. As a result, numerous
scientifically supported practices which improve the performance of students with EBD have
been identified (e.g., Lewis, Hudson, Richter, & John2004), Even so, outcomes for this
particular student population in regards to both behavior and academics remains less than idyllic
(Cullinan, Evans, Epstein, & Ryser, 2003; Nelson, Babyak, Gonzalez, & Benner, 2003). In an
investigation of federally furetl studies in the United States meant to improve outcomes for

children and adolescents with EBD, Bradley, Henderson, and Monfore (2004) determined that
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educational, behavioral, and social outcomes for students with EBD were the worst of any single
disability group, despite a specifically targeted focus (p. 211).

Many investigations emphasize the need for sustained work with this population in order
to establish the most appropriate practices for achieving better outcomes in both behavior and
academics (Lae, Carter, Pierson, & Glaeser, 2006; Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004).
Considering that misbehavior wastes instructional time, is disruptive to all students, creates
safety problems, and decreases the chance that students who misbehave will dob&ticnal
success (Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2003), effective methods must be obtained. Moreover, a
plethora of negative consequences surround students with EBD (e.qg., school failure, impaired
social relations, and propensity towards criminality). €hae, it is crucial that evidendmsed
interventions be employed to meet their various needs (Lane, 2007) although numerous
guestions surround how best to do so for those struggling in both academics and in the social
realm (Nelson et al., 2011).

Regardng academic achievement, Anderson et al. (2001) reported that students with
EBD did not grow in academic skills over g&ar followup from the beginning to the end of
elementary school. This was true even when compared to students diagnosed witlh learnin
disabilities and even though the students with EBD outperformed students with LD in
kindergarten and first grade. In another study, Mattison et al. (2002) compared students with
EBD to students with both EBD and LD and found no notable progress in githgp after
receiving special education services for three years. Lane, Wehby, Little, and Cooley (2005)
tracked a sample of 60 students with EBD in bothcatitained classrooms and a ssihtained

school . Resul ts i ndieocaadendc years,astuderitsowtneEBD mdudee ¢
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very little progress and, in some areas, fell further behind in the academic, social, and behavioral
domainsé(with) Ilittle disparity in performanc

Profiles of studnts with EBD imply a great deal of inconsistency in their academic and
behavioral functioning (CaiGeorge, Vannest, Willson, & Davis, 2009; Lane et al., 2005;

Mattison, 2008; Montague, Enders, Dietz, Dixon, & Cavendish, 2008; Rosenblatt & Rosenblatt,
199; Sabornie, Cullinan, Osborne, & Brock, 2005; Trout, Epstein, Nelson, Reid, & Ohlund,
2006; Trout, Epstein, Nelson, Synhorst, & Hurley, 2006; Wiley, Siperstein, Bountress, Forness,
& Brigham, 2010). Results indicate differences across the board. Soups giochildren

display either severe academic deficits or academic achievement well within the average range,
while different types of social and behavioral problems that range from clinically significant to
relatively mild are also observed. The consadide variability of this population may thus be a
major factor in the inconsistencies previously described regarding academic and behavioral
progress (Siperstein, Wiley, & Forness, 2011).

Recently, a structural equation model was used to test the hyigethagerrelationships
among language skills, externalizing behavior, academic fluency and their impact on the
academic skills of students with EBD using Mplasstatistical modeling prografiiuthen&

Muthen, 2004). This prograailowed for the concurre analysis of the interrelated dependent
relationships among these variables. It was discovered that students with EBD would potentially
benefit from interventions aimed at fostering their language ability in addition to interventions
focused on developg their academic fluency in academic skill areas (Nelson, Benner, Neill, &

Stage, 2006).



Students with EBD are not solely a concern of teachers in special education (Lane,
Oakes, & Menzies, 2010). In actuality, less than 1% of students proceed tg fjuadpecial
education services under the category of EBD as defined in the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004). Instead, nearly all students with EBD will spend
their educational careers in the general education settrtgrn, this means that general
education teachers will assume the responsibility of meeting the needs of this population of
students in terms of academics, behaviors, and social interactions (Lane, Oake®tBhnis

2011).

Literacy Supports and Models

According to the United States Department of Education (1999a), reading is an
instrumental piece of education that allows one the access to all other learning. Regrettably,
many students must exhibit great effort to acquire the necessary skillpljergemic awareness
and decoding skills) to develop into strong readers (Nelson et al., 2011). In fact, children who
struggle with learning to read embody one of the most noteworthy challenges facing general and
special educator teachers today (Nelsomrige, Gonzalez., 2003). Disparities in early literacy
skills are problematic considering that these deficits tend to broaden over time and progressively
become more impervious to intervention efforts (Adams, Treiman, & Pressley, 2000; Kazdin,
1993; Nelson Benner , Lane, et al., 2004;- O6Shaughne
Frankenberger, 2003). For instance, shortfalls in decoding expand to include deficits in fluency
and, consequently, comprehension skills (Nelson et al., 2011). Therefore, the dispmoporti
between strong and weak readers has a tendency to become more prominent over time.
Frequently identified as the fAMatthew Effecto

readers become weaker (Adams, 1990; Stanovich, 1986).



For those that exgrience reading struggles at a young age, the outlook is especially
morose. One study revealed that students identified as poor readers in the first grade had yet to
develop adequate reading skills by ninth grade (Francis, Shaywitz, Studebing, Shaywitz, &
Fletcher, 1996). Likewise, in a longitudinal study investigating the literacy advancement of a
sample of elementargged students, Juel (1988) revealed that the probability that poor readers in
the first grade would remain poor readers in the fourthegveas .88. Low performance in
reading puts children at risk for dismal outcomes, including school failure, behavior problems,
and peer and teacher rejection. Additionally, a high correlation between low reading
achievement and school dropout, unemploymamd crime has been established (National
Institute for Literacy, 1998).

In 1997, Congress asked the Director of the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development along with the Secretary of Education to assemble a national panel which would be
responsible for assessing the status of resdzstd knowledge evidencing various approaches
used to teach children to read (National Reading Panel, 2000). Thus, the National Reading Panel
(NRP) was formed and was composed of 14 individuals includedjrig scientists in reading
research, college of education representatives, reading teachers, administrators, and parents. The
NRP (2000) proceeded to collect findings of over 115,000 reading intervention research studies
and found five core componentatlare necessary for, and have the biggest impact on,
successful reading outcomes. Core components include phonemic awareness, phonics or the
alphabetic principle, fluency or accuracy and fluency with connected text, vocabulary and
language developments avell as reading comprehension.

Shortly after the NRPOsSs reports were made

commitment to early literacy as demonstrated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, and the



Reading First Initiative. Both were a produesulting from no less than the following
considerations:
1. Amongst fourthgrade students in the United States, 37% do not read adequately enough

to fulfill grade-level assignments (National Center for Education Statistics, 2004);

2. The cour se adngiaeswhlishedearly i gadeSENational Center to
Improve the Tools of Educators, 1996) and is grueling to change once founded (Good,

Si mmons, & Kamedbenui, 2001); and

3. An extensive and influential body of scientifically based reading reseadan{g, 1990;
National Reading Panel, 2000; National Research Council, 1998) is accessible to apprise
educators on how to advance reading instruction in multiple school settings (Simmons,

Kamedenui , Good, Har n, Col e, & Br aun, 2002

As mentioned, a collean of research designed to guide early intervention in a timely,
systematic, rigorous, and differenti al manner
& Harn, 2003; Torgesen, 2000, 2002) in order to assist with decreasing both incidence and
prevalence rates of students who face reading difficulties.

A national concentration on the prevention of reading difficulties in the early grades is
centered on the principle that reading in an alphabetic writing system, although multifaceted in
regards to botlkanguage and mental capacity, is learned and can consequently be taught in both
a straightforward and systematic manner ( Kame
National Reading Panel, 2000; National Research Council, 1998; Shaywitz, 2003; Wolf &
Katzir-Cohen, 2001). Specifically, No Child Left Behind (NCLB; 2001) embodies an assurance

by the federal government to make certain that every child can read by the end of third grade and



to ensure the use of scientifically based reading instruction prognahes early grades.
Unfortunatel vy, only 31% of U.S. eighth grader
Aibasico | evels in reading on the 2007 Nati ona
Grigg, & Donahue, 2007). It comes as ngpsise then that, despite waétitentioned initiatives
and efforts on behalf of educators, reading achievement remains a necessary priority to schools
across the nation (Benner, Nelson, Stage, & Ralston, 2011).

In order for children to learn how to readultiple skills must be established (NRP, 2000).
Systematic phonics instruction centers around helping children obtain knowledge of the
alphabetic system and its necessity for decoding new words and to identify familiar words
correctly and automaticallyKnowing how letters correspond to phonemes and larger subunits
of words is critical for aiding beginning readers to sound out word segments and blend these
parts to form identifiable words. Alphabetic knowledge is required to decipher new words and to
assst beginning readers in remembering words they have previously read. Having knowledge of
lettersound relations also enables children to be more precise in predicting words for context.
All'in all, having solid knowledge of the alphabetic system largetyf | uences a chi |l d
read words in isolation or associated text (NRP, 2000).

Phonics programs differ largely in precisely what is taught and how it is presented

(Adams, 1990; Aukerman, 1981). Approaches may differ in sequence oflattadrelations,
size of units taught, whether or not the sounds that are associated with letters are pronounced in
isolation or in the context of words, the amount of phonemic awareness that is taught, and
whether or not it is embedded in or separate fromitd@cy curriculum to name just a few
( NRP, 2000) . Systematic phonics programs ar e

instruction in a set of prespecified associations between letters and sounds, and they are taught



how to usethemtoread,y pi cal l'y i n texts containing contr
103)
In 1967, Jeanne Chall conducted a comprehensive review of beginning reading

instruction entitled_earning to Read: The Great Debat€hal | 6 s concl usi on was

sysematic instruction in phonics appeared to lead to better achievement in reading than later and
|l ess systematic phonics instruction. Since t
vast amount of research reviews conducted (e.g., Ehri, Nurads, &Willows, 2001; Adams,
1990; Anderson, Hiebert, Wilkinson, & Scott, 1985; Balmuth, 1982). According to Chall
(19964, b) beginning readers must acquire foundational knowledge before formal reading
instruction. Such foundational knowledge includesoepts about print, phonological
awareness, and letter names. The NRP (2000) reached the conclusion that, based on 38 studies,
phonics instruction taught in kindergartelxQ.56) or first graded=0.54) is the most significant
for teaching students to mkalt is expected then, by first grade that students have the needed
foundational knowledge and are prepared to apply it during reading and writing instruction
(NRP, 2000).

Throughout the course of students becoming successful readers, fluency insasigtelh
as phonics plays a vital role in reading developm@&ha(d, KetterlinGeller, Baker, Doabler, &
Apichatabutra, 20Q%uchs, Fuchs, ékp, & Jenkins, 2001; NRP, 2Q04ational Institute of
Child Health and Human Development [NICHD], 2000; NichBapley, & Rasinski, 2009;
Reutzel & Smith, 2004; Samuels, 2006; Schwanenflugel et al., 2006; Vadasy & Sanders, 2008).
Multiple approaches exist as a way to develop reading fluency with the first focusing on repeated
oral reading practice or guided repehteal reading practice. Practices include repeated

reading (Samuels, 1979), neurological impress (Heckelman, 1969), radio reading (Greene, 1979),
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paired reading (Topping, 1987), and a large amount of similar other approaches (NRP, 2001).
The second appach is inclusive of all attempts to expand independent or recreational reading
including silent reading programs (Hunt, 1970), Accelerated Reader (Advantage Learning
Systems, 1986), and numerous other incentive type programs (i.e., Shanahan, Wojciéghowski
Rubik, 1998).

Chances to improve reading fluency are critical for all readers, but teachers of struggling
readers especially must comprehend the magnitude of integrating explicit floasey
instruction into their reading programs (Allington, 19Cinningham, 2005; Hasbrouck &
Tindal, 1992; Hudson, Lane, & Pullen., 2005; Larson, 2002; National Reading Panel, 2000;
Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Children who do not progress in regards to fluency, regardless
of intelligence, will fight an ongoing Iide of slow reading despite inordinate amounts of effort.
If a student struggles with word recognition, all mental resources may be tied up with decoding,
which, in turn, leaves little to nothing for use in comprehension (NRP, 2001). Considering that a
fluent reader is one who can recognize words and comprehend at the same time (NRP, 2001),
such a cycle will inevitably lead to reading struggles.

Research has supported the significance of fluency in the development of reading
expertise. An assortment effective methods for assessment and instruction of reading fluency
have been established (Allington, 1977, 1983, 2001; Chard et al., 2009; Cunningham, 2005;
Dudley, 2005; Dudley & Mather, 2005; Hasbrouck & Tindal, 1992; Hudson et al., 2005;
Rasinski, 200, 2003, 2004;). Informal methods that can provide acceptable levels of fluency
measurement include informal reading inventories (Johnson, Kress, & Pikulski, 1987), miscue

analysis (Goodman & Burke, 1972), pausing indices (Pinnell, Pikulski, Wixson,i&dmp
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Gough, & Beatty, 1995), running records (Clay, 1972), and reading speed calculations
(Hasboruck & Tindal, 1992)

Traditionally, a great deal of instructional attention devoted to the development of
fluency included roundobin reading (Optiz & Rasikg 1998). Unfortunately, this procedure
has been labeled as uninteresting, an interference with fluency, boring, angst inducing, and
inefficient (NRP, 2000). Additionally, this procedure has been shown to have little to no
relationship to gains in readj (Stallings, 1980). More recent approaches involve guided
repeated oral reading techniques that share a number of essential characteristics (NRP, 2000).
First and foremost, new procedures ask students to read and reread the same text multiple times.
Second, oral reading practice time is increased throughaaee instruction, tutors, audiotapes,
peer guidance, or other means. Last, some contain specifically designed feedback procedures in
order to influence the readero6s performance.

Nine of the 4 studies reviewed by the National Reading Panel (2000) focused on the
impact of repeated reading (Faulkner & Levy, 1999; Levy, Nicholls, & Kohen, 1993; Neill,
1979; O6Shea, Sindelar, & O06Shea, 1985; Rasin
Stoddar¢ Val cante, Sindlar, O6Shea, & Al gozzine,
Wagenen, Williams, & McLaughlin, 1994). Such studies offer a convincing case that repeated
reading, and other procedures that have students reading passages orally multigle times
conjunction with guidance from peers, parents, or teachers are successful in enhancing numerous
reading skills (NRP, 2000).

Reading interventions for those at risk for and with reading disabilities currently exists
(e.g., Foorman, Francis, Fletchech8tschneider, & Mehta, 1998; Torgesen, Alexander,

Wagner Rashotte, Voeller, & Conwa2001). Regrettably, a limited focus has been granted to
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investigating the outcomes of such reading instruction for elemeaggrgtudents with reading

deficits and EB (Coleman & Vaughn, 2000; Levy & Chard, 2001).

Rationale

It has been estimated that the majority of children with EBD evidence reading failure
(Brier, 1995; Kauffman, 2001; Kauffman, Cullinan, & Epstein, 1987; Epstein, Kinder, &
Bursuck, 1989; Scruggs& Maopieri, 1986). Furthermore, the prevalence rates of reading
problems tend to increase over time for this population of students (Nelson, Benner, et al., 2003).
Although less than 1% of scheagje students receive special education services for EBD as
defined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA; 2004),
considerably more children and youth with EBD exist who are unidentified and do not receive
needed special services during their educational years. Frequency estiggess Isetween
3%-20% of students have EBD, with more moderate approximations suggesting 6% (Kauffman
& Landrum, 2006). Hence, the breadth of the problem of unidentified students with EBD is
considerable and will affect both the special and general edngagpulations in a similar
manner. Considering the majority of these students will not receive special education services, it
is critical for the field of education to produce teachers with the knowledge, skills, and
confidence to teach in various enviroents utilizing evidenebased practices in an effort to
better support students with EBD and thoseskt for EBD (Lane et al., 2010).

While multiple educational concerns currently exist, reading instruction is recognized as
a chief educational issuerfetudents with or atisk for EBD (BartorArwood, Wehby, & Falk,
2005). Researchers have been criticized for awarding minimal attention to reading instruction
for students with EBD (BarteArwood et al., 2005). From 1975 to 2003, for instance, merely

27 published studies are recorded that focused on reading instruction for students with EBD,
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with just 13 of these committed to improving basic reading skills such as phonemic segmentation
or fluency building (Mooney, Epstein, Reid, & Nelson, 2003; Troal.e2003). Additionally, a
sparse number of published articles that specifically address academic interventions for students
with EBD curently exists as evidenced lprevious reviews of the literature (Lane, 2004,

Mooney et al., 2003; Pierce, Reid, f&%tein, 2004; Sutherland & Wehby, 2001).

Because reading is a foundational skill (Torgesen, Wagner, Rashotte, Rose, Lindamood,
Conway, et al., 1999) which allows for access to continued learning, it is of the utmost
importance that educators and reseachentinue to investigate effective and practical methods
for meeting the academic needs of students with-oslafor EBD in addition to meeting their
social needsBartonArwood et al., 2005Falk & Wehby, 2001Foorman, Francis, Shaywitz,
Shaywitz, &F | et cher , 1997; OO0 Sh au g hFnaekerberger, 20e6nh e, Gr e
and for remediating existing academic achievement deficits (Lane & Menzies, 2002a; Walker &
Severson, 2002). Students who display poor reading ability by the end of first grautera to
remain unsatisfactory in their reading skills for the remainder of their school careers (Juel, 1988;
Snow, 1991). Thus, early detection is a monumental step in identification of students with or at
risk for EBD in order for target interventicupports to be provided (Lane & Weh2902;

Severson & Walker, 2002).

Due to a strong relationship between reading failure and general school failure,
researchers suggest that reading instruction should be the primary focus of research endeavors
regardingnterventions for students with or at risk for EBD (Scott & Shehiego, 2002). A
focus on academic achievement is important for several reasons. First, students with EBD tend
to earn lower grades and fail more courses in comparison to groups oftstwia other

disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 1994a). Second, students with poor academic skills
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and EBD are at a higher risk for restrictive class placement, dropping out of school, lower rates
of employment after leaving school, and genatjlistment problems during adulthood
(Wagner, 1995). Some research also suggests that interventions which focus on the remediation
of academic skill may produce a collateral effect, which, in turn, reduces problem behavior (Coie
& Krehbiel, 1984; DuPaukErvin, Hook, & McGoey, 1998). If such an effect exists, academic
interventions may be useful in enhancing interventions largely used to address social behavioral
deficits (BartorArwood et al., 2005; Lane, 1999).
Often, behavioral problems and learninfficulties are evident during the preschool and
primary grades (K3). According to many researchers (e.g., Bullis & Walker, 1994; Kazdin,
1987; Lyon, 1996; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995) this is the ideal time to implement
interventions consideringchide n6s struggles are not quite emb
problems have begun to arise. Thus, such awareness strongly encourages early detection and
intervention efforts (Lane, OGQGFsahkenbgdema03ly vy, L a
Severastudies have demonstrated that students with EBD and individuals with reading
deficits are, in fact, capable of increasing their reading abifitiedominantly those related to
improvements in comprehension, vocabulary, oral readlireg ¢y, and accurgof reading
using systematic, phonitsased instructional progranBabyak, Koorland, & Mathes, 2000;
Coleman & Vaughn, 200®jarris, MarchaneMartella, & Martella, 2000; Lingo, Slaton, &
Jolivette, 2006; Malmgren & Leone, 2000; Marchdndrtella, Martell, Orlob, & Ebey, 2000;
Polloway, Epstein, Polloway, Patton, & Ball, 1988yera, AtAtaiba, & Koorland, 2006Scott
& ShearerLingo, 2002; Shippen, Houchins, Steventon & Sartor, 200&hby, Falk, Barton
Arwood, Lane, & Cooley, 2003). Researchers, d§ Wave found a positive correlation

between reading disability and antisocial behavior (Miller & Windhauser, 1971; Sturge, 1982).
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The National Reading Panel (2000) reached an undeniable conclusion that systematic phonics
instruction should play a keyleoin attempts to teach children to read. In 38 phonics

intervention studies reviewed by the National Reading Panel, the mean effect size associated

with direct phonics instruction was .44, demo

systematicponi cs instruction makes a bigger contri

alternative programs providing unsystematic

In addition to support provided for the use of systematic phonics instruction, there
currently exists strong empirical support for the use of measures of pseudioreading to
assess the alphabetic principle. For example, out of the 38 studies included in the NRP meta
analysis on phonics interventions, 18 studies involved a measure of pgeudeading to
establish the impact of the intervention. Multiple studies have reported substantial correlations
regarding the ability of students to read psewdods and the ability to read real words. (e.g.
Vellutino, Scanlon, & Tanzman, 1994).

On topof a need for specific interventions which target both academic and social needs
of students with or at risk for EBD, there is a concern regarding a lack of replication and the
presence of bias in research (Cook, 2014). Whereas scholars in the psyahalujimedical
fields have begun to scientifically examine replication and bias in their research foundations,
special education researchers have yet to methodically examine these concerns (Cook, 2014).
Certainty in informational assertions produced byaesh are defensible to the degree that
results are replicated (Cook, 2014). To be brief, replication is indispensable to scientific
knowledge (Francis, 2012; Jasny, Chin, Chong, & Vignieri, 2011; Lehrer, 2010). While the

likelihood that positive findigs are accurate increases to 78% when replicated once, 93% when

replicated twice, and 98% when replicated three times, recent experimental and academic efforts
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indicate that researchers rarely attempt to replicate findings and often neglect to duglieate e
findings when they do attempt (Nosek, Spies, & Motyl, 2012; Pashler & Harris, 2012).
Disturbingly, many studies also neglect to address indicators of methodological quality,
which implies that at least some special education research is susdegpiale (Cook, 2014).
Erroneous research maintains an unforgiving cycle. First, it generates the demand for a
remarkable quantity of unbiased research to rectify incorrect findings. Moreover, it wears down
public belief in science, which, in turn, may degse funding for research and the possibility that
various stakeholders will believe and employ research findings. Thus, it is imperative to
contemplate methods for increasing replication and minimizing bias in special education

research (Cook, 2014).

Purpose

This study examined the effectiveness mearly literacy program for firsgrade
students who were identified asrak by their classroom teachers in the areas of reading and
behaviors. This study further developed existing research by ditbenip systematically
produceresults (Kennedy, 2005) of a previously conducted study.

Numerous adjustments were made to the original study conducted by Lane et al. (2002).
One student in the present study was identified as a student with a disabiliecened special
education services to solely support behavior interventions. No students in the original study
received special education services of any kind. Participants in the current study had been
exposed to schoolwide behavior and literacy irdetons for approximately six months rather
than three as in the original study. This difference was a result of the sequence with which the
researcher had to navigate in order to carry out the study. Students were randomly assigned to

three interventiogroups instead of two. This change was made due to scheduling conflicts
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within the general education classrooms and allowed for more consistency of intervention

delivery in regards to timeA major change that must be noted is the frequency with whech t
intervention was delivered. While the original study delivered the intervention three times a

week in addition to reading instruction, this particular study consisted of the intervention being
delivered daily in place of guided reading instructionobi®s and behavior observations were
conducted every three school days in an effort to complete 15 hours of intervention time before
the conclusion of the school year. Due to time restraints, 28 lessons were delivered, rather than
30 as in the original stly. Weekly meetings were conducted for a total e#30ninutes rather

than 60 minutes in an effort to keep study expectations and responsibilities of each classroom
teacher within the school day. Numerous standardized measures originally used tarobtain
overall snapshot of -ksehaviora petfosmanceveee élienmated atéthe d s o
onset of this study due to time constraints. Baseline scores for oral reading fluency and nonsense
word fluency were acqui r erdofBasiokarlyditeraay 8kills s & Dy n
(DIBELS) (Kaminski & Good, 2011) scores rather than using the Test of Phonological

Awareness (TOPA; Torgensen & Bryant, 1994). Only the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS;
Drummond, 1994) was administered in an effortentify students who qualified as potential
participants. The Social Skills Rating Syst&eacher (SSRS; Gresham & Elliott, 1990), the

Critical Events Index (CEI) component of the Systematic Screening for Behavioral Disorders
(SSBD; Walker & Severson992), as well as the School Archival Record Search (SARS;

Walker, BlockPedago, Todis, & Severson, 1991) were not administered. Total disruptive
behaviors within the classroom were the only dependent measure used to measure the behavioral
impact of the kieracy intervention. Negative social interactions on the playground were

eradicated from the current study due to time constraints and work obligations of thehexsear
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Social validity was onlyassessed from the teacher perspectsieg The Intervendn Rating
Profile (IRR15; Martens, Witt, Elliot, & Darveaux, 1988)s modi fi ed versions
Intervention Rating Profile (CIRP; Lane, 1997, 1999; Lane et al., 2001; Witt & Elliott, 1983)
were unavailable to the researcher.
This study will dso expand upon an existing metaalysis (Benner, Nelson, Ralston, &
Mooney, 2010), which explored the effects of reading instruction on the reading skills of
students with or at risk for EBD in an effort to obtain the most recent literature regardiigg stu
conducted to identify the relationship between reading and behaviors exhibited by students in the
school setting. The following research quassi will guide thisstudy:
1. What effect doesreearly literacy program have on academic outcomes of first
grade students identified by classroom teachers as being at risk in both reading
and behaviors and who were nonresponsive to previous sefum|

interventions?

2. What effect doesreearly literacy program have on behavioral outcomes of first
grade students @htified by classroom teachers as being at risk in both reading
and behaviors and who were nonresponsive to previous sefam]

interventions?
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Chapter 2 - Reviewof Literature

This chapter reviews the existing literature regarding literacy instruction fomssuatho
are considered at risk for reading failure and for those identified or at risk of being identified as a
student withEBD. First, a definition of key terms concerning literacy as well as behavior
disorders is provided. The importance of earlyditgrinstruction is explored. In addition, the
relationship between literacy instruction and students with or at risk of EBD is investigated.
Finally, a systematic review of the literature involving literacy and students with or at risk of

EBD is providel with an emphasis on single case study designs.

Definition of Key Terms

Literacy

At-Risk. For the purpose of this study, students were considered at risk if he or she was
performing in the bottom one third of his or her class in regards to earacirskills as

measured by their performance on the DIBELS (Kaminski & Good, 2011).

Emergent Literacy. For the purpose of this study, emergent or early literacy skills were
Athe skills, knowledge, and attit wldggcal t hat ar
awareness, letter knowledge, and concept of print) (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998, p. 848) to
traditional forms of reading and writing (e.g., word decoding skills, oral reading fluency, and

spelling.) (Kim, Petscher, Schatschneider, & Foorman, 2010).

Literacy. For the purpose of this study, literacy referred to the ability to read and write
and is progressively required starting at birth and remaining for life given that the necessary

opportunities, motivation, and instruction needed to practice &asiw, 2004).
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Nonsense Word FluencyAccording to DIBELS (2011 Nonsense Word Fl ue
brief, direct measure of the alphabetic princ
knowledge of basic lettesound correspondences and thditgtib blend letter sounds into

consonantowelconsonantandvowel onsonant wordso (p. 96).

Oral Reading Fluency.For the purposes of this stydayal reading fluency was defined

as the number of words read correctly per minute (Shinn,)1989

Systematt Phonics Instructoni Phoni ¢cs i nstruction teaches
between the letters (graphemes) of written language and the individual sounds (phonemes) of
spoken | anguageodo (Center for the | mpRovement
Systematic phonics programs expose students to books or stories that contain words which are
decodable based upon the leeund relationships students have learned or are learning through
instruction. For the purpose of this study, John Shefa@dbgne Phoni cs &BH1®BY er Boo
wi || be used to provide this systematic phoni

1-6(1998) were also used in the original study by Lane et al. (2002).

Behavior

Anti -Social Behavior Anti-social behaviormcompasses numerous undesirable
behaviors, those of which continuously defy social norms. They include verbal and physical
aggression, noncompliant behavior, and intimidation (Kazdin, 1985). More specifically and for
the purpose of this study, aistocal behaviors included those defined by the Student Risk
Screening Scale (Drummond, 1994). These behaviors include: stealing, lying, cheating or

sneaking, behavior problems, peer rejection, low achievement, negative attitude, and aggressive
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behavior rate@dccording to a four point Likert type scale (never=0; occasionally=1;
sometimes=2; and frequently=3).

At-Risk. Students were considered at risk behaviorally according to scores obtained on
the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS; Drummond, B Appedix A) completed by
classroom teachers. SRSS total scores range from 0 to 21 and are then assigned to one of three
risk categories: low risk (total scores: 0 to 3), moderate risk (total scores: 4 to 8) and high risk
(total scores: 9 or more). Studerdsed with scores between 9 and 21 were considered to have

met the criteridor being at risk for EBD

Behavioral Disorders.According to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(2004), students with EBD are classified under the disability catej@motional disturbance.
As a result, for the purpose of this study, the definition of emotional disturbance was used.
According to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004), an

emotional disturbance means a condition exhibiting one oe wiathe following

characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects a
childdés educational performance: (a) an 1in
intellectual, sensory, or health factors, (b) an inabititipuild or maintain satisfactory
interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers, (c) inappropriate types of behavior or
feelings under normal circumstances, (d) a general pervasive mood of unhappiness or
depression, (e) a tendency to develop physigadptoms or fears associated with

personal or school problems.

Total Disruptive Behavior (TDB). As defined in the original study by Lane, Wehby, et
al. (2002), total disruptive behaviors involved behaviors that disrupted the classroom
environment and aersely impacted instructional activities. Behaviors included: being out of
seat without permission, touching another per

noises other than those related to instruction, and noncompliance with teachetiams.
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Literacy Instruction

In an effort to discover best practices for literacy instruction, research has been both
fervent and fluid. With so many facets of |
for optimizing reading achievement the same time, researchers have established an
expansive knowledge base that details the skills children must learn in order to become proficient
readers (Center for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement, 2001). In 1997, Congress
asked the Diretor of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD),
as well as the Secretary of Education, to organize a national panel, known as the National
Reading Panel (NRP), to evaluate the status of resbasgd knowledge, including te&icacy
of various approaches to teaching children to read. The panel was asked to present a report
detailing their conclusions and their applications to the classroom in addition to the formulation
of a strategy to distribute the information. Distribantwas directed to be swift so that teachers
could begin effective reading instruction without delay. The National Reading Panel responded
to the mandate and issued a report in 2000. By reviewing more than 100,000 studies, the panel
identified key skils and methods central to reading achievement. These skills and methods can
be used in order to create a comprehensive cu
experience. In addition, instructional approaches can be developed with thesas shdis a
foundation in order to prevent early reading failure.

By uncovering skills and methods for practitioners, a foundation has been built for
instructional practice in reading based upon scientific evidence. Teachers could utilize methods
and approdues proven to work well in order to provoke reading growth in students. Phonemic
awareness, phonics, accurate and fluent reading of connected text, reading comprehension, as
well as vocabulary and language skills have been identified as the basic bolibdiks) that

every child must master in order to become a proficient reader (National Reading Panel, 2000;
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Adams, 1990; National Research Council, 1998). These components are part of the Reading
First Initiative of No Child Left Behind (P1L07-110) consi@ring they have been identified as
essential for successful reading outcomes, with systematic and explicit phonics instruction being
vital (Good et al., 2009). Systematic phonics instruction alone does not help students acquire all
the necessary readingraponents. Instead, it must be combined with the other essential
instructional components in order to create a thorough and balanced literacy program (Ehri et al.,
2001). Through regular assessment on these basic early literacy skills, educatorstcan help
identify children who are on target for becoming successful readers from those who are more
likely to struggle. Evidence uncovered indicates that these core components can be improved
with instruction (Kamebdenui , ZX@amnmmons&e, Di xon,
Kamebenui, 1998; Torgesen, et al., 1999).

For many studentshe essential components of reading are learned without difficulty.
However, for some, direct instruction with adequate time for practice and specific feedback is
essential for masting these skills (Allington, 2006; Hudson et al., 2005; NRP, 2000). This is
especially true for poor readers with behavioral issues given that (a) students with behavioral
challenges are less likely to be engaged in reading tasks in the classroom2@ghyMorgan,

Farkas, Tufis, & Sperling, 2008; Vaughn, Levy, Coleman, & Bos, 2002), and (b) poor task
engagement has been found to be predictive of later comorbid behavioral and reading difficulties
(Allington, 2006).

In a metaanalysis containing 38 slies found after 1970, the National Reading Panel
(2000) found that systematic phonics instruction produced the greatest impact on students in
kindergarten and first grade. Furthermore, while phonics instruction is not an entire reading

program,itismas ef fecti ve when introduced early, c
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comprehension, and is particularly beneficial for children who are having difficulty learning to
read and who are at risk for developing future reading problems. Effect szmseted were

d=0.58 for kindergarten students at risk of reading failuredsm@d74 for first graders considered

at risk. In addition, phonics instruction significantly improved the reading performance of
disabled readers (i.e., children with averagebQspoor reading) as that effect size wa®.32.
Effect sizes for students in second through sixth gradesla$5. Considering these effect
sizes, one can conclude that systematic phonics instruction is significantly more effective than
nonphonicsinstruction in helping to prevent reading difficulties among at risk students and in
helping to remediate reading difficulties in disabled readers.

The National Reading Panel (2000) also reached the conclusion that oral reading did, in
fact, have a&onsisentand positive impact on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension.
Amongst the studies examined, the Panel uncovered a number of studies that supported the idea
that repeated reading and other procedures in which students read passages o#éytimeti
while receiving guidance or feedback are effective in improving a variety of reading skills.
These specific procedures also improved stude
with learning problems much later. Overall, it was coded that fluency is an essential part of
reading and that both guided oral reading procedures and repeated reading are suitable and

respected paths for increasing fluency and overall reading achievement (NRP, 2000).

Theoretical Foundations of Reading

Along with understanding the necessary building blocks for successful reading, it is
imperative that educators understand the timeframe delineated for the acquisiaciows
reading skills. One shouklso stop to consider that each building block goed rahand with

the others and is simply an element of an effective overall literacy program. For nearly all
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students, early success in literacy is dependent upon rich, dynamitauggit classroom

programs in preschool, kindergarten, first, and secoadeg(Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). In order

to gain a more concrete understanding, numerous theories of reading development have been
proposed, with the first theoretical construct of reading appearing in the 1930s during the
establishment of the scientifitusly of education (Indrisano & Chall, 1995). One formative to

this study is Challds Theory.

Originally developed in 1979, Chall ds mode
1983 and 1986 (Il ndrisano & Chal lingasla@dndléx. Ch a
of both abilities and skills that transform as a child advances through each stage (See Table 2.1).
As a result, Challds model allows reading to
all ages and grade levels. In addititme responsibilities of the school vary with each stage, as
well as the capabilities and skills needed by each individual reader in order to master each task.
According to Chall, students can expect to encounter more complex words, sentences, syntax,
ard ideas as they progress through the stages. With each successive stage, students are exposed
to more abstract concepts and less common events and experiences. In regards to language,
readers in Stages 1 and 2 will face welbwn words, short and lessphisticated sentences.

Readers in Stages 3, 4, and 5 will be met with more abstract and subtle ideas as well as
vocabulary and syntax with which they are less acquainted. In order to advance from one stage
to the next, readers are expected to progreasmanner which allows them to meet the

cumulative demands of each stage.
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Table 2.1

Chall 6s Stages Reading Devel opment
Stage Approximate Age/Grade Characteristics and Masteries by
End of Stage

Stage O:Pre eadi ng fips:s 6 months 6 years Child Apretendso |

readi ngo Preschool when looking at pages of book
previously read to him/her, names lette
of alphabet; recognizes some signs;
prints own name; plays with books,
pencils and paper.

Stage 1: Initial reading and decndi 6-7 years old Child learns relation between letters an

Stage 2: Confirmation and fluency

Stage 3: Reading for learning the
new
Phase A
Phase B
Stage 4:
Multiple viewpoints

Stage 5: Construction and
reconstruction

1% grade and beginning'®

7-8 years old
2"%and ¥ grade

9-13 years old
4".gh grade
Intermediate %- 6™
Junior high school -9

1517 years old
10"-12" grade

18+ years old
College and beyond

sounds and between printed and spoke
words; child is able to read simple text
containing high frequency words and
phonically regular words; uses skill anc
insightnd oo@dlitso nev
words.

Child reads simple, familiar stories and
selections with increasing fluency. Thit
is done by consolidating the basic
decoding elements, sight vocabulary,
and meaning context in the reading of
familiar stories and selections.

Reading is used to learn new ideas, to
gain newknowledge, to experience new
feelings, to learn new attitudes, genera
from one viewpoint.

Reading widely from a broad range of
complex materials, both expository anc
narrative, with a vaety of viewpoints.

Reading is used fu
purposes (professional and personal);
reading serves to
knowledge with that of others, to
synthesize iand to create new
knowledge. Itis rapid and efficient.

Note.Source: Chall, J.S. (1983tages of reading developmeNtY.: McGrawHill Book Company.

In Stage 0, which typically encompasses students from age 0 to 6, students are learning
basic concpts of reading and writing such as sign reading, letter identification, name writing,
and pretending to write oneds name. I n Stage
and the beginning of grade two, students are learning the alphabetiplpranil applying it to
simple texts. In Stage 2, which usually involves students in grades two and three, students are

developing fluency and automaticity in familiar texts, which fall within their current abilities and
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understanding. Stagesoneandtwoea vi ewed as those in which st
Stages 3 to 5 are dubbed Areading to |l earno s
currently know both cognitively and linguistically. Stage 3 is represented by students in grades

four through eight. In this stage, students use reading as a tool, and readers encounter new words
and ideas, which lie beyond what is known to them. Stage 4 and 5 typically involve high school

and college students, who are expected to read complex matergggrds to content,

language, and understanding. If readers are to read at these stages, they must expand their

vocabulary, language, and knowledge so that critical and broad thinking may be obtained.

Chall 6s theory hi ghoccur bstreadess mave teroughmthet s hi f t
proposed stages. In general, readers move from learning the medium in the successive stages
(i.e. recognition of printed words and acquisition of the alphabetic principle) to mastering a more
widespread, conceptual, ale$s familiar meaning vocabulary and more progressive syntax in
the later stages. This major shift, according to Chall, is observable when students move into
Stage 3.

While numerous stage theories of reading have been progoisaelt, 1983; Ehri, 1991
Frith, 1985 Gates, 194;7Gough, Juel, and Griffith, 1998%ray, 1925Russell, 196}, categories
within each exist upon a continuum, varying w
Gunning (2003) criticizes the separation of reading into stagesihgpon growth considering
that reading is constant, uninterrupted, and endless. At the same time, he acknowledges the need
for this distinction so that educators may gain a better understanding of what readers have
accomplished, where they are curreqrforming, and where they are moving so that they may
work to best meet their needs. In order for educators to grasp the complexity that is literacy, they

must be familiar with the typical characteristics of readers at each stage. While each researcher
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used distinctive terms to label the developmental stages of reading, all stage theorists agree that
the ways in which students attempt to read change over time as students grow and mature in their
reading attempts (Gunning, 2010)

In attempting to undetand the present literacy expectations of the research participants,
Chall 6s Stage Model of Literacy (1983) wil/l
master the alphabetic principle by applying it to simple texts. Thus, students wakbiadgeto
read as they face wedthown words in addition to short atess sophisticated sentences.
Considering that students identified for this research atiskain reading, one could assume that
students may not have yet entered Stage 1 (Chall) B®@Bare currently in Stage 0 (Chall,

1983). As a result, some students may be learning basic concepts of reading and writing as
defined above. Whether in Stage 0 or 1, all participants will be working on emergent literacy

skills in an effort to become=aders.

Relationship Between Beginning Readers and Students with Behavior

Previous research regarding the academic status of children with EBD in public schools
has concentrated on three areas: (a) comparative analyses of the academic achievement of
children with EBD with normally achieving students and those with learning disabilities or
mental retardation, (b) inquiries of the-gocurrence of EBD and academic underachievement
deficits, and (c) examinations of the specific types of problem behawabedeb academic
achievement (e.g., Anderson et al., 2001; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1986). This research has
determined that children with EBD regularly display moderate to severe academic achievement
deficits relative to normally achieving students (e3geenbaum et al., 1996; Mattison, et al.,

1998; Meadows, et al, 1994; Wagner, 1995).
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Though the precise nature of the relationship between poor reading skills and problem
behavior continue to be investigated (Dally, 2006; Morgan et al., 2008; Trout,rEpé&téson,
Synhorst, et al., 2006), suggestion of theocourrence of reading difficulties and behavioral
problems is alarming (Glassberg, Hooper, & Mattison, 1999; Kauffman et al., 1987; Trout, et al.,
2003). Specifically, reading difficulties may ocenmore than 60% of students with EBD
(Glassberg et al., 1999; Nelson, Benner, Gonzalez., 2003; Trout et al., 2003). Clear evidence that
behavior problems negatively influence literacy outcomes in kindergarternrsingrfide
currently exis{Bub, McCartry, & Willett, 2007; Huffman, Mehlinger, & Kerivan, 2000; Klein,
2002; LaParo & Pianta, 2000; Miles & Stipek, 2006; Spira & Fischel, 2005).

While extensive research has attempted to describe the relationship between problem
behaviors and academic shortcags in reading (Hinshaw, 1992b; Petras, Schaeffer, lalongo,
Hubbard, Muthen, Lambert, et al., 2004) there exists only a small number of-belsed|
treatmertoutcome studies which have attempted to determine immediate and collateral effects
of academicnterventions for students with or at risk for EBD who also possess incomplete
reading skills (Lane, 2004). In actuality, a systematic review of the literature of reading
interventions conducted recently uncovered five reading intervention studies \wignédey age
students that examined both reading and behavioral outcomes (Lane;&avtwd, Rogers, &
Robertson, in press).

Researchers have established numerous hypothetical models to explain the relationship
between academic underachievement, speltificareading, and behavior problems (Berger,

Yule, & Rutter, 1975; Hinshaw, 1992; Richards, Symons, Greene, & Szuszkrewiz, 1995). The
first suggests that academic deficits lead to behavioral problems. More specifically, students

may act out to avoid tls they view as aversiv&izsimmons, Cheever, Leonard, &
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Macunovich, 1969Hinshaw, 1992pWilliams & McGee, 1994). The second proposes that
behavioral problems lead to academic deficits (Berger et al., 1975; Cornwall & Bawden, 1992;
Patterson, DeBarysh & Ramsey, 1989). A third model offers up a transactional model, in which
the relationship between academic deficits and behavior are recursive (Richards et al., 1995).
The fourth and final model invites the idea that other variables such as hypgractpalsivity-
inattention, cognitive behavior, or other variables may regulate this relationship (Ayllon &
Roberts, 1974; Coie & Krehbiel, 1984; VLane,
Menzies, Gregg, Doukas, & Munton, 2002; Lane, Little, Red@hgdes, Phillips, & Welsh,
2007 Rapport, Scanlan, & Denng$999.

A concurrent relationship between EBD and language disorders has been consistently
reported, with prevalence rates ranging from moderate to high levels (Donahue, Cole, & Hartas,

1994; Kaufman, 2001; Rogeradkinson & Griffith, 1999; Sanger, Maag, & Shapiro, 1994)

Deficits in language and speech development have been identified as strong correlates of reading

underachievement (Duane, 1983). While the direction and nature of influemeeintetraction
between EBD, language impairments, and reading difficulties remains indeterminate, it is clear
that they often occur in conjunction with one another (Sampson, 1966). This furthers the debate
that problems with behavior may be a collatefedat of other variables.

All proposed models are important to consider when designing interventions. In fact,

Acombining behavior support and effective i

reform in the United $teshane andBeéd@ankehbargeg 2063 s sy,

p. 382). Because strong correlations have been established between low academic achievement

in reading and behavior problems (Heward, 2006) a need to integrate reading and behaviors into

a cohesive model currentlyists (Stewart, Benner, Martella, & Marchahthrtella, 2007).
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Results from combined studies indicate improved academic performance and reduced behavior
problems (Stewart et al., 2007). ARnThe fact I
each t¢her: Experiencing some success academically is related to decreases in acting out;
conversely, | earning positive behaviors is re
2003, p. 10). Considering that research has established a link betagieg nd behavior

difficulties, it only makes sense that schools address both issues consecutively (Stewart et al.,

2007). This type of approach is considered not only resourceful, preventive, aptfeste,

but also a way to maximize outcomes (Suy&lorner, 1999).

In addition to various hypothetical models proposed to explain the relationship between
reading deficits and behavior, various risk factors based on a logistic regression analyses have
been identified that would best predict low basedieg skills of kindergarten and first grade
children at risk for EBD (Nelson, Stage, Trout, Duppéhgley, & Epstein, 2008). Four out of
the initial 11 domains were most predictive of low reading skills: demographic characteristics,
childhood maladjustent, family functioning, and maternal depression. Within these four
domains, the strongest set of individual risk factors included gender, history of psychiatric
hospitalization, abusive to animals, and maternal depression (Nelson, Stage, TrouQ@8xl., 2

Moreover, researchers have examined the particular types of problem behavior that are
related to the academic skills of students wiBDEADbikoff , Jensen, Arnold, Hoza, Hechtman,
Pollack, et al., 2002Barriga, Doran, Newell, Morrison, Barbetti, Robbins, 2002t.ane,

Gresham, MacMillan, & Bocian, 200Mattison, et al., 1998Yelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004
Nelson, Cooper, Gonzalez, 2004The results of this research propose that externalizing
behaviors are related to academic skills, butititernalizing behaviors are not (Nelson et al.,

2006). For example, Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al. (2004) conducted multiple regression analyses
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to assess the relative contribution of externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors on the
reading, writen language, and mathematics achievement in a sample of 155 students with EBD.
In general, students with EBD who exhibited externalizing problem behaviors (i.e., aggression,
delinquent, attention problems) were more likely to experience academic achwderfnats
(i.e., reading, written language, mathematics) than students who demonstrated internalizing ones
(i.e., withdrawn, somatic complaints, anxious/depressed, social problems, through problems).
These results were consistent with those of eariguiries (e.g., Abikoff et al., 2002; Lane,
O6Shaughnessy, Lambros et al ., 2001; Matti son
aggression, delinquency) and attention problems were connected to academic achievement.
Moreover, Nelson, Benner, &t@ney (2005) found that students with EBD who demonstrated
externalizing problem behaviors (i.e., aggression, delinquent, attention problems) were more
likely to experience language deficits than students who displayed internalizing problem
behaviors. Thee findings validate a previous systematic review of the literature (i.e., Benner,
Nelson, & Epstein, 2002), which revealed that up to 9 out of 10 children with EBD in public
school settings may have language deficits. In addition, research shows tivdy miat EBD
and language deficits emccur at a moderately high rate, but that externalizing problem
behaviors and language functioning seem to be linked (Benner, Allor, and Mooney, 2008)
Although most research has largely failed to corroborate a cleariagson between
reading disabilities and externalizing behavior, a number of longitudinal studies suggest a causal
relationship between reading deficits and problem behaviors. For example, Maughan, Rowe,
Loeber, and Stouthamé&oeber (1996) and McGee, iliams, Share, Anderson and Silva (1986)
discovered an increased risk for children with reading difficulties to exhibit externalizing

behavior problems. As well, Bennett, Brown, Boyle, Racine, and Offord (2003) found a
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longitudinal relationship betweena@ing achievement and antisocial behavior ranging from the
start of school up to two years later.

Unfortunately, what is currently known about the coexistence of achievement and
behavior is extremely limited in regards to behavior problems causing ggadinlems or
reading problems causing behavior problems. The lack of a causal link has led to an ongoing
need for research on the directionality conne
literacy (Miles & Stipek, 2006). Moreover, it untlees the importance of literacy instruction in
the early years (Wang & Algozzine, 2011).

One outcome of recognizing the existence of this association is continued interest in
finding the underlying cause or in defining the direction of the connectiomday, this means
using the relationship as a reason for developing specific reading interventions in order to
prevent behavior problems. While many researchers work to uncover this link, others believe the
existence of such a relationship to be unfaeh@Nang & Algozzine, 2011). Instead, they
propose that the unrelenting search for a causal connection will only produce outcomes relative
to those that currently exist. While not wanting to weaken the importance of the relationship
that does exist, Wan& Algozzine (2011) believe attention should be focused on uncovering a
potential third factor which is causally linked to both behaviors and academics. That way,
efforts can instead focus on the effects of manipulating said factor in order to prewnémt, c

and possibly eliminate learning problems in school.

Characteristics of Students with EBD
EBD students with reading problems have been-de&tumented (Lane, 1999; Levy &

Vaughn, 2002; Vaughn et al., 2002), and eviddversed practices in readingstruction, are

sorely needed (Sutherland & Snyder, 2007). Even though students with EBD are most often
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recognized for their social and behavioral problems, they often have-bekrage academic

performance levels, predominantly in reading (Lane, 20@#son, Benner, et al., 2004).

Together, these deficits place students with EBD at an elevated risk for adverse outcomes while

in school and beyond (Wagner & Davis, 2006). For example, Greenbaum et al. (1996), reported

that the percentage of children WEBD who were reading below grade level increased from

54% to 85% across a seven year span. Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al. (2004) also reported that

83% of their studyodos sample of children with

standardized measuréreading skill. It is well founded that academic failure, especially in

reading, is a major predictor of larger failures across the school setting (Epstein et al., 1989;

Kameb6éenui & Darch, 1995; Kauffman, 1997; Wal k
As stated by the fedal definition of serious emotional disturbance under the Individuals

with Disabilities Education Act (2004), poor academic achievement is an identifying

characteristic of those labeled with EBD. Moreover, students are not often classified as having

EBD wnless they have also exhibited a uniform pattern of academic and school failure (Forness,

Kavale, & Lopez, 1993; Rock, Fessler, & Church, 1997). Furthermore, the struggle with

learning that is typically displayed cannot be explained by intellectual,ryenstealth factors

(U.S. DOE, 1994). As a result, the success that comes along with academic and school

achievement is at risk for students with EBD, especially in the absence of evideseck

practices in the classroom (Vannest, Harrison, TeiHpleey, Ramsey, & Parker, 2011).

However, research shows that implementation of evidbased reading interventions for

students with EBD may remediate many reading deficits (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman,

2003).
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Characteristics of students with EBD tleauld potentially interfere with academic
progress include lack of motivation, poor attention to task, deficits in interpersonal relationship
skills, negative attitudes about school, use of coercive tactics to manipulate the environment,
oppositionality,and externalizing behavior patterns including aggressive and disruptive behavior
(Lane, 2004; Sutherland, Lewi&lmer, Strichter, & Morgan, 2008; Walker, Forness, Kauffman,
Epstein, Gresham, Nelson, et al., 1998; Wehby, Symons, & Shores, 1995). nadkhtining
gaps are compounded for this population as a result of a focus on decreasing maladaptive
behavior before placing a focus on academic interventions (Forness, 1981; Lane, 2004; Quinn,
JannasciiPennell, & Rutherford, 1995; Vannest, Templarvey,& Mason, 2009).

Concerning academic functioning, recent evidence points to comprehensive delays in
skill development for students with EBD that arise early and deteriorate over time. For example,
in their study of 155 K12 students with EBD, Nelson, BeamLane, et al. (2004) reported large
academic achievement deficits across the areas of reading, writing, and math relative to the norm
group of a welestablished standardized measure of global achievement. An effect size
discrepancy of 0.94 was repattacross all the major indices, indicating that about 83% of
students scored below the norm group across all content areas. Trout et al. (2003) indicated that
91% (i.e., 31 of 35) of the academic status reports they reviewed ovgreadidme frame (i.e
1961-2000) reported academically deficient findings (i.e., below grade level or years behind
peers). The magnitude of these academic delays was usually between one and two years below
grade level, with academic delays reported early and continuinggtioat schooling. Trout
and coll eaguesd6, as well as Nelson and coll ea
Anderson et al. (2001), whose research compared the academic achievement of students with

EBD and those with learning disabilities over timgeading and math. Anderson et al. (2001)
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found the reading achievement scores of students with EBD failed to show adequate
improvement over the fivgear period, whereas the achievement of students with learning
disabilities improved significantly.

Degite increases in intensity and duration of interventions, students with EBD typically
show slow growth and a lack of transfer to fluency (Strong, Wehby, Falk, & Lane 2004; Wehby,
Falk, et al., 2003; Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2005) The prognosis for studethtb&havioral and
learning problems is often very unfortunate as they often experience school failure and drop out
of school at much higher rates than any other disability group (Kortering & Blackorby, 1992;
Rylance, 1997t).S. Department of Education, %agner, 1995; Wood & Cronin, 1999
Students with EBD and a history of problem behaviors are often placed-cos&dined
classrooms. As a result, they often experience failure in their school careers. While in self
contained classrooms, these stis often develop behaviors that, very successfully, remove
them from academic settings they view as aversive (Gunter, Denny, Jack, Shores, & Nelson,
1993).

Research consistently indicates a lack of improvement for students with EBD although
the natureand extent of failure to improve varies substantially across studies (Lane,-Barton
Arwood, Nelson, & Wehby, 2008). Regarding academic performance, findings vary regarding
whether deficits in different subject areas (e.g., reading, math, writing) rerabie st
deteriorate over time (Greenbaum et al., 1996; Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004; Reid, et al.,
2004). Likewise, discrepancies exist between studies regarding the behavioral and social growth
of students with EDGreenbaum et al, 199Bane et al 2005; Mattison & Spitznagel, 2001

Nelson, Babyak, et al., 2003). While the exact nature and directionality of the relationship
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remains ambiguous, it is evident that academic and behavioral difficulties exist as highly

correlated risk factors (Kauffmag001).

Previous Interventions

Even though teachers may decide to focus primarily on the behavioral concerns of
students with EBD, it is vital that they also attend to the academic needs of these students (Lane
& Wehby, 2002). An understanding is needeat the implementation of high quality
instruction not only affects student achievement, but behavior as well. Focusing on only one is a
step in the wrong direction when attempting to provide educational support for students with
EBD (Algozzine, Wang, Whe, Cooke, Marr, Algozzine, Helf, et al., 2012). The academic
deficits of students with EBD, like their antisocial behavior patterns (Kazdin, 1987) tend to
become broader over time (Anderson et al., 2001; Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004). By
addressingpoth reading and behavior problems during the early elementary years, students have
an opportunity to partake entirely in academic instruction, which, in turn, diminishes the
likelihood that their skill and learning deficits will increase (Bullis & WalKi394).

In order to rise to the occasion, it is essential that educators are provided with feasible
and supported methods for improving academic and social behavior as well as for delivering
school, classroom, and individual support (Algozzine et @lL2p Fortunately, a principal goal
of an extensive amount of intervention resear
to employ evidenckased practices within the general education setting with fidelity while also
being given a practitamount of support all while addressing the abundant demands of the
classroom (Lane, Little, et al., 2007). Research has confirmed that teacher fidelity of
implementation of behavioral and academic interventions has a statistically significant effect on

student responsiveness to the intervention (Bemeaudoin, Chen, Davis, & Ralstaz010;
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Benner et al., 2011). Both instructional and classroom management practices that are effective
offer the needed foundation for student engagement and learnirdy, whiurn, may be
accompanied by decreases in problem behaviors (Conroy, Sutherland, Haydon, Stormont, &
Harman, 2008).

Though the relationship between academic and behavioral performance has been
established, the directionality of the relationship leesn ambiguous (Lane et al., 2011). Itis
evident, however, that teaching both academics and behavior using exidsedepractices is
more beneficial than hoping that by teaching one, the other may change (Algozzine, Wang, &
Violette, 2011). Until reastly, the majority of treatmerdutcome studies focused on social and
behavioral concerns (e.g., Mathur, Kavale, Quinn, Forness, & Rutherford, 1996). However,
within the last decade, educators have placed increased emphasis on learning how to meet the
acalemic needs of these students (Lane, 2004).

While limited in number (Coleman & Vaughn, 2000; Levy & Chard, 2001), the scarce
amounts of reading intervention studies that have been conducted with young students with EBD
have revealed favorable results (Bak et al., 2000; Cochran, Feng, Cartledge, & Hamilton,

1993; Falk & Wehby, 2001; Wehby, Falk, et al., 200&hby, Lane, Falk, 20Q05Various other
studies confirm that reading interventions with elemersa@® students with EBD could lead to
improved phaological awareness (Falk & Wehby, 2001; Wehby, Falk et al., 2003); word attack
(Shisler, Top, & Osguthorpe, 1986; Wehby, Falk, et al., 2003); and word recognition (Dawson,
Venn, & Gunter, 2000; McCurdy, Cundari, & Lentz, 1990). Although used in comuneith

other reading interventions, repeated reading produced reading gains with intervassages
(Scott & ShearetLingo, 20@2; Strong et al., 2004) as well as on untrained passages and

standardized assessments (Strong et al., 2004). Repeated steatgygies have also revealed
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promising results in both reading fluency and comprehension (e.g., Dowhower, 1987; Homan,
Klesius, & Hite, 1993; Mercer, Campbell, Mercer, & Miller, 1998; Rashotte & Torgesen, 1985).

In addition,Phonological Awareness Trang for Readind Lane, 1999; Lane, OO0
et al., 2001) has produced favorable results.

I n a study conducted by Lane, OO6Shaughness
explored the effectiveness of a supplemental progPdmanological AwarenesBraining for
Reading(PATR,; Torgesen & Bryant, 1994) on the early literacy skills, disruptive classroom
behavior, and social interactions of seven general education students identified as at risk for
EBD. Results revealed growth in nonsense word fluancyoral reading fluency that was
sustained into the followp phase of the study. In addition, total disruptive behavior decreased
from baseline to intervention phases. Six students also showed a decrease in negative
interactions on the playground, witlio students sustaining these changes into the fallow
phase.

Nelson et al. (2005) examined the effect of a supplementaiepcing intervention,

Stepping Stones to Literacy (Nelson, Cooper, et al., 2004), on the reading and behavioral
performance of 8 kindergarten students at risk for EBD and reading problems. Results revealed
significant improvements in phonological awareness, word identification -attadk skills, and
letternaming fluency for students in the intervention group compared to ithtise control

group. Moreover, no significant differences were found between the treatment and control
groups on the behavior rating scale.

Finally, Lane, Wehby, Menzies, et al. (2002) examined the effects of a supplemental
early literacy program, Shefeli nRhéngs Chapter BooK4998),with seven firsigrade

students who were nonresponsive to a school wide primary prevention prognenstudy was
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used as a guide throughout this particular studyne, Wehby, Menzies, et al. (2002) used a
multiplebas el i ne across intervention groups desigr
had on early literacy skills, disruptive classroom behavior, and negative social interactions on the
playground. Final results exposed strong growth in nonsense werttyl, as well as
advancements in oral reading fluency. The students also demonstrated ongoing decreases in
disruptive classroom behavior and negative social interactions on the playground.

Explicit instruction is a cleacut and straightforward approaahteaching with an
emphasis on giving students a clear statement about what is to be learned, arranged in small steps
with specific and varied examples, confirming student understanding, and attaining active and
productive participation of students (eBaker, Fein, & Baker, 2010). Multiple reviews of the
literature indicate that youth with EBD respond to explicit teaching presented in large group,
small group, and individualized instruction (Benner, Nelson, Ralston, & Mooney, 2010;
Mooney et al., 200FRRalston, Benner, Tsai, Riccomini, & Nelson, in press). This is encouraging
to staff seeking to improve the academic outcomes of youth with EBD (Nelson, Benner, &
Mooney, 2008). The efficiency of explicit instruction and its power to increase academic
achievement is sustained by research (National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, 2000). Nelson (1996) performed a comparative analysis of the effects of explicit
instruction, cooperative learning, and independent learning instructional apgs@ach
classroom behavior (i.e., @ask and disruptive behavior) of youth with EBD. Results indicated
that students steadily displayed higher rates ethsk behavior and lower rates of disruptive
behavior during explicit instruction. Such results meakglicit instruction a formidable tool
accessible to teachers in order to improve the classroom behavior of youth with EBD (Benner,

Kutash, Nelson, & Fisher, 2013).
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In contrast, evidence from other various studies show that while reading interventions
often produce growth in literacy skills, they do not produce the same results in regards to
behavioral outcomes (Kamps, Wills, Greenwood, Thorne, Lazo, Crockett, Akers, et al., 2003;
Lane, BartorArwood, Nelson, & Wehby, 2008; Lane & Menzies, 2002b; Wehby Egdl.,

2003). For example, Wehby, Falk et al. (2003) explored the effects of an intensive reading
program that combined a modified version of Open Court Reading (OC; Adams, Bereiter,
Carruthers, Case, Hirshberg, McKeough, et al., 2000) and Peer Assatethg Strategies

(PALS; Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, et al., 1997) with eight students receiving special education
services for behavior and learning problems. Results showed moderate improvements in sound
naming, blending, and nonsense word fluency. Wthiee were slight increases in attending,
researchers discovered no decreases in inappropriate behavior.

Numerous intervention efforts to date have required significant and constant support from
adults other than just the classroom teacher. This levetei/ention is not sustainable in most
settings, and it is vital that researchers and practitioners identify evidased practices that
general education classroom teachers can implement solely on their own or with minimal support
(Lane, Little, et al2007). A study conducted by Lane, Little, et al. (2007) shows support for this
very practice.

Findings by Nelson et al. (2011) once again suggest that literacy and behavior
interventions are necessary to improve the outcomes of students with EBBd miedels
currently being utilized in schools should be designed to incorporate both academic and social
capacities in order to appropriately meet the needs of students with EBD (Nelson, Duppong
Hurley, Synhorst, Epstein & Stage, 2009; Stewart et al.,)208i ideal place to start (Coleman

and Vaughn , 2000) may include reading interventions proven effective with other populations of
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learners, such as those with learning disabilities or low academic achievement, as they could
potentially be useful for gtlents with EBD. At this current point, however, such interventions
need to be empirically substantiated with the EBD population prior to particular
recommendations (Wehby et al., 2005).

Considering the challenges faced by this population of studentactieased attention to
academic needs is encouraging. Current research supports the idea that academic and behavioral
supports must be interwoven. It is not enough to hope that children will learn appropriate
behaviors as a result of literacy instruntend vice versa. While it is crucial to abstain from
reactive practices when attempting to manage
school s abaandsoeme &d hmo dieMai(tFoor man et al . 1997)
place, schas must embrace a proactive approach for preventing reading problems in children at

ri sk for developing EBD (Lane, Gresham, & O0O06S

Challenges

While research continues to uncover evidebased practices that have proven to be
effective forthe population of students with orragk of EBD, countless hurdles to successful
implementation stand in the way. Generally speaking, the academic performance of students
with EBD is continuously described as being significantly lower than that aérssidithout
disabilities (Reid et al., 2004). While reported prevalence rates vary, the academic and behavior
deficit overlap starts early in development, appears considerably above levels obtainable by
chance, and, once in place, are challenging todetee(Hinshaw, 1992a).

Along with having academic deficits comparable to those of students with learning
disabilities, students with and at risk for EBD display patterns of behavior that may inhibit the

competence of even the most experienced teacleeng@ating to deliver instruction (Walker, et
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al., 2004.) Students with EBD often demonstrate noncompliant, disruptive behaviors in order to
escape instruction as well as to obtain attention from the teacher (Umbreit, Lane, & Dejud,
2004). A display of suchehaviors makes it very difficult, if not so, to carry out instructional
practices that are evidence based and with a level of fidelity needed to effect change (Lane,
Little, ReddingRhodes, et al., 2007).

The idea of inclusion for students who displagls behavior remains a controversial
topic (Sutherland & Snyder, 2007). As a result of this particular policy, students with EBD are
being continuously placed in general education classrooms with teachers whoraeaikd to
meet the challenge (Sutlend & Snyder, 2007). Students with EBD do not receive much
needed support by educators who lack training and/or needed assistance in order to deliver
evidence based classroom instruction and behavior management techniques (Lane et al., 2011).
When attenpted, interventions are offset by strained interactions between teachers and students
produced by undesirable behaviors. These very circumstances may exacerbate the maintenance
of learning and behavior problems, while also causing variations in intenvemiplementation
integrity and teacher attention (Sutherland & Snyder, 2007). Furthermore, researchers (e.g.,
Gunter & Denny, 1998; Lewis et al., 2004; Steinberg & Kniter, 1992; Wehby et al., 1998) have
acknowledged and lamented the lack of effectigtructional practices in classrooms for
students with EBD. Rather than highly engaging activities, academic instruction for students
with EBD consists of worksheets, nonmeaningful curricula, and ineffective teachingisgate
(Steinberg & Knitzer, 1992

Lack of effective instruction is thought to be a direct result of the focus on the control
and elimination of problem behavior rather than an emphasis on acadé&mnitsr( Jack,

Shores, Carrell, & Flowers, 199Bevy & Chard, 2001Rivera, et al.2006 Sutherland &
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Snyder, 2007Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2003;). A common belief within the classroom is that

unless behaviors are under control, instruction is limited. As a result, adult attention is spent
handling problem behaviors rather than on academigt®on (Benner, 2013). Consequently,

it seems as though academic struggles and disruptive behaviors form a cycle of aversive behavior
and academic failure (Cullinan, Osborner, & Epstein, 2004). The frequency of school failure,
suspension, expulsionn@ dropout by students with EBD are a dismal testament to the futility of
physical placement of students with challenging behavior in conventional educational settings
(Kauffman & Landrum, 2009; Kerr & Nelson, 2010).

Researchers have proposed that aggive behavior patterns intensify the likelihood that
children will develop aversive relationships with their teachers (Ladd & Burgess, 1999). When
these problematic relationships happen as early as kindergarten, they appear to be associated
with academi@and behavioral problems through eighth grade (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). These
relationships may also be a factor in students with EBD having low rates of positive teacher
attention, such as academic talk, teacher praise, and opportunities to respondwicacade
requests (e.g., Van Acker, Grant, & Henry, 1996; Wehby et al., 1995). Often, teachers will
altogether avoid interactions with students who display the highest levels of problematic
behavior and will choose, instead, to participate in more instrutiiteaactions with students
who are displaying appropriate behavior (Carr, Taylor, & Robinson, 1991; Wehby et al.,1998)
Alarmingly, this may also be the case for students who are lagfeeving. Teachers may
engage in fewer instructional interactionghAower-achieving students, regardless of whether
or not these students display inappropriate behaviors. This is due to the fact that interactions
with lower-achieving students are less reinforcing to teachers due to the learning challenges that

surrourd classroom interactions (Greenwood, 1996).
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As academic demands intensify, problem behaviors begin to contend with the amount of
ti me students are fion tasko and, while teache
levels increase for educatawhio already feel unable to manage challenging behaviors
(Fantuzzo, Sproul, Perlman, & Perry, 2010; Hemmeter, Corso, & Cheatham, 2006). Researchers
have discovered that approximately 58% of committed classroom instructional time is spent
focusing on prol@m behaviors (Martella, Nelson, Marchadca r t el | a, & OO6Rei |l | vy,
Despite engagement, children may still not be successful in their attempts at academic success
(Benner, 2013). For example, researchers have reported that youth are engaged andesxperie
success only 17% of the time. This translates to approximately oneutafrthe sixhours of
available instructional time per day in most school settings (Martella et al., 2012). When
students are not actively engaged, the connections betwederpiodhavior and academic
difficulties intensifies and results in less academic instruction, a decrease in exposure to
academic material, course content, and learning opportunities (Carr et al., 1991; Wehby et al.,
1998). In addition, due to the natureofi-task and disruptive behaviors and their ability to
disrupt the learning and behavior of other students, (Gunter, Denny, et al., 1993; Gunter, Shores,
Jack, Denny, & DePaepe, 1994; Wehby et al., 1995), students with EBD are often alienated from
classr@m activities and/or removed from the classroom altogether. This type of decrease in
instructional time (Carr et al., 1991) is a probable influence on the academic difficulties of
students with EBD (Blood, 2010).

In an attempt to explain the level ofktruction for students with EBD, coercion theory
provides such an explanation (Patterson, 1995). According to researchers, coercive interactions
between teachers and students who display problem behaviors result in behaviors that guide

teachers away frommstruction. A sequence of teacher instruction closely followed by the
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display of noncompliant or disrupé behavior by students resultsavoidance types of

behaviors by the teacher (Gunter, Jack, DePaepe, Reed, & Harrison, 1994). In the end, teacher
downgrade their curriculum expectations and will cease instruction by either eliminating the
student from the classroom or by allowing the student to not complete academic activities
(Benner, et al., 2013).

In the absence of effective interventioefidits in early literacy skills increase over time
to contain deficits in decoding, fluency, and comprehension skills in later grades (Good,

Si mmons, & Smith, 1998; O06Shaughnessy et al
considerably less timateracting with text than do strong readers. Subsequently, strong readers

further build their reading skills as they engage in more reading opportunities, become subjected
to larger amounts of vocabulary, and foster a love of reading, while struggldeyseio not.

(Davis et al., 2004).

In spite of best efforts, researchers have reported that nearly 50% of students with EBD
and other highncidence disabilities have no response to academic interventions, although
specific interventions were not indicat@elichs et al., 2001). For example, Anderson et al.
(2001) discovered that the reading achievement scores of students with EBD were inclined to
plateau or decline over five years, while the achievement of students with learning disabilities
increased comderably. Considering that students with challenging behavior are more
impervious to reading interventions (Al Otaiba & Fuchs, 2002, 2006; Nelson et al., 2003), itis a
vital task to identify instructional methods that are successful with this uniqu&apopu
(Harris, Oakes, Lane, & Rutherford, Jr., 2009).

Researchers continue work to better practices in order to meet the needs of students with

or at risk for EBD. As a result, numerous scientifically based practices have been uncovered
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(e.g., Lewis etlg 2004). Unfortunately, outcomes regarding both behavior and academic
outcomes for this unique population continue to be dismal (Cullinan et al., 2003; Nelson,
Babyak, et al., 2003). Various inquiries emphasize a necessity for sustained effortv& unco
the most appropriate practices for obtaining ideal outcomes in both behavior and academics

(Lane, et al. 2006; Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004).

Systematic Review of Literature

The intent of this review was to replicate and extend the review wEtlite regarding the
effects of reading instruction on the reading skills of students with or at risk of behavioral
disorders conducted by Benner, Nelson, Ralston, et al. (2010). In particular, the intent was to
examine the following questions:

1. What arelie characteristics of the participants involved in studies examining

reading skills and students who are behavioraltyskt?
2. What were the design features involved in the included studies?
3. What were the effects of the studies?

4. How did the studies rate §&d on the quality indicators created by the Council for

Exceptional Children (2014)?

Method

In order to address these questions, a systematic search was completed as a means of
identifying research regarding reading instruction on the reading skillsdsrgs at risk for
EBD. This literature review not only replicates but extends a similar review conducted by
Benner et al. (2010yvhich explored the existing research regarding the effects of reading

interventions on the reading skills of students witltaisk of behavioral disorders from 1970 to
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2008. In order to ascertain the most inclusive literature possible, systematic searches were
conducted of pertinent electronic databases including ERIC, EBSCO, PsycINFO, Dissertation
and Theses Full Text, JOR, Academic Search Premiere, and Education Full Text. Following
the search procedures outlined by Benner et al. (2010), these search terms were used to find
articles concerning reading interventions and their effects on the reading skills of students wit
or at risk for behavioral disorder§ir eadi ng di fficultiesdo OR fir eme
Abeginning readingo OR Areading readinesso OR
OR Aphonol ogical awareness i nsh rAtaictcs Kk ® nOROR A p
Adi sadvant agedo OR Abehavioral disorderso OR
behavioro OR fAbehavior difficultieso OR AEBDO
based upon the listed search terms.

Hand searches were also condudted/ears 2008014 for the following journals:
Exceptional Children, Journal of educational Research, The Journal of education Research,
Behavioral Disorders, Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, Journal of Special
Education, Literacy Researcima Instruction, Reading Research and Instruction, Reading and
Writing Quarterly, Journal of Reading Behavior, Journal of Literacy Research, Reading
Research Quarterly, Scientific Studies in Reading, and Remedial and Special Edusdttal.
of 47 artices were found.

After combining articles found from online databases as well as articles obtained by hand
searches, a total of 992 articles were screened after duplicates were removed. Initial screening
entailed reading each abstract and title to s#eifrticle contained any of the listed search

terms. At this point, 872 articles were excluded. A total of 120 articles were scanned in their
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entirety to determine if they met the following inclusion criteria, which were the exact same as
those soughtyBenner et al. (2010):

1. Research had to be published in pestiewed journal.
2. Participants included students with or at risk for behavior disorders.
3. The independent variable had to focus primarily on reading instruction.

4. Group studies were randomized aolied trials or quasexperimental designs
that had comparison group(s) with demonstrated equivalence for experimental
studies. Singlease studies had to use a design that enabled demonstration of a

functional effect of literacy instruction on readirglls (e.g. multiple baseline),

5. Dependent measures addressed reading (e.g., changes in phonological awareness).
Outcomes in other areas (e.g., receptive language skills, attitudes toward reading)

were not considered in the studies reviewed.

6. Reports had tmclude quantitative information necessary to compute at least one

effect size estimator each for reading outcomes.

7. The article had to be available in English. The study could have been conducted

in any country.

Studies that met all seven criteria wareluded in the study. A total of three studies met

all criteria and were included in the present study.

Coding Procedures
All three articles retrieved from the search were coded along the five variables outlined

by Benner et al. (2010) with the exceptiof effect sizes. Additionally, the articles were coded
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for the quality of study, which was not included in the original raei@ysis: (a) participant (b)

design features, and (c) the quality of the study.

Participants. The following information was allected regarding the number of
participants (i.e., total, per experimental group), selection criteria (i.e., reading, social
adjustment, disability status, placement, none), grade level, mean age, gender, race/ethnicity,

disabilities, and free or reduckdhch status.

Design Featuresinformation was gathered on the type of design (i.e., randomized
control, quasexperimental with equating of nonequivalent groups) and level of randomization if
applicable (i.e., student, classroom, school) in the cageap studies. Similarly, information
was collected on the type of singlase design used by the researchers. The design had to allow
for the demonstration of a functional effect of literacy instruction on the reading skills of
students (e.g., multipleaseline, withdrawal). Mode of delivery information was also collected
(i.e., large group, small group, cteeone), literacy focus (i.e., phonological awareness, phonics,
fluency, vocabulary, comprehension), intervention delivery (i.e., school staférobers),
length of intervention (i.e., number of sessions/days), and treatment fidelity (i.e., measured, use
in analyses). For the dependent variables, information was collected on the type(s) of literacy

measures (i.e., norm referenced, curriculum thassearcher designed).

Quiality of Studies.The quality of the individual studies was observed and coded using
the Council for Exceptional Children Standards for EvidedBased Practices in Special
Education (2014). These indicators were developedin@ f f ort t o det er mi ne
t he mini mal met hodol ogi cal features to merit

standards are applicable to both single subject and group study research designs. The standards
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are consiihemedta ofrefhe foundati onal and excep

Gersten and colleagues (2005) as well as Horner and colleagues (2005) in previous years.
Information from a number of other sources including What Works Clearinghouse and the
feedback o3 anonymous special education researchers who were participants in a Delphi study

are also recognized as contributing to the development of these standards.

Characteristics of Participants

A total of 181 students were included in the three stugiatained in this analysis.
Descriptions of participant age, gender, grade level, and disability status are displayed in Table
2.2. and 2.3. The study conducted by Wills, Kamps, Abbott, Bannister, & Kauffman (2010) did
not give a clear indication of agéthough they did supply grade level of first through third
respectively. The other participants ranged in age from 8.25 years old (Sanford & Horner, 2013)
to 12.3 years of age (Cook, Dart, Collins, Restore, Daikos, & Delport, 20h2)ye were more
male(n=108) than female (n=73) participants involved in the studies. Participants ranged in
grade levels from first to sixth grade. One (Wills et al., 2010) of the three studies involved

students from a range of grade levels, so exact numbers of studeguitadeelevel could not be

calculated.
Table 2.2
Descriptive Information and Effect Sizes for Qualifying Experimental Studies
Effect Size
Study N/X Age/Grade Measure Posttest Overall
Wills et al., (2010) Total=171 DIBELS - )
Treatment=94 Nonsense Word Fluency
Control=77 Oral Reading Fluency
Treatment Age=-  Woodcock Reading Mastery
Control Age=-- Test
Grade=1, 2,3 Word Identification

Word Attack
Passage Comprehension

Note.A dashed line-f) indicates that information was not reparte
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Table 2.3
Descriptive Information and Effect Sizes for Qualifying Shgse Studies

Study N/X Age/Grade Measure Effect Size
Sanford & Horner (2013) Treatment= 4 Oral Reading Fluency (--)
Age=8.25 Nonsense Word Fluency
Grade=2.5
Cook, et al(2012) Treatment= 6 Oral Reading Fluency (--)
Age=12.3
Grade= 6.5

Note.A dashed line-f) indicates that information was not reported.

Design Features

Group. An experimentatontrol group comparison design was used to calculate the
effectiveness athe interventions (Wills et al2010). Randomization was at the school level.
This particular study was a subset of a larger geggerimental design (Kamps & Greenwood,
2005) that was designed to investigate the effects of atiere@odel of schoelide

intervention in reading and behavior.

Single. The single case designs that were utilized for the various studies included
multiple baseline designs (Cook et al., 2012; Sanford & Horner, 2013). All single case designs

allowed for the demonstratioof a functional effect of literacy instruction on reading skills.

Independent Variables

Group. A description of the type of reading instruction is presented in Table 2.4. In the
group study conducted by Wills et al. (2010), multiple aspects addygie.g. phonological
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocab, comprehension) were targeted. Measures used to deliver
instruction were multiple researtiased curriculum programs includi@gpen CourtGuided
Reading andReading Mastergt the elementary lelze At the secondary level, direct instruction

programs includindearly Interventions in Readin@/athes & Torgesen, 2005Reading
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Mastery(1995),Read Wel(Sprick, Howard, & Fidanque, 1998), aRdbgrammed Reading

(Buchannan, 1989) were utilized.

Table2.4
Literacy Instruction for Qualifying Experimental Studies
Study Instructional Format Description
Wills, et al. (2010) Whole Group, Small Group, With core reading curricula already in
Independent for five years place, all participating schools

implemented a secondary pilesigned
curriculum (e.gReading Mastery,
Open Court, Guided Reading, Read
Well, Programmed Readingf)at was
delivered in multiple formats.

Single. Succinct descriptions of the literacy instruction utilize@ach single case study
are presented in Table 2.5. One study (Sanford & Horner, 2013) focused on instructional
placement of students within the research validRteaiding MasteryScience Research
Associates, 2002) curriculum rather than at frustrdgweal in order to focus on oral reading
fluency. Studentsd or al r eadi n gubjed siudy(Copk wa s
et al., 2012) while utilizing he SixMinute Solution(Adams & Brown, 2006) in addition to
small group decoding instction focusing on the alphabetic principle. The small group
instruction targeted the alphabetic principle while utilizing lessons fror@ dheective Reading

curriculum (Polloway et al., 1986).

Table 2.5
Literacy Instruction for Qualifying Singl€ase Studies
Study Instructional Format Description
Sanford & Horner (2013) Smalkgroup instruction Matching of reading instructional level
5 days per week for 20 to 60 minutes  with academic performance demands
in Reading MasteryScience Resach
Associates, 2002) curriculum was
implemented.
Cook, et al. (2012) Smalkgroup instruction The Six Minute SolutiofAdams &
5 days per week for 40 minutes Brown, 2006) and decoding instructic

focusing on the alphabetic principle
were implemented.
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Dependent Measures

Group. In the study, th®ynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Sk{BIBELS;
Kaminski & Good, 1998) was used as the primary measure for the study. More specifically, two
subtests were used: nonsense word fluéNSVF) and oral reading fluency (ORF). In addition,
The Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (WRMT), a noefierenced reading assessment, was also
utilized in order to measure student outcomes in the area of reading. Subtests included Word

Identification, Wod Attack, and Passage Comprehension.

Single  Researchers in the first study (Cook, et al., 2012) utilized curricblasad
measirement reading probes from AIM®b in order to assess reading level and progress in
response to the interventions. Oraldieg fluency based upon performance in Reading
Mastery(Science Research Associates, 2002) curriculum was utilized in the second study as well
as nonsense word fluency probes from@lyaamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills

(DIBELS: Good & Kaninski, 2002) in order to measure reading achievement.

Study Outcomes

Quiality of the Studies In regards to the quality of studies, none of the three studies that
gualified met all of the 28 quality indicators outlined by the Council for Exceptional €hildr
(2014) . Table 2.6 provides a description of

indicators.
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Table 2.6
Application of Quality Indicators

Quality Indicator Cook et al. (2012) Sanford & Horner (2013) Wills et al. (2010)

Context & Settig Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00)
Describes critical features 1.00 1.00 1.00
of context or setting
relevant to review
Participants No(0.50) No(0.50) Yes(1.00)
Participant demographics 0.50 0.50 0.50
Participant disability or 0.00 0.00 0.50
risk status
Intervention Agent No(0.50) Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00)
Role 0.50 0.50 0.50
Required training or 0.00 0.50 0.50
qualifications
Description of Practice Yes(1.00) No(0.50) Yeq1.00)
Describes detailed 0.50 0.00 0.50
intervention procedures
Description of materials 0.50 0.50 0.50
Implementation Fidelity ~ Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00)
Direct, reliable measures 0.33 0.33 0.33
Dosage or exposure 0.33 0.33 0.33
Type of fidelity 0.33 0.33 0.33
Internal Validity Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00) No(0.64)
Control and manipulation 0.16 0.16 0.16
of IV
Describes baseline or 0.16 0.16 0.16
contol/comparison
conditions
Limited access to treatmer 0.16 0.16 0.16
intervention
Describes group N/A N/A 0.16
assignments 0.16 0.16 N/A
Three demonstrations of
experimental effects at
different times 0.16 0.16 N/A
Baseline with three or
more data points that
establish pattern of
undesired future
performance 0.16 0.16 N/A
Controls for common
threats to internal
validity N/A N/A 0.00
Low attrition N/A N/A 0.00
Low differential attrition
Outcome Measures/ Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00) No(0.64)
Dependent Variables
Socially important 0.20 0.20 0.16
Defines and describes DV 0.20 0.20 0.16
Intervention effects of all 0.20 0.20 0.16
measures reported
Appropriate frequency and 0.20 0.20 0.00
timing of outcome
Evidence of adequate 0.20 0.20 0.16

internal reliability,
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interobserver debility,
testretest reliability, or
paralletform reliability

Adequate evidence of N/A N/A 0.00
validity
Data Analysis Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00) Yes(1.00)
Appropliate techniques N/A N/A 0.50
Provides appropriate 1.00 1.00 N/A
graphs
Reports effect size N/A N/A 0.50
Number of indicators: 6 6 6
Absolute coding
Number of indicators: 7 7 7.28

Weighted coding

Note.N/A shows thathe indicator was not applicable to the study.

Context and Setting. The three studies (Cook et al., 2012; Sanford & Horner, 2013;
Wills et al., 2010) included in this analysis met the first quality indicator describing context and
setting. These studi@sovided the critical features of the context or setting relevant to the
review including features such as type of program or classroom, type of school, curriculum, and

socioeconomic status.

Participants. All studies met the first quality indicator fparticipants. Each included
participant demographics that were relevant to the review such as gender, age, grade, race and
socioeconomic status. One (Wills et al., 2010) of the three studies met the second quality
indicator for participants by not ontgporting disability or risk status of the participants but the
method for determining that status as wétl this particular stdy, initial screening criteria on
theDynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skillsaminski & Good, 1998) and the
Sysematic Screening for Behavior DisordéWalker & Severson, 1992) was used to determine
risk status The other two studies only indicated disability and were not specific regarding the

method used to determine it.
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Intervention Agent. All three studiesnet the first quality indicator describing the
intervention agent. All of the studies described the role of the intervention agent and background
variables that were relevant to the review. Two of the three studies (Sanford & Horner, 2013;
Wills et al.,2010) also provided the specific training or qualifications needed in order to
implement the intervention and whether or not the agent had them. One study (Cook et al.,

2012) did not indicate such qualification and, therefore, did not meet this indicator.

Description of Practice. Two of the articles (Wills et al., 2010; Cook et al., 2012) met
the first quality indicator regarding description of practice. These two studies described the
intervention procedur es i n ctosstoaprovided omesormoeel | as
source that would provide this information. Sanford and Horner (2013) did not, however. All
three of the studies described the materials used in the intervention or provided information

regarding the sources of this infaation.

Implementation Fidelity. All studies met the three quality indicators regarding
implementation fidelity. All studies reported implementation fidelity regarding the use of a
direct, reliable measure. All studies assessed and reported implgomefidizlity regarding the
exposure of students to the intervention through the use of a direct and reliable measure, such as
observations or seleport. All studies reported implementation fidelity through the entire

intervention and for each intervemt agent, setting, and participant.

Internal Validity. The three studies met the first, second, and third quality indicator
regarding internal validity. All studies had researchers who controlled and systematically
manipulated the independent variablene two singlesubject studies (Cook et al., 2012;

Sanford & Horner, 2013) provided and described baseline conditions, and the group study design
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(Wills et al., 2010) provided conditions regarding the curriculum, instruction, and interventions.
Researlbers ensured that all control/comparison groups or all bassdmgition participants had

no or very limited access to the treatment intervention. The fourth indicator regarding internal
validity was applicable only to the group study (Wills et al., 20Ihe study met this quality
indicator by indicating group placement through a random measure. The fifth, sixth, and seventh
guality indicator applied only to single subject designs. Both single subject studies (Cook et al.,
2012; Sanford & Horner, 2@) met the fifth quality indicator by providing three or more
demonstrations of experimental effects at three different times throughout the course of the
study. Both met quality indicator six by including at least three data points during baseline or
justified reasons for not doing so (Sanford & Horner, 2013). By being properly designed and
carried out, both single subject studies met quality indicator 6.7. This indicator was not
applicable to group designs. Indicators 6.8 and 6.9 were only applioafieup designs (Wills

et al., 2010) and this study did not meet either one. Information regarding attrition across groups
or between groups was not indicated, and no information regatiergpts to control for it was

given in the study.

Outcome Measires/Dependent Variables.By having socially important outcomes in
the form of learning outcomes related to reading, all three studies met quality indicator 7.1.
Clear definitions and measurements of the dependent variable resulted in all three studies
meeting quality indicator 7.2. Each study provided information regarding effects of the
intervention on all measures of the outcome focused on in the review and provided data needed
in order to calculate effect size. Therefore, all studies met qualitaied 7.3. Frequency and
timing of outcome measures were appropriate and at least three data points were provided for

each phase of the intervention for both single subject designs (Sanford & Horner, 2013; Cook et
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al., 2012). All studies met quality iiétor 7.5 by providing evidence of interobserver reliability
equal to or greater than 80%. Quality indicator 7.6 only applied to the group study (Wills et al.,
2010). The study did not meet this quality indicator as no evidence was provided regarding

validity.

Data Analysis. Quality indicator 8.1 applied to only the group study (Wills et al., 2010).
Data analysis techniques included descriptive statistics including mean and standard deviations,
visual inspection of the means for DIBELS subtests aqyosdes B, ANOVA tests for the
slopes for nonsense word fluency (first grade) and oral reading fluencyti{fiicsgrades, and
ANOVA tests for the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test. Because these analysis techniques are
appropriate for a quagixperimenthdesign, indicator 8.1 was met. Both single subject designs
(Cook et al., 2012; Sanford & Horner, 2013) provided gséipat clearly represented outcome
data throughout all phases for each participant in the study. All graphs were clear enough for the
reviewer to draw basic conclusions about experimental control using traditional visual analysis
techniques. Last, by providing appropriate data in order to calculate effect sizes for all outcomes
relevant to the review, the group study (Wills, et al., 20tét the final quality indicator. This

indicator was not applicable to single research designs.

Discussion

This review identified three studies that involved the use of reading interventions on
students with or at risk for EBD. According to the studsesveral conclusions can be drawn
regarding the use of reading interventions and students with or at risk of EBD. These
conclusions include: (a) positive results reported in all stydeegpublication bias)(b)
variability in dependent measures; $tdies met majority of quality indicators created by CEC

(2014); (d) lack of studies addressing reading interventions for students with or at risk of EBD.
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Positive Results in All Studies

The effects reported in the studies reviewed indicate that redénmgentions for
students with or at risk for EBD are positive. For instance, the study by Cook et al. (2012) was
effective in utilizing an intervention which focused on repeated reading of one minute nonfiction
passages and a paatoring and feedbackystem. Decoding instruction, which targeted the
alphabetic principle, was also part of the intervention and was designed to target phonics and
phonemic awareness skills. These combined strategies produced a positive increase in
par ti ci p a ngflgedcy. Pos#ive resuitsavere also seen in regards to behavioral
performance, nonsense word fluency, amount of reading time, and response rates. The positive
findings presented in this review indicate a need for continued development of intervergtons

target reading and behavioral growth of students with or at risk for EBD.

Variability in Dependent Measures

Each study within this review varied on the type of assessment measure chosen.
Measures included oral reading fluemweghin the specified arriculum norm eferenced reading
assessmentand curriculum based measurements. In having a variety of literary focuses, it is no
surprise that various measures were utilized across assessments. Measures chosen for each study

were appropriate to measudesired outcome(s).

Quality Indicators
All three of the studies (Wills et al., 2010; Cook et al., 2012; Sanford & Horner, 2013)

met the majority of quality indicators outlined by the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC;
2014). While the CEC indicas that studies must meet all indicators specified for the particular
research design to be considered methodologically sound, one can assume that because all three

studies met at least 87% of the quality indicators outlined (21/24), they are of hidgh.quali
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Small Number of Studies

Considering the number of databases and journals that were searched for this review, an
overwhelmingly small number of studies were eligible for inclusion. This is especially
surprising considering the reading problemstaflents with EBD. It is apparent that more
single case studies as well as more group studies are needed in order to obtain a better
understanding of how best to serve students with or at risk of EBD. This is also imperative to

ensure that literacy ouimes of these students can be increased.

Limitations

Several limitations exist regarding this review. First, inclusion criteria set forth in the
metaanalysis by Benner et al. (2010) allowed for numerous studies to be narrowly disqualified
from this revew. As a result, articles that may have produced insight on the relationship
between reading performance and students with or at risk of EBD were dismissed. Second, no
additional researcher was available to provide ioteserver agreement on the codaighe
articles. Therefore, it is possible that errors were made, and all findings should be interpreted
with caution. Finally, because only a small number of studies were identified, limitations exist

on the generalizability of the research.

Summary

Findings of this review imply that literacy interventions targeting students with or at risk
of EBD are successful in increasing various areas of reading performance. At the same time, one
must pause upon examination due to a failure of examined restadets to meet all quality
indicators developed by CEC (2014) in an effort to identify methodologically sound studies.
High variability with dependent measures is a preface to a long list of reading skills. As a result

of the variation, positive outcors@re spread thin amongst various skill areas rather than
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compounded within one particular skill area, such as comprehension. A small number of
studies indicate a need for research designed to target literacy needs amongsskhis at

population withinthe school setting. Evidence presented is in favor of such intervention.
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Chapter 3 - Methods

The purpose of this study was to explore what effattsaay literacy program had on
both academic and behavioral outcomes of first grade studentsfiedas beingat risk in both
reading and behaviors and who were nonresponsive to previous-ageonhterventions. The
study consisted of a multiplerobedesign (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968; 1987; Horner & Baer,
1978 with threedistinct phases: Baseline, Intertien, and Post Intervention. All thrgghases
included direct and indirect measures of assessment. Baseline included teacher ratings as
indirect measures. Direct measures consisted of curriculum based measurement and classroom
observations. The Interi@on Phase involved direct measures including curriculum based
measurement and classroom observations. Post Intervention consisted of direct measures
involving classroom observations and curriculum based measurement. Indireatesieasu

included teachermatings.

Participants, Setting, and Materials

Student Participants

Participants included firggrade students who attended a local public elementary school
in the genal education setting and who hiaokt responddto schoolwide literacy and behavior
interventions. To be included, students had to exhibit high levels of risk as corroborated by
scores on the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS: Drummond, 1994) and be performing in the
bottom third of their class in terms of early literacy skasindicatd by student performance on
the DIBELS (Kaminski & Good, 2011). Once the researcher gained IRB approval, individual
meetings were held during parent teacher conferences in order to explain the proposed study and

obtain parent permission for eligible stateto participate. Parent permission was obtained for
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all five students who were eligible. Student assent was then obtained from all five participants.

Devon.fi D e v o n 0 -yearmld Afrecan American male who began receiving special
education servicegpproximately two months before the beginning of the study. Primary
supports put into place as a result of his individualized education plan included behavior support
within the general education cl assrilc@mlQf or a
score on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Childr&ourth Edition (WISGV; Wechsler,
2003) was a 93. The WISKY was administered on October 7, 2014 by the school psychologist.
When given the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP; Thum&éta201preadingtest in
January, 2015, Devon scored a 168, which placed him in fipdZentile amongst his same
aged peers. MAP is a research based computerized assessment that actively adjusts to student
performance and produces valid and reliabe a s ur es of student gr owth
composite score on the DIBELS assessment was a 51 and Atgaeéntile nationallyplacing
Devon well below benchmark for first grade. According to his classroom teacher, Devon rarely
demonstrated behers such as stealing, lying, cheating, and sneaking. He occasioadlby
negative attitude, and lieequently was a behavior problem, experienced peer rejection,
displayed low academic achievement, and exhibited aggressive behavior. Accordingeto teach

ratings on the SRSS, Defr BBD. was consi dered ndhi

Alex. A Al e x 0 -yeaasokl CaucaZian male who did not receive any special education
services at the time of the study. An IQ score was unavailable. When given the Measures of
AcademicProgress (Thum & Hauser, 2015) reading test in January, 2015, Alex scored a 179,
which placed him in the 71st percentile amongsthissagee d peer s. Al exb6s co
on the DIBELS assessment was a 92 and at tHe@é®entile nationally, placinglex well

below benchmark for first grade. According to his classroom teacher, Alex rarely lied, cheated,
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acted sneaky, or displayed low academic achievement. He occasionally exhibited aggressive
behaviors and frequently was a behavior problem, expenepeer rejection, and had a negative

attitude. According to teacher ratforBEBD.s on th

Wyatt. i Wy a t t 0-yearaldCawlcasian male who did not receive any special
education services at the time of tiedy. An IQ score was unavailable. When given the
Measures of Academic Progress (Thum & Hauser, 2015) reading test in January, 2015, Wyatt
scored a 155, which placed him in thé"Jercentile amongst hissaraeg e d peer s . Wy a |
composite score on tHEBELS assessment was a 119 and at tiep@dcentile nationally,
placing Wyatt below benchmark for first grade. According to his classroom teacher, Wyatt
rarely lied, cheated, or acted sneaky, experienced peer rejection, or performed low academically.
He occasionally exhibited aggressive behaviors and displayed a negative attitude. He frequently
was a behavior probl em. According to teacher

r i $okEBD.

Luke.fi L u k e 0 -yeaaodd CaucaSian male whturned seven in April during the
course of the study. He did not receive any special education services at the time of the study.
An 1Q score was unavailable. When given the Measures of Academic Progress (Thum &
Hauser, 2015) reading test in Janu&@4.5, Luke scored a 162, which placed him in tH& 26
percentile amongsthissaraeg e d peer s. Lukeds composite scor
was a 99 and at the 2percentile nationallyplacing Luke well below benchmark for first grade.
According tohis classroom teacher, Luke rarely demonstrated behaviors such as stealing or
experienced peer rejection. He occasionally performed low academically, displayed a negative

attitude, and exhibited aggressive behaviors. He frequently lied, cheateddmsreezky and

66



was a behavior probl em. According to teacher

r i $okEBD.

Marc. i Mar ¢ 0 -ymaaatd Caucaian male who did not receive any special
education services at the time of the study. An I@ewas unavailable. When given the
Measures of Academic Progress (Thum & Hauser, 2015) reading test in January, 2015, Marc
scored a 154, which placed him in thé"Jercentile amongst hissarmeg e d peer s . Mar ¢
composite score on the DIBELS assessmesta 51 and at th&'@ercentile nationallyplacing
Marc well below benchmark for first grade. According to his classroom teacher, Marc rarely
lied, cheated, or acted sneaky but was often a behavior problem. He frequently performed low
academically ad displayed a negative attitude. According to teacher ratings on the SRSS, Marc

wasconsidr ed Ahigh.risko for EBD

Adult Participants

There were a total of four first grade teachers at one of the local public elementary
schools where the study tookape. All four were potential candidates for leading the proposed
intervention with three who volunteered to participate. One of the four teachers was unable due
to an upcoming extended leave of absence that would have interfered with her responsibilities
during the course of the study. One of the first grade teachers (Teacher A) had just entered her
seventh year of teaching. She obtained her B
| ocal uni versity and was p@ledusation &t the dareer Mast er 0
institution. She had an English as a Second Language endorsement as part of her current
teaching license. She was twewight years old and identified herself as Black, White, and

Japanese. She had 21 first grade students icldssroom.
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The second first grade teacher (Teacher B) was in her fourth year of teaching at the
public el ementary school . She obtained her B
a local university and also held an endorsement in EngliatSasond Language. She was not
pursuing another degree. She was twangit years old and identified herself as White. She

had 19 students in her first grade classroom.

The third first grade teacher (Teacher C) was in her seventh year of teachmgualblic
el ementary school . She obtained her Bachel or
local university and also held an English as a second language endorsement. She was not
pursuing another degree. She was thoryg years old and idefied herself as White. She had

18 students in her first grade classroom.

Setting

This study took place in a rural, public elementary school in the Midwestern United
States. As of September, 2014, the school had a total of 599 students in gradgartarde
through sixth. There were a total of 74 kindergarten students, 80 first grade students, 82 second
grade students, 70 third grade students, 65 fourth grade students, 59 fifth grade students, and 68
sixth grade students. The student populationistatsof 50% males and 50% females. Sixty
percent of the studepbpulations wer&Vhite, 2% were Native Hawaiian, 4% were Asian, 7%
were African American, 15% were Hispanic, and 12% identified themselves as two or more
races. Regular education studentdmup 83% of the population, with 17% being special
education students. There were also 58 active students receiving English as a Second Language
services within the school. Twentyie percent haceduced fees for lunches, whi#é€%
qualified fora freelunch.

All sessions of the reading intervention t
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classroom. Each classroom contained literacy centers throughout along with early literacy
posters on the walls. Centers included activities such as gaddithg groups, word work,

writing, sight words, listening, book box, nursery rhymes, and poetry. Desks were arranged in
clusters or rows with a carpeted area at the front of the classroom used for whole group literacy
instruction and read aloudeach clasroom contained bookshelves with literacy materials and a
small table for guided reading work. Throughout the course of this shetylided reading

curriculum was replaced witystenatic phonics instructian

Materials

All students in each first gde classroom were screened by the classroom teacher for
inclusion in the study using the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS; Drummond, 1994).
Classroom teachers also reported on level of standing amongst the class in regards to early
literacy skills obtaned from DIBELS (2010). Once students were identified as eligible, parents
and students had to agree t o RhanrcddhapierBaokse i n
(1998) served as the systematic phonics intervention delivered by classroom tédmhsease
word fluency probes and oral reading fluency probes from AIMSweb (Pearson, 2012) were used

to monitor oral reading fluency and nonsense word fluency growth.

Dependent Variables, Procedures, and Social Validity

Dependent Variables

Oral Reading Huency (ORF).Oral Reading Fluency was calculated using curriculum
based measurements for progress monitoring. All oral reading flpeolbgs were taken from
AlIMSweb (Pearson, 2012an online database which contains a collection of resdrasid

valid and reliable curriculum based measurements. All students were asked to individually
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read the passage out loud while the classroom teacher recorded errors involving substitutions,
omissions, hesitations, and mispronunciations. For the purposes otitlyis@tl reading

fluency was defined as the number of words read correctly per minute (Shinn, 19683

calculated by taking the number of words read correctly in the passage and dividing that number
by 60. According to Fuchs and Fuchs (1993), tkerage slope of improvement for students in

first grade is two words per weelhis average rate was used as a determinate to move

between phasesA substantial amount of research has established that oral reading fluency
when defined as the number obrdls read correctly per minyie a worthy indicator of

chil drenbés overall reading skills devel opment
Jewell, 1993; Stahl & Kuhn, 200%}iley & Deno, 2005 Yovanoff, Duesbery, Alonzo, &

Tindal, 2005. Researclas also shown a strong concomitant relationship between oral reading
fluency and reading comprehension, specifically for students in the primary gBacd&sg(

Torgeson, 2003Cook, 2003Good et al., 200IHudson, & Torgesen, 200Roberts, Good, &

Coraooran, 2005; Roehrig, Petscher, Nett2308.

Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF).This curriculum based measure was one of two
reading measurements used to track growth in early literacy skills throughout the intervention
phases. In this particular study, th&/F curriculum based measure taken from AIMSweb
(Pearson, 2012) was utilized to determine word attack skills of each student. Nonsense word
measures are considered to be a good indicator of the alphabetic principle because pseudowords
have nolexicalemyr and provide a rather whol esome asse:
graphemephoneme knowledge in decoding (Rathvon, 2004). This particular subtest required
that students decode two to three | etter nons

number of correct phonemes a student was able to read per masrerorded.
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Total Disruptive Behaviors (TDB). Total disruptive behaviors were considered
behaviors that interrupted the classroom setting and those which adversely affected indtructiona
activities. Examples of disruptive behavior
classroom teacher; touching another studentos
can be heard other than those related to instructionc@mgnents, cursing); and/or
noncompliance with teacher directions. TDB was measured by recording the presence of
previously mentioned disruptable behaviors during one minute intervalsmiheite
observations were conducted during systematic phonicsictisin in an effort to record
evidence of such behaviors using partial interval recor(Beg AppendiB). The researcher
was responsible for observing research participants duritrgatisn and placing a zen the
data sheet if any of the above didtbehaviors were displayed during each interval. If no
evidence of a behavior was displayed, an X was placed on the recording sheet. A vibrating timer
was used to indicate the passage of time and would vibrate every minute, which cued the
researcher tark the data sheet. The researcher sat at the intervention table to ensure full view

of all research participants.

Procedures

Participant Selection. In order to select participants, all four first grade teachers were
asked to complete the SRSS (Drummup1994) on all students in their first grade classroom.
Despite her known absence, the fourth teacher was asked to complete the scales as well in order
to determine the eligibility of the students within her classroom. The SRSS is a screening tool
thatlists seven various behaviors used to rate students in an effort to establish student risk for
antisocial behaviors (Lane, Kalberg, Bruhn, Driscoll, Wehby, & Elliott, 208®)se of which

are commonly displayed by students with EBChe SRSS is a scremrthat has been deemed
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both reliable and valid when used to identify students who arekafor developing antsocial
behaviors (Lane, Parks, Kalberg, & Carter, 2007) and can be completed in a fairly simple
manner by a general education teacher (Laa¢ ,e2009). In addition to being identified ats

risk for EBD, students had to be performing in the bottom third of their class in terms of early
literacy skills as evidenced by DIBELS score reports and be considered unresponsive to school
wide literagy and behavior interventions previously tried during the current school year. Once
students were identified, parental consent as well as child assent was aéqteresh

agreement of participation was obtained, the researcher randomly assigneddipaptsto

one of three intervention groups in order for students to participate in a mptoplestudy.

Three groups were utilized in an effort to keep intervention groups to no more than two students

and as a result of scheduled reading times aaiadity of the researcher.

Assessment Training.Once students were identified and consent and assent obtained,
classroom teachers participated in approximately two hours of assessment training provided by
the researcher. Topics included direct obsgon and curriculunbased assessment procedures.
More specifically, training was provided regarding how to conduct and score curriculum based
measures involving oral reading fluency (correct words per minute, CWPM; Shinn, 1989) and
the nonsense worduigncy (NWF) measurements from AIMSweb (Pearson, 2012). The
classroom teachers were provided opportunities to work with Atagsed segments of students
(Walker & Severson, 1992) so that procedures to conduct behavior observations involving total
disruptivebehaviors (TDB) for the classroom could be obtained. Scoring procedures as well as
partial interval recording for behavior observations was also provided. Literacy and observation
probes continued to be repeated until interobserver agreement scohes! rdeast 95%

accuracy over the course of three consecutive trials. Throughout the study, meetings

72



approximately 3815 minutes in lengtbccurredweekly in an effort to reteach crucial elements
such as observer drift, treatment integrity, and intemves@agreement (Campbell and Stanley,
1967; Kennedy, 2005). Reteaching of these elements using original training documents helped
to minimize the threat of extraneous variables to the internal validity of the research study

(Kennedy, 2005).

Baseline. Baseline data were collected by the classroom teachers utilizing the nonsense
word fluency and oral reading fluency probes of AIMSweb (Pearson, 2023 were collected
regarding total disruptive behaviors during 10 minute observation sessions durihgreoa
reading instruction. These observations were conducted by the researcher. Due to time
constraints, a minimum of three baseline data points were collected concurrently for each group
of students in an effort to establish a stable baseline (8id8&0). Data points were collected
every three days throughout the course of the study. Once a stable level, trend, or variability was
established in regards to early literacy behaviors, the researcher and classroom teachers began
the intervention. Deto specificity of the behavior (Kazdin, 1979), a higher variability among
the behavioral variables was expected. Consequently, multiple instances were anticipated to
show that a stabilityfof DB and NSI wouldhot be realized during the baseline phaderiee
introducing the intervention. Random order was used to establish which group of participants

went first.

Intervention. Each intervention group participated in 28 lessons. Each lesson lasted
thirty minutes and occurred daily until 14 hours of imégtion instruction had been delivered.
J ohn Sh ePhonitsiChapter 8BaokKShefelbine, 1998) were used to deliver intervention
instruction. During the intervention phase, students were administered an oral reading fluency

and nonsense word fluenpyobe once every three days by the classroom teacher. Observations
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were conducted every third day by the researcher during systematic phonics instruction to
monitor total disruptive behaviors using partial interval recording (Kennedy, 2005). A treatment
integrity checklist was developed detailing specific criteria for each phonics lesson delivered.
Treatment integrity for this phase was conducted by the researcher and classroom teacher, and a
score was calculated by summing the completed steps, divagitige total number of steps and

multiplying by 100.

Post Once 28 of Shefelbinebs | essons were del
was delivered prior to the intervention. Data collected during the baseline and intervention
phases continued tme collected every third school day after this point in the same manner for
an additional three data points and again approximately one month after the conclusion of the

intervention phase.

Data Analysis. As in other multiple baseline designs, visual extpn of the data was
used to evaluate treatment outcomes. Because this type of analysis is prone to Type | errors
(Creswell, 2012), other methods of data analysis were conducted. In particular, mean score

comparisons across phases as well as effextsizulations were utilized.

Mean scores comparisons are one element of the Time Series Analysis (TSA) method
(Fisch, 1998; Velicer & Harrop, 1983). When a change in mean scores occurs between phases, a
change in behavior is indicated, while a changdape, or trend line, indicates both within and
between phase changes in behavior (Gresham, 1998).

Effect sizes are another method of identifying intervention outcomes. In this study, the
Standard Mean Difference (SMD; Busk & Serlin, 1992), which isrmttano f Cohends d

statistic, wasalculated by subtracting the mean of the baseline from the mean of the
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intervention phase and then dividing by the pooled standard dey&genAppendiXC). This
particular method can be used for calculating effexets for each individual student, as well as
for the overall treatment effect acradadents. Effect sizes werealculated at the individual
level and not group level due to the fact that when using single case study design, intra
individual behavior canges are often disregarded as error in group design (Lane,

O6Shaughnessy, Lambros, et al., 2001).

Treatment Integrity. In order to ensure treatment integrity (Gresham, MacMillan,
BeebeFrankenberger, & Bocian, 2000) each lesson delivered by classeachers followed an
outlined procedural checkligsee Appendix R The outline included reeading of the previous
chapter, activities in oral blending, introduction of new sounds, reviewing sounds, blending
words, introduction of high frequency wordsreviewof highfrequency words, reading the new
chapter, and dictation and writing. Treatment integtdtawas collected by the classroom
teachers for 100% of the intervention sessions. In addition, the researcher collected treatment
integrity datafor 10% of the sessions. Treatment integrity was calculated by summing the
completed steps in the lesson and dividing that number by the total number of steps and then

multiplying by 100.

Interobserver Agreement. Interobserver agreement (I0A) was egclied for
approximately 25% of the probes administered (Kennedy, 2005) as well as at least once during
every phase of the study for each student. Once the researcher and classroom teachers reached
95% agreement on a collection of video observation examipigh the classroom teachers and
researcher began collecting direct observation data from lessons. 10A was calculated for
nonsense word fluency and oral readiligncy bydividing the number of agreements by the

total number of agreements plus disagnents and then multiplying by 100 (Kazdin, 1982). For
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total disruptive behaviors, IOA was calculated based upon agreement of rafnmtervalswith

an instance of the undesired behavior divided by total number of intervals.

Social Validity. At the @nclusion of the study, social validity was assessed through an
independent evaluation by the participating teachers (Kazdin, 1977; Wolf, 1978)RF-h8&
(Martens et al.1985) contains a 1iem scalgSee Appendix Ewhich evaluates the treatment
acceptability from the teacher perspective (Kennedy, 1992). Each teacher was asked to complete
the 15 statements, which pertained to intervention procedures and outcomes. This particular
instrument uses agoint Likert rating scale ranging froetrongly disgree(1) tostrongly agree
(6). Total point values can range fromd®. High scores signify a high level of acceptability,

with the measure overall having a strong reliability and internal consistency (Lane et al., 2009).
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Chapter 4 - Results

This studyexaminel the effectiveness ofneearly literacy program for firsjrade
students who have been identified asigit in the areas of reading and behaviorée study
was conducted in thrgghases: (a) baseline, (b) interventiang(c) postintervention The
intervention phase consisted of the delivery of systematic phonics instrucaarattempt to
producepreviously obtained study resutia the effects of the same intervention on behavior in
the classroom, nonsense word fluency, and oral readiagdy. Interotserver agreement was
conducted across the study to determine reliability of the observations. Finally, treatment
fidelity and social validity measures were conductBesults are presented to include overall
findings,followed by individuresults for each participant.

Eligibility

As mentioned previously in Chapter 3, all students in each first grade classroom were
screened by the classroom teacher for inclusion in the study using the Student Risk Screening
Scale (Drummond, 1994). Classem teachers were also asked to report on level of standing
amongst the class in regards to early literacy skills obtained from DIBELS (2010) testing. All
students consi dé&BDeadcordirtg tofihb SRE®ho parfarked in thelower
onethird of their chss on DIBELS testing, and thasenresponsive to previous school wide

interventions were eligible and invited to participate.

Academic Outcomes

The first questiomn this studyaddressed whether or not@arly literacy program would
influence academic outcomes of first grade students identified by classroom teachers as being at

risk in both reading and behaviors and who were nonresponsive to previoussicieool
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interventions.Upon the completion of the SRSS by classroom teachers,riEggatervention,

post intervention, and follow up data were collected on the oral reading fluency and nonsense
word fluency performance of each participant. The number of data points varied per participant
due to time f act or srol.oRedultsaré prasdnted to ieckide dathaovermlt 6 s

findings and then individually for each participant.

Oral And Nonsense Word Fluency

Baseline. Oral and nonsense word fluency were measured during regular class sessions,
specifically during guided reling groups. At the conclusion of group activities, the classroom
teacher would orally test each individual student. Basdit@ was collectedver three guided
reading group sessions, occurring every three days. Mean percentage of oral readindpfiuenc
the participats (n=5)was lowerlM =22 CWPM, range = 14 to 37 CWBNIhan nonsenseord

fluency(n=5,M=47 CLS range = 32 to 6CLS) at the onset of the study

Intervention. Thesystematic phonidsitervention was delivered consistently by all
three classroom teachers on a daily basis for the duration of the study. The phonics intervention
replaced guided reading instruction within the classroom for the duration of the intervention
phase. Meapercentage of oral reading fluenfoy the participats (n=5)increasedM=27
CWPM, range = 160 54CWPM) as didnonsense word fluency£5, M =54CLS, range = 32 to

91CLYS during the course of the systematic phonics intervention.

Post Intervention. At the conclusion of the intervention phase, studentgmes guided
reading instruction that was delivered prior to the intervention. Oral reading flaswegil as
nonsense word fluency continued to be collected every third school day after the conclusion of

the intervention for an additional three data poamd again approximately one month after the
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conclusion of the interventiorData for this phase were only collected for two of the three
participant groups as the end of the school year cut data collection Bbortpoints were
collected for one gnap of participantgn=2). Six points were collected for the second group of
participants (n=2), and only omle to be collected for the thifd=1). Mean percentage of oral
reading fluency fothe participantence again increasé=36.76 CWPM, range 16-86

CWPM) as didnonsense word fluenc(=61.29 CLS, range = 3#12CLS).

Effect sizes, teatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) was
calculated by subtracting the mean of the baseline phase frametreof the interventiophase
and then dividing by the pooled standard deviation (Busk & Serlin, 1#ct sizes for the
group as a whole wef@MD for ORF=-0.68 SMD for NWF=-0.47, andSMD for TDB=-0.02

The classroom teachers acted as the primary data collecORfeandNWF.
Treatment integrity was collected by all three classroom teachers for 100% of the intervention
sessions. Additionally, the researcher collected treatment integrity data for 10% of the sessions.
During each phase, treatment integrity was a#4.00

IOA was collected for approximately 38% of the probes administered as well as at least
once during every phase of thieidyfor each participant. Tat agreement for ORF was

IOA=90%, for NWFwas IOA=78%0.

Oral Reading Fluency

Devon (baseline)Baselined at a wer e col | ecORFperfarnegcar di ng D
prior to the implementation of the systematic phomesrivention (See Figure 4.1The mean of
data in baseline for Devon was t6rrect words per minute (CWBMiith a range of 138

CWPM.
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Devon (intervention). After three consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Devon. Despite the first three data points falling below baseline levels, the
intervertion showed an accelerating treM £16.59 overall The data dring intenention

ranged from 7 to 3&€ WPM with slight variation within the first four data points

Devon (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three
data points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes expeérikmre the
intervention phase. For Devon, a decelerating trend wasvellserth data ranging from 147
CWPM. However, an increase in the mean occurkéd31.67) during the posintervention

phase

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Devono6s d>EROR0 whiclsis consideredsmalleffect.

Alex (baseline)Bas el i ne data wer e Q@RFpelfoentance miortoe gar d i
the implementation of the systematic phonidelivention (See Figured. The mean ofatain

baseline for Alex was 233 CWPM with a range of 232 CWPM

Alex (intervention). After three consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Alex. The intervention showed an accelerating thérd1(7.22) despie all
intervention points falling below the final data point of baseline. Large variation occurred within
the first five data points, but then only varied slightly. The data during intervention ranged from

7-25 CWPM with slight variation within the firstour data points.

Alex (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data

points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
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phase.Again, a decelerating trend was obserwith data ranging from 185 CWPM.

However, an inrease in the overall me@d = 23.33) occurred

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Al ex 6 s @OFOF5 whixlsis considered mediumeffect.

Wyatt (baseline)Bas el i ne data wer e ©OBRHpérfermaneed r egar d
prior to the implementation of the systematic phomésrivention (See Figure 4.1The mean of

data in baseline foVyattwas 37.6 TCTWPM with a range of 264CWPM.

Wyatt (interv ention). After six consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with WyattAn immediate increase in performance was evident with slight
variation throughout the interventio@verall, there was an accelerating trend in performance
throughouthe intervention.The mean of data duringtervention for Wyatt was 588 CWPM
with a range of 4&1 CWPM. One data point was missing from the intervention and was not

included in data due to unforeseen circumstances.

Wyatt (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase.Overall, there was an accelerating trend in performance throughout the post intervention
phase with data ranging from 86 CWPM. An increase in meam(=69.5 also occurred from

the intervention to post intervention phase.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Wy att 6 s dOHRB8 whialsisconsidered aery largeeffect.
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Luke (baseline)Bas el i ne data wer e ORFpelfensance priorr egar d

to the implementation of the systematic phonics intergar(tbee Figure 4)1 The mean of data

in baseline for Luke was 12 CWPM with arange of 926 CWPM.

Luke (intervention). After six consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Luke. An immediate increas@erformancavas observed from baseline to
intervention. Despite an increase in medn=28), a slight deelerating trend was observed
throughout the intervention phase. The range of data for Luke wa5sQ®/PM. One data
point was missing from the intervention and was not included in data due to unforeseen

circumstances.

Luke (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase. An accelerating trend was observed throughout the post interveasempth data

ranging fom 2838 CWPM. An increase in the meall(=32.75 also occurred.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Lukeds ORE38whichis considered\ery largeeffect.

Mark (baseline).Baseline datawereo | | ect ed r ©BFRperfdrmance prida r k 6 s
to the implementation of the systematic phonntervention (See Figure 4.1The mean ofata

in baseline for Alex was 133 CWPM with a range of 22 CWPM

Mark (intervention). After nine consecutivdata points, the intervention was
implemented with Mark. Despite a slight decrease in performance owrall§.1), an

accelerating trend was obsedvwith data ranging from 116 CWPM.
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Mark (post intervention). At the conclugan of the intervention,rdy two additional
data points wereollected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the
intervention phase for Mark. After twdata points were collected, the school year en@ste
data point was missing from the post intervenpbase and was not included in data due to

unforeseen circumstancessingle score of 21 CWPM was obtained.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Mar k 6 s @R-B.89wvaich is considered largeeffect.

Nonsense Word Fluency

Devon (baseline) Bas el i ne data wer e cNWFpaefamaam r egar
prior to the implementation of the systematic phomesrivention (See Figure 4.2The mean of

data in baseline fdbevonwas37.33 correct letter sauds (CLS)with a range 0£8-42 CLS.

Devon (intervention). After three consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Devon. The mean of daténtervention for Devon was 45.€7LS. Overall,

an accelerating trend was observed wittadanging from 3%7 CLS.

Devon (post intervention).At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase.Despite an increase in the mgdh=61.17) from intervention to post intervention phases,

a decelerating trend was observed during this@kath data ranging from 530 CLS.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Devonds HWEG, which is consideredlargeeffect.
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Alex (baseline).Baseline datawr e col | ect e dNWF pgedoamance prig Al e x 0
to the implementation of the systematic phonntenvention (See Figure 4.2The mean oflata

in baseline for Alex was 32.6ZLS with a range of 287 CLS.

Alex (intervention). After three consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Alex. Overall, a decelerating trend was observed in data. Thefrdata
remained constant at 32.8&.S with no change indidad from baseline to intervention. The

range of data imtervention for Alex was 1843 CLS.

Alex (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes expedienicing the intervention
phase. Despite an increase in the méar35.67 from intervention to post intervention phases,

a decelerating trend was observed during this phase with data ranging f8$hCR88.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidéity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Al ex 6 s NWHKO2 wlich is considered smalleffect.

Wyatt (baseline).Baseline datawee col | ect ed r epedornmtancea g Wy at t
prior to the implementation of the systematic phomesrivention (Se€igure 4.2. The mean of

data in baseline for Wyatt was 61.C2.S with a range of 389 CLS.

Wyatt (intervention). After six consecutive data pointbe interventiorwas
implemented with Wyatt. Overall, an accelerating trend was observed throtigdou
intervention phase with significant increase in meaM(=91) from the baseline phase. Data
ranged from 7310CLS. One data point was missing from the intervention and was not

included in data due to unforeseen circumstances.
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Wyatt (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase. An increase in the medh£104.5 from intervention to post intervention phases

occurred, as well as an accelerating tremttl data ranging from 9Q@12CLS.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Wy att 6s dVAFEQ whack is considered\zery largeeffect.

Luke (baseline).Baselnedataver e col | ect ed r pegoumadceprigr Luk e
to the implementation of the systematic phonntenvention (See Figure 4.2The mean ofata

in baseline for Luke was 633 CLS with a range of 445 CLS.

Luke (intervention). After six consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Luke. Overaly large amount of variation was observed throughout the
intervention phase with data ranging fromZYCLS. A decrease in the meav € 59.5 was
also observed from baselireintervention.One data point was missing from the intervention

and was not included in data due to unforeseen circumstances.

Luke (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustbility of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase. No change was observed in the mean 3dcrBg.5 from intervention to post
intervention phases, with an accelerating trend being observed duripydisis with data

ranging from 4471 CLS.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Lukeods NWEL6which is consideredsmalleffect.
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Mark (baseline). Baseline data were cotiet e d r e gar d i perjprmihee pkiod s
to the implementatn of the systematic phoniastervention (See Figure 4.2The mean ofata

in baseline for Mark was 40.67LS with a range of 3%1 CLS.

Mark (intervention). After nine consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Mark. Great vability in data was observed with data ranging from 16 to 50

CLS. A decrease in the meav £40.3) was also observed.

Mark (post intervention). At the concluan of the intervention, onlivo additional data
points werecollected to explore sustainabyjlof the changes experiencddring the intervention
phase before the conclusion of the school yéare data point was missing from the post
intervention phase and was not included in data due to unforeseen circumgtasncgke score

of 62 CLSwas dtained.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Mar k6 s NWE.07which is considered small effect.
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Figure 41 ORF for each participant.
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Figure 42 NWF for each participant.




Behavioral Outcomes

The second questiaddressed whether or nat @arlyliteracy program would influence
behavioral otcomes of first grade students identifi@lbeing at risk in both reading and
behaviors and who were nonresponsive to previous setidelinterventionsUpon the
completion of the SRSS by classroom teachers, baseline, intervention, post intervention, and
follow up data were collected on the total disruptive behaviors displayed per lesson by each
participant. Once again, the number of data points variepgrgcipant due to time factors out
of t he r es e &Resuolts &e pdesenteddoninclude both overall findings and then

individually for each participant.

Total Disruptive Behaviors

Baseline. TDB observations were measured during regulaskessions, specifically
during guided reading groups for a total of ten minutes. Badeliral participants (r5) was
conducted over three guided reading group sessions, occurring every thré@d=<ays range

54.3).

Intervention. Ten minuteobservations continued to be condudtadall participants
(n=5) throughout the intervention phase every three days during the delivery of the systematic
phonics intervention During the intervention, a slight decrease in behayildrs1.6, range0-

4.1) wasobserved overall

Post Intervention. At the conclusion of the intervention phass) minute observations
were once again conducted during the delivery of guided reading instrantiomere collected
every three days after the conclusion of therwention for three additional data poiatsd again

approximately one month after the conclusion of the interverfiorpoints were collected for
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onegroy of participantyn=2), four points for the second group of participants (n=2),caniyl
onecollected for the thirgn=1). Frequency of behaviors remained constafi=1.6, range ©

6).

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) was
calculated by subtracting the mean of the baseline phase from the meaimndétvention phase
and then dividing by the pooled standard deviation (Busk & Serlin, 1992). As mentioned
previously, effect sizes were figured for each individual participant and not for the group as a
whole.

The researcheacted as the primary datallector forTDB. Treatment integrity was
collected by all three classroom teachers for 100% of the intervention sessions. Additionally, the
researcher collected treatment integrity data for 10% of the sessions. During each phase,
treatment integrityvas at 100%.

IOA was collected foapproximately 3% of thebehavior observatiorendas well as at
least once dring every phase of the stutby each participant. Total agreementT@B was

IOA=7%.

Total Disruptive Behaviors

Devon (baseline).Basei ne dat a were coll ected regardin
performance during guided reading instruction prior to the implementation of the systematic
phonics ntervention (See Figure 4.3The mean of data in baseline evon was 83 TDB

with a range of & TDB.
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Devon (intervention). After three consecutive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Devon. Great variability in data was observed with data ranging from 0 to 10

TDB. A decrease in the mead £3.3) was also observed.

Devon (post irtervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, three additional data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the behavior changes experienced during the
intervention phase for Devon. Once again, a decrease in the kiredrB8@, range &%) was

observed with less variability overall.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Devon6s d=DR9 whiahsis considered smalleffect.

Alex (baseline)Bas el i ne data wer e chaviolpertotmande r egar di
during guided reading instruction prior to the implementation of the systematic phonics
intervention (See Figure 4.3The mean of data in baseline for Alex was 2 TDB with a range of

1-3 TDB.

Alex (intervention). After three consedive data points, the intervention was
implemented with Alex. Great variability in data was observed with data ranging from 0 to 8

TDB. An increase in the meaNl (=4.1) was also observed.

Alex (post intervention). At the conclusion of the interventipthree additional data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the behavior changes experienced during the

intervention phase for Alex. A slight decrease in the mpan3.12 range 26) was observed.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and ficelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Al ex 6s dbB11Lwhich is considered\ery largeeffect.
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Wyatt (baseline)Basel i ne data were collected regard
prior to the implementation of the systematic phom¢sriention (See Figure 4.3 The mean of

data in baseline for Wyatt was 0.5 TDB with a range-dfTDB.

Wyatt (intervention). After six consecutive data pointbe interventiorwas
implemented with Wyatt. Overakdecelerating trend was observed tigbout the intervention
phase with a slight decrease in melsin=0.11) from the baseline phase. Data ranfyech 0-1.
One data point was missing from the intervention and was not included in data due to unforeseen

circumstances.

Wyatt (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainability of the changes experienced during the intervention
phase. A slight increase in the melh=0.33) from intervention to post intervention phase

occurred with the range of data10TDB) remaining the same.

Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Wy at t 6wasdE D.& which is considered mediumeffect.

Luke (baseline).Baseline datawerecolece d r egar ding Lukeds beha
prior to the implementation of the systematic phomesrivention (See Figure 4.3The mean of

data in baseline for Luke was Z.6DB with a variable range of-@.

Luke (intervention). After six consecutig data points, the intervention was
implemented with Luke. Overal smaller amount of variation was observed throughout the

intervention phase with data only ranging fror2.0A decrease in the meavl € 0.67) was also
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observed from baseline to intent®mn. One data point was missing from the intervention and

was not included in data due to unforeseen circumstances.

Luke (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, an additional three data
points were collected to explore sustainabiityhe changes experienced during the intervention
phase.A decreasavas observed in the mean scdvke<.33) from intervention to pst
intervention phases, with a slight decrelbasmg observed during this ge with data ranging

from O-1 TDB.

Effect Szes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Lukeods d®5Hm®BA], whach is considered smalleffect.

Mark (baseline). Basel i ne data were collected regard
prior to the implementation dfie systematic phonicatervention (See Figure 4.3The mean of

data in baseline for Mark was 0.8DB with a range of @ TDB.

Mark (intervention). After nine consecutive data points, the intervention was
implementedvith Mark. No variability in éta was observed with data staying constant at O

TDB. A decrease in the meav £0) was also observed.

Mark (post intervention). At the conclusion of the intervention, only one additional
data poinwascollected to explore sustainability of the chasmg&perienced during the
intervention phase favlark. While two were originally scheduled to be collected, one point was
to be collected on the last day of school. Reading groups were not held that day. Therefore, the
last point could not be collectetNo changes were observed from intervention to post

intervention phaseM= 0).
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Effect sizes, treatment integrity, and fidelity. Standard Mean Difference (SMD) for

Mar k 6 s B BM®B65 wlich is considered mediumeffect.
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Treatment Integrity

Treatment integrity regarding implementation of the systematic phonics intervention
during intervention phase was 100% for all students based upon integrity data collected by
classroom teachers. Treatment integrity for all participants was also 100% during the

observations conducted by the researcher for 10% of the sessions.

Social Vaidity

The general education teachers involved in the implementation of the systematic phonics
intervention completed the IRES (Martens et al., 1985)Scores on the IRP5 can range from
a low score of 15, indicating a low treatment acceptability tgl $core of 90, indicating a high
treatment acceptability. Teamhscores on this measure were a 75, 80, and 84 indicating a

moderate to high treatment acceptability.

Summary of Findings

The purpose of this research was to examine the effectivenassafliteracy
program for firstgrade students who were identified asisk by their classroom teachers in the
areas of reading and behaviors. The study investigated two main research questidrat: (a)
effect does maearly literacy program have @tademic outcomes of first grade students
identified by classroom teachers as being at risk in both reading and behaviors and who were
nonresponsive to pveus schooWwide interventions and (b)vat effect doesreearly literacy
program have on behaviomltcomes of first grade students identified by classroom teachers as
being at risk in both reading and behaviors and who were nonresponsiveitapszhoclwide

interventions.
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Literacy Outcomes

Examination of effect sizes indicated that three duhe five students made growth in
their nonsense word fluency with effect sizes ranging from-0.08(See Table 4)1 Mean
score comparisons between baseline and intervention pleaees that two of the five
participants made growth going from thesbline to intervention phase (See Tah®. All four
students on whom post intervention data was collected showed an increase in NWF from
intervention to post interventiowhile three of the four participants showed a decrease in NWF

from post intervetion to follow up.

In regards to ORF, effect sizes indicate that two of the five participants made growth with
scores ranging from 0.76.39. Mean score comparisons between baseline and intervention
phases, howeveshovwedthat four out of five studentsade growth in ORF. All five
participants made growth from intervention to post intervention phasiditiohdly, all four
students on whom post intervention data was collected showed an increase in OR#sfrom p

intervention to follow up.

Behavioral Outcomes

Effect sizes reveal a decrease in disruptive behavior exhibited in the classroom for only
one of the five participants (rang€.11-0.65). Mean score comparisons between baseline and
intervention phases, however, indicate that four out of fiveggzants showed a decrease in
TDB. Three out of five participants showed a decrease in TDB from intervenipasto
intervention phasesith one participant showing an increase and the other staying constant.
From postintervention to follow up, onefdhe two participants on whom data could be collected

showed a decrease in TDB wittetbther showing an increase.
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Table 4.1
Individual Effect Sizes

Students Measure
NWF ORF TDB
Group 1
Devon -1.03 -0.2 0.29
Alex 0.02 0.76 -2.11
Group 2
Wyatt -1.61 -1.68 0.65
Luke 0.16 1.39 0.41
Group 3
Mark 0.07 -0.89 0.65
Note.A dashed line-f) indicates that information was not reported.
Table 4.2
Mean Changes by Phase
Student Phase Measure
NWF ORF TDB
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Group 1
Devon Baseline 37.33 16 4.33
(8.08) (2.65) (2.31)
Intervention 45.67 16.56 3.3
(6.08) (9.51) (3.16)
Post Intervention 61.17 31.67 1.83
(5.98 (10.33 (1.99
Alex Baseline 32.67 23.33 2
(4.51) (8.08) )
Intervention 32.56 17.22 4.1
(7.21) (5.70) (2.38)
Post Intervention 35.67 23.33 3.12
(1.8 (7.61) (2.40
Group 2
Wyatt Baseline 61.12 37.67 5
(18.54) (9.93) (0.55)
Intervention 91 54.38 A1
(12.81) (4.66) (0.33)
Post Intervention 104.5 69.5 .33
(10.19 (15 (0.58)
Luke Baseline 61.33 19.12 1.67
(11.31) (6.37) (2.66)
Intervention 59.5 28 .67
(8.60) (4.78) (0.87)
Post Intervention 56.5 32.75 .33
(13.53 (4.1 (0.58)
Group 3
Mark Baseline 40.67 14.33 0.89
(5.20) (4.21) (1.36)
Intervention 40.3 18.1 0
(10.59 (5.45) (0.0
Post Intervention 62 21 0
() (--) ()

Note.A dashed line-€) indicates that information was not reported.
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Chapter 5 - Discussion

The intentof this study was to examine the effectivenessnadaly literacy progranfor
first-grade stdents who were identified aswsk by their classroom teachers in the areas of
reading and behaviors. This study also aimed to further develop existing research bynattemp
to systematically produce previously obtaimegults(Kennedy, 2005) from arjor study.

Specifically, the study sougta examine what effectsaarly literacy program had on both

academic and behavioral outcomes of first grade students identified by classroom teachers as
being at risk in both reading and behaviors and who n@neesponsive to previous schaable
interventions. Academic sessions were carried out by three first grade classroom teachers, with
the researcher collecting data regarding total disruptive behaviors during academic sessions. The
study utilized a mulple-probedesign(Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968; 1987; Horner & Baer, 1978
consisting of threphases: (a) baseline, (b) interventiangd(c) postintervention This chapter

will summarize the results of the study, provide implications for practice, andsdi the

limitations and suggestions for future research.

Systematic Phonics andLiteracy

Results of this study were consistent with previous reseBalbyék, et al.2000;
Coleman & Vaughn, 20QMarris, MarchaneMartella, & Martella,2000; Lingo, et g, 2006;
Malmgren & Leone, 2000; MarchasMartella, et al, 2000; Polloway, et al1986;Rivera, et al.
2006 Scott & SheareLingo, 2002; Shipen, et al.2005; Wehby, Falk, BarteArwood, Lane,

& Cooley, 2003 regarding the use of systematic phonasriproveliteracy skills
Additionally, results obtained support those obtained by Lane et al. (2002) as mean score
comparisons in the original study also revealed an increase in ORF and NWF for e\eery chi

who completed the intervention. More specificahe use of systematic phonics instruction
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was effetive in producing an increase @RF for all five participantsSimilarly, four out of the

five participants experienced artrease inNWFTa ki ng i nt o conl89%er ati on
stages of readg developrant, it could be assumed that all five students were actively learning

the relationkips between letters and sounds. This learning processn, may haveallowed for

the reading of simple text containing high frequency words and phoniegliyar words
presentedhroughout the systematic phonics intervention resulting in an increase iaf@RF

NWE.

Systematic Phonics and otal Disruptive Behaviors

Results of this study are consistent with those of previestigatons (Lane et al.,
200% Lane et al., 2002; Stewart et al., 2D0vthat improved early literacy skills are asisded
with ongoingdecreases in disruptive classroom behavior (Lane et al.,.200i)e all five
students experienced growth in literacy skills throughout thegghafshis study, four out of five
experienced a decrease in levels of disruptive behavior displayed in the classroom as evidenced
by mean changes. Resudi® similar to those obtainedtime original study as conducted by

Lane et al. (2002).

SystematicPhonics as a Practice irfGeneral Settings

Considering that less thd8o of students wit or at risk for EBD receivepecial
education services (IDEA, 2004), the chance that educators will encounter such a population of
students is presumably quite highecause nearly all studsrwith EBD will spend the majority
of their education, if not all of it, within the general education setting, teachers must assume the
responsibility of meetinghe needs of thestudents in terms of not only academlmgt
behaiors and social interactions as well (Lane et al. 20¥ith an existing association

between inappropriate behaviors and academic difficulties encountered by this population of
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students (Lane & Wehby, 2002; Ruhl & Berlinghoff, 1992), intenseveediaton efforts to
improve basic skills in reading (Lane, 2004) are needed. Arguablyufiergs with or at risk of
EBD, teachers cannot address the issue of academic struggle without recognizihg that o
behavior challenges as well.

Multiple investigations gpport the use of systematic phonics instruction to increadg
literacy skills Adams, 1990; Anderson et al., 1985; Balmuth, 1982; Chall, 1967, 19964, b; Ehri
et al., 2001; NRP, 2000 Some research also suggests that interventions which focus on the
remediation of academic slglinay produce a collateral effect, which, in turn, reduces problem
behavior (Coie & Krehbiel, 1984; DuPaul, Ervin, Hook, & McGoey, 1998). If such an effect
exists, academic interventions may be useful in enhancing intervefdigely used to address
social behavioral deficits (Barterwood et al., 2005; Lane, 1999Researchers, as well, have
found a positive correlation between reading disability and antisocial behavior (Miller &
Windhauser, 1971; Sturge, 198Zonsidenng that research has established a link between
reading and behavior difficulties, it only makes sense that schools address both issues
consecutively (Stewart et al., 2007he systematic phonics intervention explored throughout
this study and that of ¢horiginal (Lane et al., 2002) offers teachers ailidmand research based
methodfor possibly improving both academic and social behaviors of their students (Algozzine

et al., 2012).

Implications for Practice
While limited in number (Coleman & VaughPQO00; Levy & Chard, 2001), the scarce

amounts of reading intervention studies that have been conducted with young students with EBD
have revealed favorable resulBabpyak et al., 20QC@Cochran, et al.1993; Falk & Wehby, 2001;

Wehby, Falk, et al., 2003Vehby, Lane, Falk, 2005
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Several studies have demonstrated that students with EBD and individuals with reading
deficits are, in fact, capable of increasing their reading abifstiedominantly those related to
improvements in comprehension, vocabulamal reading fluency, and accuracy of reading
using systematic, phonitsased instructional progranBabyak, et al.2000; Coleman &

Vaughn, 2000Harris, MarchaneéMartella, & Martella,2000; Lingo, et a.2006; Malmgren &
Leone, 2000; MarchanMlartella, et al., 2000; Polloway, et al986;Rivera, AlAtaiba, &
Koorland, 2006Scott & Shearet.ingo, 2002; Shipen, et al.2005 Wehby, Falk, Barton

Arwood, Lane, & Cooley, 2003T.his study, in particular, demonstrated that students with
reading deficitat risk for EBD are capable of increasing their oral reading fluency while at the
same time decreasing their disruptive behaviors within the classroom.

Researchers have established numerous hypothetical models to explain the relationship
between acadheic underachievement, specifically in reading, and behgvablems (Berger, et
al., 1975; Hinshaw, 1992; Riclds, et al. 1995). All proposed models are important to
consider when designing intervent. i octive. Il n f a
instruction may be an i mportant theme for sch
Lane, Gresham, and Beebeankenberger, 2003, p. 382). Because strong correlations have been
established between low academic achievement in reading haddreproblems (Heward,

2006) a need to integrate reading and behaviors into a cohesive model currently exists (Stewart,
et al, 2007). Results from combined studies indicate improved academic performance and
reduced behavior problems (Stewart et &Q7). This study found systematic phonics

instruction to be an effective method for increasing literacy skills of first grade students and of

reducing disruptive behaviors displayed in the classroom setting during reading instruction.

102



In order to rised the occasion, it is essential that educators are provided with feasible
and supported methods for improving academic and social behavior as well as for delivering
school, classroom, and individual support (Algozzine et al., 204@nerous intervention
efforts to date have required significant and constant support from adults other than just the
classroom teacher. This level of intervention is not sustainable in most settings, and it is vital that
researchers and practitioners identify evidelpased pretices that general education classroom
teachers can implement solely on their own or with minimal support (Lane, Little, et al. 2007).
This study allowedlassroom teachers to deliver an evidebased practice within theimm
classroom Weekly supportvas also provided throughout teteidy resultingn a 100% fidelity
rate overall. Research has confirmed that teacher fidelity of implementation of behavioral and
academic interventions has a statistically significant effect on student responsivehess to
intervention (BennemBeaudoin, et al.2010; Benner et al., 2011).

Current research supports the idea that academic and behavioral supports must be
interwoven. It is not enough to hope that children will learn appropriate behaviors as a result of
literacy instruction and vice versa. While it is crucial to abstain from reactive practices when
attempting to manage studentso6é behavioer, it i
andsee 0 model (Foorman et al itsphc@Schgolstmyspi cal of
embrace a proactive approach for preventing reading problems in children at risk for developing
EBD (Lane, Gresham, &heddeSignagreadingenstracyion, it vduld 2 ) .
be wise for classroom teachers to considemtbe of systematic phonics instructasakey part
By delivering systematic phonics during reading instruction, there is a potential to not only
increase reading skills but to decrease disruptive behasatstermined by this study atme

original (Lane et al., 2002)
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Limitations of the Study

Despite favorable results in both literacy and behaviors obtained by all three classroom
teachers, there are limitations to this study that should be considéredirst limitation isthat
students in eachrgup were from the same class. The effects of previously established
relationships between students were unknown but very well could have influenced the behaviors
displayed by each individual participant. Furthermore, one group received instructicam from
first grade teacher that was not their own. This occurred due to scheduling conflicts and the
extended absence of one of the eligible teacher participants. It could bethaguszhaviors
displayed byLuke and Wyatt may have been influenced by tles@nce of a teaer with whom
they were nofamiliar.

A secondimitation pertains to the fact that one group of participants was actually a
group oftwo containing one at risk student and one general education student who did not
qualify for the study.Rather than have the participant in a group of one, the classroom teacher
and researcher agreed to allow another geeératation student to participatethe lessons
received by the participant. No data was collected on the student who did not fguakigy
study. It could be that her behavior or lack thereof, considering she was not considisied at
very well could have influenced the behaviors displayed by the research participant.

A third limitation was thathumerous differences existed betm the original study and
the current one. This was the case in regards to data collection prior to the beginning of the
research study, data points collected per phase, the frequency with which the intervention was
delivered, and the duration of the oakintervention and study. If the same study was carried

out again under different circumstances and with more time, it is likely that different results
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could be obtained. A more detailed description of all the changes that tooksplatieed in
Chapter 1.

A fourth limitation was thathe available time did not allow for the completioratf
phases of the intervention Bil the research participants. As a result, the data does not reflect
the completion of all phases for every participantenibugh time would have existed before the
end of the school year, more information would have been available regarding the sustainability
of changes experienced by all participants throughout the intervention phase once the
intervention had ended.

Finally, even though students made progress in both the academic and behavioral
domains as evidenced by data collectadreis no clear indication as to the extent to which
early literacy skills obtained were generalized to the classroom. Additionally, inatiod of
behavioral growth was available beyond the walls of the classroom as behavioral data was not

collected on the playground.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study found systematic phonics instruction to be an effective method for general
education teachers to use to improve literacy skills and to reduce disruptive behavior in the
classroom environment. Results from this study provide new directions for researching early
literacy instruction as a reliable approach for instructing studieméading while also
influencing displayed behaviors.

Future studies could be enhanced with the addition of generalization probes for early
literacy skills in order to determine the magnitude to which the intervention affected daily
performance in acaanic instruction Generalization of changes in behavior could also be done

through observations outside of the general education classroom in which literacy instruction
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occurs to determine the extent to which literacy instruction affects behaviors libgond
classroom.

Because a concern regarding a lack of replication and the presence of bias in research
exists (Cook, 2014), special education teachers must continue to methodically examine such
concerns. As replication is necessary to scientific knoveléBgancis, 2012; Jasny et al., 2011;
Lehrer, 2010), researchers are encouraged to attempt to replicate findings discovered through the
limited amount of research regarding literacy and behaviors already uncovered (Wehby, Lane,
Falk, 2005; Babyak et al.0R0; Cochan, et al. 1993; Falk & Wehby, 2001; Wehby, Falk, et al.,
2003).

Exploration of other reading interventions proven effective with other populations of
learnerssuch as those with learning disabilities or low academic achievement, is also
encairaged. Such an approach has been previously declared as an ideal place to start (Coleman
and Vaughn2000) and would assist with the need to empirically substantiate such methods
within the EBD population prior to particular recommendations (Wehby, &05).

Proactive approaches for preventing reading problems in children at risk for developing
EBD( Lane, Gresham, & slilcasahe mvestigate®agher thand 0 2 )
waiting for students to struggle, reseabased methods could beplemerted andstudied
within the classroom setting to prevent the development of literacy and behavioral deficits.

Previous research indicates that students with EBD have low rates of positive teacher
attention, such as academic talk, teacher praise, andtopities to respond to academic
requestge.g., Van Acker, et gl1996; Wehby et al., 1995). Avoidance of interactions is
common for those considered problematic while teachers instead choose to focus their time and

energy on students who display appraier bdavior (Carr, et al.1991; Wehby et al.,1998).
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Alarmingly, this may also be the case for students who are lagleeving. Teachers may

engage in fewer instructional interactions with lov@ehieving students, regardless of whether

or not thesetadents display inappropriate behaviors. This is due to the fact that interactions
with lower-achieving students are less reinforcing to teachers due to the learning challenges that
surround classroom interactions (Greenwood, 1996). Réw®@a are encoaged to investigate
teacherstudentnteractions that take place Wih general education classrooms so that teacher
preparation can better equip educators with strategies that will help them reach their most
difficult students.

Studentvith EBD are leingplaced in general education classrooms with teachers who
are ill-prepared to meet the challenge (Sutherland & Snyder, 2007). Students with EBD do not
receive much needed support by educators who are absent training and/or needed assistance in
order b deliver evidence based classroom instruction and behavior management techniques
(Lane et al., 2011). Researchers are advised to examine the current state of provided training for
educators in an effort to uncover more effective methods to betterireaetdds of atisk
students while also delivering effective and evidelnased instruction.

Furthermore, researchers (e.g., Gunter & Denny, 1998; Lewis et al., 2004; Steinberg &
Kniter, 1992; Wehby et al., 1998) have acknowledged and lamented thé &ftdctive
instructional practices in classrooms for students with EBD. Rather than highly engaging
activities, academic instruction for students with EBD consists of worksheets, nonmeaningful
curricula, and ineffective teaching strateg{S&teinberg & Kitzer, 1992. Researchers are
encouraged to scrutinize various instruction offered-tisktstudents in an effort to propose

better academic progres of study

107



Finally, continued efforts to uncover better practices in order to meet the needs of
students with or at risk for EBD are vital. While numerous scientifically based practices have
been uncovered (e.g., Lewis et al., 2004), outcomes regarding both behavior and academic
outcomes for this unique population continue to be dismal (Cullinan 208B; Nelson,

Babyak, et al., 2003). Various inquiries emphasize a necessity for sustained efforts to uncover
the most appropriate practices for obtaining ideal outcomes in both behavior and academics

(Lane, et al. 2006; Nelson, Benner, Lane, et al., 2004

Conclusion

Research has indicated that early literacy interventions can be an effective method for
increasing literacy skills and for decreasing undesired behaviors in the classroom setting
(Wehby, Lane, Falk, 2005; Babyak et al., 2000; Cachet al.1993; Falk & Wehby, 2001,

Lane et al., 2002; Wehby, Falk, et al., 2003) This mulfptdestudy(Baer, Wolf, & Risley,

1968; 1987; Horner & Baer, 19¥8xtends research on early literacy interventions by
documenting outcomes afsystematic phonics enventiondelivered by three general education
teachers. Because most students with or at risk of EBD are served in the general education
setting, general education teachers will assume the responsibility of meeting the needs of this
population of studés in terms of academics, behaviors, and social interactions (Lane, Oakes,
Ennis,et al, 2011). Becausef this fact it is essential that general education teachers have
methods to improvaot onlyliteracy outcomebut methods that wikhlso havehe ptential to
decrease undesired behaviors at their disposal. In the current study, all three general education
teachers were successfully trained to deliver a systematic phonics intervention, to collect NWF
and ORF probes, and to conduct behavioral obensa The systematic phonics intervention

resulted in increased ORF and NWF for the participants as well as a decrease in TDB.
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Additionally, despite various limitationsesultsobtained did, in fact, mirrahose previously

obtained in the original stly (Lane et al., 2002).
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Appendix A - Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS: Drummond, 1994)

District:
School:
Teacher:
Date:

Directions: Each classroom teacher will fill in the names of the students in alphabetical order (use additional sheets of this Scale as
needed). Rate all of the students on each behavior using the following scale: 0=Never, 1=Rarely, 2=0ccasionally, 3=Frequently. At
the bottom of page 2, please summarize the number and percent of students in each risk category.

The total scores range from 0 to 21, forming three risk categories:
(L) Low Risk (0to 3) (M) Moderate Risk (4 to 8) (H) High Risk (9 to 21)

Low
Behavior Peer Academic Negative | Aggressive Total Risk

Problem Rejection Achieve- Attitude Behavior (0-21) (circle)
ment

Lie,
Student Name Steal Cheat,
Sneak
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Student Name Steal Lie, Behavior Peer Low Negative | Aggressive
Cheat, Problem Rejection | Academic Attitude Behavior Total Risk
Sneak Achieve- (0-21) (circle)
ment

14, LMH
15. LMH
16. LMH
17. LMH
18. LMH
19. LMH
20. LMH
21. LMH
22. LMH
23. LMH
24, LMH
25. LMH
26. LMH
27. LMH
28. LMH
29. LMH
30. LMH
SRSS Summary (for the classroom)

Low Risk Moderate Risk High Risk

Number of Students

Percent of Students
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Appendix B - Data Collection Sheet

Partial Interval Recording Form

Student Name: Observer: Time:
Date:
Time (one minute Leave Seat Touch Physical Noise Noncompliance
intervals) Property Contact

Total Occurrences @

Behavior:

Mark X for absence of behavior. Mark O for presence of behavior.
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Appendix C - Difference Between Two Means

Size of Effect d
Small 2
Medium 5
Large .8
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Appendix D - Treatment Integrity
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