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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
High School Reading Intervention in the Special Education Classroom
By
Vanessa Anne Goodwin
Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate School of Education

University of California, Riverside, June 2011
Dr. Rollanda E. O’Connor, Chairperson

Providing reading intervention for adolescent students is a complicated process
Multiple factors specific to high school settings affect the processidimgj: curriculum
selection, designating a class period (core or elective), identifyidgrsis, allocating
highly qualified teachers, and choosing effective strategies. Confoundiegvirésbles
is the influence of non-academic skills that are also frequently deficierititterdgs with
learning disabilities (LD) such as organization, independence, self-advacakcself-
esteem.

This study investigated practices for teaching reading to high school tstudén
special needs through a Tier 3 core-replacement English-language I&spiegram at
2 high schools and within the context of district planning. Qualitative methods were used,
including observation, interview, and document review. Although reading intervention is
defined legally in terms of NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004), what is meant by “rgadin
intervention” in schools and classrooms is continually made and remade by paticipa
Special education practitioners negotiate, prioritize, and adapt practibes sometimes

startling rapidity that is tied to the influence of IDEA and NCLB, and asallfactors,



including district and school policies, understanding of their role, and studentfteache
interactions.

ABC and XYZ High Schools were located in Mission School District in southern
California. Mission employed an RTI model to provide reading intervention (Faichs
al., 2007). Reading difficulties are a substantial concern for older students i@id the
not a strong a literature base for this population (Denton et al., 2008) or abagit Tier
interventions (Vaughn et al., 2011).

Mission purchased a scripted program for use in high school special education
classrooms. Results indicated that there was great variety in how speciai@n
teachers defined their many roles and how they allocated class tirii¢ dise of the
scripted curriculum, 2) preparation for high stakes tests, and 3) addressingalEP g
Teachers in the study tended to adapt the program to fit their classroorogsraatiner
than changing their teaching behaviors to align to the script. Implicdtiosshool
districts include problems associated with lack of fidelity of program imgation in
pubic school settings. Even with fidelity procedures in place, teachers’ boighie t
program and their own prioritizing of the roles of special education teachmrglgtr

influenced how classes were conducted.
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ABC and XYZ Highs Schools were located in Mission School District in southern
California. Like many high schools throughout the nation, they have fallen under
Program Improvement (P1) provisions of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002). If the
school teams are unable to improve student scores on high stakes accounthility te
they might face the threat of corrective action, such as alternative gose anah
replacement of administrators and faculty.

The Special Education Departments at ABC and XYZ High Schools have been
serving students with special needs for the last three decades in pri@i&iciyrgained
classrooms. Students who have been identified for special education weredasgess
multi-disciplinary team, including a school psychologist and special educataheteto
determine relative strengths and areas of need. Services to support eachsstudent’
specific educational needs were agreed to through an Individual EducatiotheFa
meeting. This process mirrors how special education has been done in many schools
across America since the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 stipulate
that states develop and implement policies that assure a free appropriategudziton
(FAPE) to all children with disabilities (PL 94-142, 1975). The high schools in Mission
conducted business as usual for students in special education programs until 2006 much
as they always had, and similarly to schools across the nation. After both high schools
entered Pl in 2006, and in the wake of district-wide reform to implement a mrdt-tie
intervention system for all struggling readers, the Special EducationtDeas at these
high schools needed to adapt to new laws, new district policies, and find ways to reinvent

themselves.



ABC and XYZ High Schools and their host school district were grappling with
the same dilemmas as many other high schools in the nation. What is special about
special education? What are the goals educators hope to meet by providiresdervic
students with special needs? Should special education focus on remediation of deficit
skills, or work to compensate for students’ weaknesses in order to gain accesketo gr
level content that will be assessed on high stakes tests? What curriculum should be
taught? Should it be the same as or different from curriculum for typical studews? H
will instruction differ from the general education setting? How do educatiorgige
and make decisions about how to best meet the diverse needs of its special education
population?

Surprisingly little agreement is voiced regarding answers to thesengigmi
fundamental questions in the field of education (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1995). One possible reason is that special education is governed by twat differe
federal laws, each espousing different principles and ideals. These twodaws ar
sometimes at odds with each other and can act as mutually exclusive forckesavEa
prioritizes aspects of student need based on unique ideological principles, aiming at
different outcomes that direct the educational landscape for students. | 8gecaion
practitioners must identify, navigate, and negotiate their role in the sliploggy
between what each of these two laws demands of special education programming, wha
kinds of curricular choices are made to meet these demands, and how teachers and

students actually enact curriculum in the classroom.



The first law, No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002), governs the entire education
system. Itis designed to close the achievement gap by ensuriad) trakdren attain
minimum proficiency on content standards set forth by each state and evaiuabeyh t
high stakes testing. Student outcomes are measured by state accountstinigiyvieh
consequences for individual students, the schools, and the school district if adequate
progress is not made each year. NCLB designates services designed tostddeess
academic achievement during their K-12 school years. NCLB interpretgdis of all
students, with and without disabilities, as roughly equivalent; acquisition of minimum
proficiency on reading, writing, and math skills. School personnel are responsible for
ensuring that all students meet a basic level of academic proficiency.

The second law, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004),
oversees special education specifically. IDEA, by its very priesjpkjects a “one size
fits all” approach. Through the development of an Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
eachindividual student’s needs are addressed through a process of specific assessment,
description of present levels of performance, and goals that are designeetstiztent
deficits through services stipulated by an IEP team and with consensus of a group of
stakeholders. Outcomes for students extend beyond the K-12 school-aged years. IEPs
must include goals that undergird not only success during school, they also mhtesefac
transition into the post-secondary world of work, higher education, vocation, and life
skills. Educational programming is intended to identify each student’s aredscafatel
to provide strategic instruction, remediation, and compensatory strategiesliorat®

the effect of disability and to increase student success.



A significant concern that is central to both laws is increasing studeatshge
abilities. Increasing reading proficiency is aligned to purposes ettathlby each law:
closing the achievement gap (NCLB, 2002), and targeting student deficits ,(HDBA).

At first blush, interventions to increase reading skills would appear to irtténsse two
laws. NCLB stipulates use of scientifically-based practices tet#ng essential
components of reading instruction for all students (NCLB, 2002). Intervention to
remediate readinig also a top priority for allocation of special education services. As
many as 5 -10% of school-aged children have a learning disability (Kavalen®ds,
1998 with an estimated 80% of those demonstrating significant difficultiesaching
(Lyon et al., 2001). IDEA 2004 in fact recommends use of a Response to Intervention
(RTI) model in the general education setting, based upon research-supporiedspriact
help identify students suspected of having a learning disability. Teaching sttalent
read, it would appear at least superficially, is one educational goal in which both
governing laws, NCLB and IDEA, have common ground.

In Mission School District, leadership committees began the process ofmgdapti
multi-tiered RTI model to provide reading intervention for all struggling read®13-

Tier model for RTI is described by Fuchs and colleagues as including primary
intervention (Tier 1), pull-out supplemental intervention (Tier 2), and intensivaryert
intervention, often denoting special education or core-replacement servicks, (Fuc
Compton, Fuchs, Bryan, & Davis, 2007). Much of the literature has focused on Tier 2
supplementary interventions and on students early in their education (grades K-3).

However, reading difficulties are a substantial concern for older studehteeae is not



as strong a literature base for this population (Denton, Wexler, Vaughn,at Bt908).
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reported in 2007 that 69%
eighth graders were unable to comprehend grade level reading as they drobdrigh
school careers (NAEP, 2007). There is also much less research that adidezs3es
intervention, the most intensive level for students with significant readifigutties
(Vaughn et al., 2011). The practical problem that Mission leadership facezheagth
which many high schools contend; finding ways to intervene with their most striggli
readings at the Tier 3 level. Although there are few guidelines for readengentions

for older students, consequences for students and school districts are dire, atsl distri
struggle to put workable policies in place.

Providing reading intervention for adolescent students is a complicatedgproces
Multiple factors specific to providing intervention in the high school settifegathe
process of teaching reading, including what content is taught (curriculumy euner
when instruction is to take place, how students are identified for intervention, who
teaches reading, and with which strategies. Confounding these alregalgxeoariables
is the sizable influence of non-academic skills that are also frequehtedefor
students with learning disabilities (LD) such as organization, independelice, se
advocacy, productive peer and teacher relationships, and low academic confidence and
self-esteem. Social skills deficits, such as these, adversely lafieting for students
with LD not only during school, but lifelong and in multiple adult settings (Pierson,

Carter, Lane, & Glaeser, 2008; Scanlon, 1994). Educators are faced withrtimealile



of organizing and executing programs, prioritizing learning needs, and attenday t
multi-faceted, complex learning process of teaching reading to strugglidgnts.

This study investigated practices for teaching reading to high schoohtstwdéh
special needs at the classroom level through a core-replacement, Edimng rmodel,
and within the context of school and district RTI planning. Although reading
intervention is defined legally in terms of NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004), what is meant
by “reading intervention” in schools and classrooms is continually made and reynade b
the participants in classes, schools, and the school district. Special educatibiomees
negotiate, prioritize, and adapt practices daily in the classroom with a s@setantling
rapidity that is tied to not only the influence of IDEA and NCLB, but also locabfsict
including district and school policies, teachers’ understanding of their roletualaht
teacher interactions. Geertz explains that qualitative methods attemptdingiatesthe
work done by participants, including daily interactions, symbolic forms used for
communication and to perpetuate and develop knowledge, and interpreting (and
reinterpreting) historical patterns of meaning. This work is done both locallysinabe
the classroom and school, and also within the wider context of meaningful structures, i
this case, the school district and in response to federal law (Geertz, 197 d)ati@eal

methods are appropriate for this study.

Teaching Reading
Helping students acquire adequate reading comprehension skills during fi#ir K-

school years is a substantial concern for all educators, and especiallynatobier



students with LD. According to Mastropieri, Scruggs, and Graetz (2003), readimy is
major problem area for most students with learning disabilities. In factog®@@¥adents
with learning disabilities demonstrate significant difficulties héag to read (Lyon,
1996; Vaughn, Levy, Coleman, & Bos, 2002). Without intervention, difficulties can
persist throughout the lifespan and have a negative impact on future success in the
workplace and higher education settings (Faggella-Luby & Deshler, 2008).

The majority of research being conducted with struggling readers, marhoaof
carry an LD label, is conducted using a Tier 2 pull-out RTI model, with youhgpergs,
and with an experimental or quasi-experimental design. These studies have azhtabut
the fields of research and practice. We now know, for example, that use of a&all m
for teaching reading, based upon identifying students who are struggling azatjem
providing intervention that targets deficit skills, and using ongoing progressamogi
data to determine whether adequate change is being made in performanicaniGGres
2007), can have strong, positive, and lasting results in the early elementary year
(Gresham, 2007; Vaughn, Wanzek, Linan-Thompson, & Murray, 2007; Vellutino,
Scanlon, & Lyon, 2000). With each finding, however, new questions emerge. For
example, the preponderance of studies are conducted with early elementary,students
often in kindergarten or first grade (Sanchez, 2010). Far fewer studies have been
conducted with older children and less is known about effective reading intervention in
the middle and high school settings (Denton et al., 2008). Meta-analysis fisdoggsst
that research using an RTI model for older students is limited and positive tesdlto

be less conclusive the older students get. Elementary students show giieatdram



middle school students, and middle school students show greater gains than high school
students (Scammacca et al., 2007).

Most reading intervention studies use an experimental design to determine the
most effective intervention methods needed to effect significant gains, incletmige
of curriculum (what to teach, or content), teaching methods and strategies (how the
content is delivered), and how much time needs to be dedicated (intensity, including
frequency and duration). Intervention itself is often delivered as a pull-outesanvi
place of or in addition to classroom instruction so that curriculum, amount of time,
student responses, and teaching strategies can be controlled and treatatilas,\and

delivery can be monitored for reliability and fidelity.

I ntervention Decision-Making

Intensity of intervention, including frequency (how many times a week) and
duration (how long each session will be), is one of the most critical variables whe
designing intervention for maximum efficiency (Faggella-Luby & Desl2668;
Roberts, Torgesen, Boardman, & Scammacca, 2008). Many studies conducted with
younger, struggling readers use a pull-out method for intervention. In other, words
students are pulled-out of their regular class, ideally during non-readingctien, and
provided with direct instruction individually or in small groups by a trained
interventionist. Studies with pull-out designs for younger students egjhgat
demonstrate that interventions in reading can and do affect core readinfpskiiang

children when given for substantial length (time per each tutor session) and adequat



duration (weeks or months). For example, Vaughn and colleagues reported positive
outcomes for both high and low responders®imid 29 grades in relation to duration of
intervention (Vaughn et al., 2007). High responders were those students who made
adequate gains when provided with direct pull-out intervention for 10-20 weeks and
could continue with classroom instruction alone. Low-responders, those whose gains
were below study parameters, received additional, expanded intervention in gesaband
for 50 minutes a day. Although low responders did not meet all grade-level criteyia, the
demonstrated substantial gains over the control group (identified as at-riek $gne
criteria, but who received no intervention). Positive effects were also deateddty
Torgesen and colleagues after intensive tutoring, again, delivered thpoll:glut (Tier

2). One key factor attributed by the authors to the success of this readmgntios

was that tutoring was provided during times of the day that did not conflict with regula
reading instruction, thereby adding instructional time for reading taskgg3en,
Alexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller, Conway, et al. 2001).

Determining how and when to deliver reading intervention in the high school
setting presents some unique challenges. Elementary classrooms aa#ygemzmized
with a single teacher instructing multiple subjects throughout the day. While
instructional time is always valuable, coordination with a single teacher veharinaary
management control over the daily schedule might be less challengingtémaptetg to
do so at the high school with six and sometimes seven teachers each only having the

student for 40-55 minutes a day.



Making scheduling even more difficult, the majority of classes in high scheol a
required for state-set minimum graduation requirements, and according talifoen
Department of Education (CDE), these “A-G” requirements are sehfoy to the Cal-
State and University of California school systems (CDE, 2010). Even repléettiges
with intervention is problematic, as many schools include elective domains &cacar
or fine arts) as district-level graduation requirements and some F&iGfyequirements.
For example, both UC and Cal-State systems require a visual or perfortramg &wvo
years of foreign language. Electives also provide potentially valuabd¢iooal training,
such as technology and cooking, and opportunities to learn a second language which
might increase students’ later employability. Moreover, electivessepra class of the
student’s own choosing. For students who struggle academically, these might bg the onl
subjects in which the student attains success, and motivation is identifiedtesla cr
factor for teaching reading at the high school level (Torgesen et al., 2007).

Further, high school teachers are hired on the basis of subject matter prgficienc
as stipulated by NCLB (2002). In order to be highly qualified, teachers mult fulf
subject matter competencies, which have become increasingly more degnamndi are
hired to teach specific subjects. Also under NCLB, schools are held accodotable
student performance in achieving subject-matter proficiency as part obAviearly
Progress (AYP) reporting. To address NCLB accountability, each statiedrgrade-
level content standards to verify that student progress is being made. Thedstaddar
Testing and Reporting (STAR) program identifies students as Advanceudjdhipf

Basic, Below Basic, and Far Below Basic (CDE, 2008) for reading ardimgtades 2-

10



11 and is aligned to grade-level content standards (NCLB, 2002). Unique to the high
school setting is the contribution of exit exam scores to AYP accountabilityirgpfant
schools. For example, students’ scores on the California High School Exit Exam
(CAHSEE) constitute 18% of total AYP scores. High school practitioners are
progressively more pressured to intervene not just to increase readingoskifitso to
provide students with content knowledge and test-taking skills that they will need to be
successful on high stakes tests. There is growing concern that high estikesi$ not

fair for struggling readers. By the time these students reach high schayslpfe
accumulated poor reading have adversely affected their ability tosabeescope and
guantity of information that they need in order to succeed on state testing and to
successfully complete the exit exam for graduation (Faggella-LubyshiBre 2008;
Solérzano, 2008). Interventions for reading geared toward increasing high ssakes te
scores must also somehow compensate for gaps in prior knowledge.

High school practitioners are required to maintain compliance with the IDEA
(2004) for students receiving special education services through an IEP. The purpose of
special education is multifaceted. Students with special needs in the public ssteml sy
must be included in settings with their typical peers as often as possiblesamaeat an
IEP with goals that address each student’s unique educational needs. Thesddyeats
academic deficits, including reading decoding and comprehension, and also non-
academic skills to bolster successful transition to adult settings ajtesthool.
Academic strengths and deficits are assessed using standardizedraehietests every

three years for the student’s triennial IEP meeting when continugbiilely for special

11



education services is evaluated. In the era of accountability, results fybretakes
testing are also frequently used to evaluate student progress, as arel iaf@cdatal
data and teacher-made assessments from classes. Reading goalnmagairbe
aligned with state standards for any specific age range, often depending upon loca
district policy. Reading goals address standards, but might be eithenwaifitgrade
level and at the student’s instructional level, or using a modified grade-landbst, for
example addressing only part of a standard, substantially altering iiwstrust
modifying requirements for student product.

High school practitioners contend with several problems as they work to meet the
needs of their students with special education services. Students with speciahageds
not have had the same opportunity to learn as their typical peers (Solérzano, 2008).
Students taught by a special education teacher in a self-contained specialss (SDC)
may receive instruction designed to address IEP goals. Although standardsesseztid
in SDC, it might not be in the same order or as comprehensive as in a general education
class. Instruction and student product are differentiated in SDC and freghéntly
means that students with special needs take fewer tests, write fewes; paperead
fewer books. IEP goals also address non-academic areas (not based on ait academ
standard), including transition goals and the development of social skills to support
success during high school and beyond into adult settings. Students with special needs
who receive the majority of their instruction in the general educationgetiih typical
peers still have IEP goals that are written by and addressed by a ReSpacalist

Program (RSP) case carrier. These teachers have even lessrdeeuiti the students

12



they serve. Precious time that teachers have with students on their case logoheur
instructional day or in a self-contained classroom must attend to a vdriabks:
remediate reading deficits, address each student’s academic and demiad&P goals,
and cover content required for high stakes tests that students in SDC might notemave be
exposed to, such as standards-aligned content, test-taking strategies, paditisga
Decision-makers are faced with dilemmas unique to the high school setting. The
have to find the time during the high school day in which to provide intervention of
adequate intensity (Roberts et al., 2008) that does not conflict with a student’sdequir
coursework for graduation or eligibility for college entry (CDE, 2010). Tdrey
expected to adequately cover standards-aligned content in order to sufficigodirepre
students for state high stakes testing (NCLB, 2002) including in California a
comprehensive exit exam (CDE, 2008), and allocate the scarce resource of highly
gualified teachers to teach intervention classes. Intervention must addmedational
reading skills that have been inadequately covered (Solérzano, 2008) and skills that
might be deficient despite adequate instruction (Torgesen, 2005). For studenERsith |
there must also be time provided during the school day for students to work dEfheir
goals with their special education case carriers. Intervention mustgstpdents who
have been in self-contained classes to perform activities that they might ndtaldave
adequate opportunity to practice, but will nevertheless be tested on for hightettke
The meaning of reading intervention, how it is constructed and enacted in a
particular context (such as in a classroom with students, teachers, and wunricwist

be considered within the wider social context in which it operates, including the school

13



leadership and district-level processes for decision-making (Erickson, 19@)tably,
guestions arise about how high school practitioners might contend with these various
demands at the district and school level. Who makes decisions regarding allocation of
scarce resources, such as which classes are negotiable within $taherdales, when

and how intervention will be delivered, what curriculum will be used, and which teachers
might be assigned to teach it? The underlying assumption in addressing thesagjuesti
is that decisions are made intentionally by identification of a problem, careful
consideration of alternatives, and evaluation of consequences of each alternative.
Another, more daunting possibility arises when school decisions are investigeged:
these decisions made actively at all? Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) propose in a
theory of organized anarchies that both public and educational settings are notorious f
chaotic decision-making. Decisions, the authors suggest, are not processdaaiel
deliberate, but rather a retro-fit after the fact of practices witpribiglems that they

might be made to address.

Cohen and colleagues explain that decisions in organizations are not always
organized processes, which might begin with a particular problem and sysadisnat
employ procedures to locate a solution. Instead, the authors suggest thapgpastic
arrive at an interpretation of what they are doing and what they have done while in the
process of doing it,” (Cohen, et al., 1972, p. 2). The authors indicate that public and
educational organizations are especially prone to fitting the description ofaamzead
anarchy. Although the theory is discussed by the authors in terms of public ingitution

of higher education, it is also a useful tool for considering the decisiomgiakMission

14



School District. The authors explain that the trash can model is a specific kind of
organizational anarchy in which the interpretation or outcome of a problem fesuits
several independent streams within the organization. For example, problems might be
within or outside the institution. In this case, the district has several prekham
operate relatively independent of each other, including: implement a mudt-&rl
model to increase reading skills and increase high stakes test scores;omhiuing to
fulfill legal IEP requirements. These problems can be further broken downiés it
contribute to the complexity of each. For example, increasing students’ tkgh ttat
scores includes attending to gaps in prior knowledge, teaching test-takiagisgaand
locating and allocating a scare resource (time) to do so. Decisionslsuse made
about the nature of intervention. A multi-tiered RTI model includes three lefvels
intervention. How can classroom instruction be bolstered to increase student
achievement in Tier 1? How will a Tier 2 pull-out intervention work in a high school
setting with 6 and sometimes 7 different class periods? If a Tier 3eqeeement is
used for the most intense level of intervention, which program will satisfy graduat
requirements and also be effective for increasing reading skills®idDieadership must
also design policies to select participants; including which teachers catheav
assignment replaced or take an additional assignment, and selecting whicls sitelémt
receive which Tier of intervention (including students with special need#)e Hurpose
of intervention is to increase test scores, then prior scores on testing aakeftogic
identification. If, however, the purpose is to meet IEP goals and objectivesiudnts

with IEPs would be selected. If the goal is to increase reading skikssassnt of both

15



opportunity to learn (Solérzano, 2008) and responsiveness to prior teaching (Torgesen,
2005) might be developed and used to identify which students need intervention.

This study reviews the processes that Mission School District leadership
underwent to contend with these decisions. In addition to selecting Tier 2 int@mvent
for elementary, middle and high school students, the district also adopted Tier 3
interventions that replaced core ELA instruction for each of these age gr$epsral
district departments were involved in negotiations for the selection of Tiene3
replacement, and each embarked on the selection process with different concerns
Ultimately in Mission, two core-replacement programs were adopteddbrsichool
ELA: one for students with special needs, and one for students without.

For adolescents with special needs, the special education leadership eemmitt
selectecedge(Moore, Short, Smith, & Tatum, 2008). Definitions of wkalgeclass
was meant to accomplish were explored through interview of administratorsaahdrte
Teachers were also asked about how they prioritized their various roles ad speci
education. Classroom observations and student interviews were conducted to examine
what happened iBdgeclass for different teachers, and how that aligned or conflicted
with how teachers explained their perception of what the function ofEdgiclass was

supposed to be.

Choices about Formal Curriculum
The National Reading Panel identifies five essential domains for gfecti

elementary reading instruction: 1) phonemic awareness, 2) phonics, 3) fluency, 4
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vocabulary, and 5) comprehension (National Reading Panel, 2000), which are currently
considered the building blocks for reading intervention. Curriculum for reading
intervention for struggling readers usually begins with these building-bladknge skills
and manipulates them in ways suggested by experimental research (Robg20@8n
increasing focus and time for various components regarded as deficit. Tonggsen a
colleagues provide a modified list of components appropriate for reading trostrwith
older students: 1) fluency, 2) vocabulary, 3) reading strategies, 4) background or prior
knowledge, 5) higher level reasoning and thinking skills, and 6) motivation (Torgesen et
al., 2007). A meta-analysis of reading interventions for older students by Sceaanmac
and colleagues examined 31 studies using this list of components to attempt tp identif
the most critical for effective intervention (Scammacca et al., 2007).

Results from component studies such as those included in Scammacca and
colleagues’ meta-analysis (Scammacca et al., 2007) appeal to sgaceti@n
practitioners. These studies follow the premise that building a readingeintien is a
sum of its parts. It might be compared to building a better mousetrap: first yafyident
the working parts (components) and then you make sure each is functioning at maximum
efficiency. When all the working parts are in order, reading outcomes shoulasecre
If it was as simple as building a mousetrap, then results of component studies alone
would be appropriate to inform how to choose and implement intervention curriculum in
public schools. However, reading for older students is a complex process (O’Connor &
Goodwin, 2011) and as discussed in the last section, there are many factors that

contribute to difficulties implementing reading intervention in high schools.
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Review of the meta-analysis by Scammacca et al. (2007) reveals stime of
pitfalls that high schools might encounter when implementing a component-design
reading curriculum for use with older students. For instance, researcher-easiees
yielded stronger effects than standardized tests. Researcher-madstgosete aligned
to the intervention itself, and were therefore a more direct assessment efagha
addressed during instruction. Scammacca and colleagues also noted thaashere w
variance associated with who delivered intervention and in which setting. Researc
delivered intervention (pull-out from the classroom) yielded nearlyetivie effect size
as interventions conducted by teachers in the classroom. The authors suggested that
knowledge of the intervention itself, participating in design, more extensinengaand
greater emphasis on fidelity all helped to explain why interventions workest rethe
hands of researchers (experts) over teachers (field-personnel). Angilagra¢ion might
be that whereas teachers delivered reading instruction within the contegtregular
school day, researchers delivered instruction as a pull-out, increasirgtinbecause it
added instructional time for reading rather than replaced it.

A particular problem that public school practitioners face is determiningdow
ensure fidelity. Intervention treatments that are evidence-based avasteated as
effective when the intervention is carried out per its design and considtentlgase to
case (Edmonds et al., 2009). In Mission this was a considerable challengeer3eac
“bought-in” to theEdgeprogram with greater and lesser degrees of conviction.
Especially teachers who had been working in the field for many yeatsdeasgatively

to the scripted-nature &dge a finding consistent with the literature about other scripted
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curriculums (e.g. Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006). This study probed teacherstideBrof
their various roles as special education practitioners and how they interatttdxbtlui
the formal curriculum of thEdgeprogram, and informal curricular choices associated

with the practice of special education.

The Edge Program

Many school districts purchase packaged reading intervention programs for older
students to be used to supplement or replace ELA classes. Mission School District
adopted one such intervention packdfgge(Moore et al., 2008) published by National
Geographic/Hampton-Brown. The appeal of a packaged curriculum skcdgeis that
it claims to attend to all aspects of reading intervention. The teacher’s|f@aricdge
explains thats designed to cover the component skills of reading comprehensively, is
informed by research, is aligned with state standards, uses evidence-beseesspand
includes content that students will be tested on for STAR accountability. A document
review ofEdgerevealed that it is designed with fidelity in mind and is highly scripted,
directing delivery for all elements of lessons day-to-day and down to the minute.
Authorsof Edgeassert that it is comprehensiviédgeis aligned to states’ ELA content
standards, includes activities to motivate learners, provides explicitigaelshniques
for reading comprehension skills, and covers the content knowledge that studelngs will
tested on for NCLB accountability testing and exit exams (Moore et al., 2008). The
Edgeprogram provides a teacher-script, textbooks with fiction and nonfiction stoaies t

are thematically tied, overheads (such as graphic organizers), a higistiitaary of
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grade-leveled fiction and graphic novels, student consumable workbooks, a computer
program for fluency reading, and level mastery tests. The teacher eddiotes

margin notes that cue teachers to ask quick-check and probing questions. It idnnotat
and provides line-by-line suggestions of what teachers should say while idgldeect
instruction.

There are two student workbooks that are consumable and so must be replaced for
each nevwEdgeclass. Th&dge Grammar & Writing Practice Bo@ligns to readings in
the textbook. When new grammar instruction is given, examplésigeprovided
overheads and in the student workbook align to passages students are reading as a class
so that examples use characters, themes, and examples from passages theatgve a
read. Theedge Interactive Practice Bogkovides additional practice opportunities for
unit vocabulary and strategies that have been presented in the textbook. Thesesactiviti
are again aligned to textbook readings.

In addition to workbooks and the tekilgeprovides a computer program that
students can work on independently called the On-line Coach. Student have their own
unique login ID and can work at their own pace, beginning where they left bftiese
they log-on. Using the On-line Coach, students practice textbook selectidlhuzhcy.

The entire passage can be read by the computer first, or students caredeigi
themselves immediately. Students’ voices are recorded and the computdesnaicthe
screen where in the passage students are. If a student inaccurately degodgst
appears in red text until it is correctly pronounced. If students need helpathey c

mouse-click on the word and the computer will pronounce it correctly and provide a
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definition. Students can listen to their own recorded voice played back, although this is
optional. The On-line Coach tracks progress on fluency passages and the teacher can
access these data.

Daily assignments include preview of reading, vocabulary instruction, asat dir
instruction of strategic skills (e.g., predictions, underling key words, and caorebier
stories). Writing practice is included in each unit, but is not done daily. Urots als
include options for independent and small group projects that make use of the high-
interest library to enrich in-class activitie&€dgecan be used to augment ELA classes at
the high school by only replacing electives, and it also can be used as a careanepla
ELA curriculum, meaning students takeEahgeclass instead of their grade-level ELA
class.

Mission School District adoptdeidgeas an ELA replacement curriculum, and
also opted to implement it per authors’ recommendations, as a 2-period block class
(Moore et al., 2008). Students in all three high schools who were assigneé&tiyéhe
class had one period that replaced their grade-level ELA class and amuketpati
replaced an elective (that would otherwise be of their chooskgeincludes four
levels, which ABC and XYZ schools implemented differently. ABC High School
assigned students Exigelevels based on their gradé’@ Level A; 10"= Level B, etc.)
for the first year of implementation in 2009-2010, which was against the recommendation
of the authors. The four levels Bfigeare not aligned with grade level standards, but
rather,Edgeis designed with placement tests so that students, regardless of tteir gra

level, test into levels based upon current functioning for vocabulary, reading decoding,
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reading comprehension, fluency, and knowledge of components of English as a language
such as parts of speech, sentence structure, and grammar (Moore et al., 200f). Fort
2010/2011 school year, ABC adjusted its practice to two-grade level combinaises;la
with a 9-10 and 11-12 split. XYZ High School implementedEtdgeprogram per
authors’ design both years. Students were assignedBdgatevel based exclusively on
placement testsEdgeclasses at XYZ might include students in grades 9-12 during the
same class period.

There are four levels in thedgecurriculum. The Fundamentals level is written
at a readability level equivalent to grades 1-3. Level A is at the 3-8 gmactl, B at 5-7,
and Level C at 7-9 (Moore et al., 2008). This study included Fundamentals, Lewndl B, a
Level C classes. Students are tested at the beginning of the year andnitaead i
instructional level based upon a pre-test score. Students receive a Lexlegeb(0-
1300) and each level &dgeis rated with a Lexile range (for example, Level B is
between 750L-1075L). Thedgepackage includes pre-tests for placement and gains
tests for mid-year and end-of-year to evaluate progress. Each tesisadition takes
approximately one hour and can be administered computer-based or paper-pencil.

Research data by an independent educational research firm hired by National
Geographic/Hampton-Brown, SEG Research (2008), suggested positive reading
outcomes for schools pilotirfgdgeintervention. Gains were reported for students
identified as “striving readers” based on standardized state accountaisilityt
including English Language Learners (ELL). Authors reported thatitsirreaders”

included students with IEPs, but also stated that insufficient data werdemliec
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analyze outcomes for students with special needs separately. Classiotintsilge

for the study by SEG were selected to provide maximum consistency in curriculum
content, and so included schools and teachers who had volunteered for participation.
Fidelity was accounted for through inter-rater reliability measures cormtlogtine
observing SEG research team. At the time of this paper, no independent studies have
been conducted by research teams not affiliated Bdtfepublishers.

Although research data includedidgereview materials do not stipulate
students with special needs as a target population for the package, the Missiah Spec
Education Department selected it for use with those students. |Edgetiterature
advertises it for use with ELL students and students with special needs arentioned
in any of the brochures used by sales representatives.

TheEdgecurriculum was reviewed for the study, including teachers’ manual,
daily script, handouts, overheads, and support data. This review was augmented with
observations in the classroom with teachers and students in action using theucarricul
Edge(Moore et al., 2008) is based upon research that verifies the curricular components
but fails to account for the interaction of teachers and students in locabolassthe
influence of school norms and expectations, and the impact of larger political ssucture
such as interpretation of special education law at the district and state |ehehchers
who are actually teachirfedgeclasses are doing so from a variety of positions. For
example, some of the special education teachers in Mission helped to selectitugpar
program, but with differing notions regarding its use. Some special education seacher

who are teachingdgedid not participate in selection at all, but rather have been
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assigned to teach the class in place of another, preferred assignmenthavéey
expressed some dissatisfaction with Mission School District administfatovhat they
perceive as a top-down directive. Fidelity of implementation oEtigeeprogram across
the district differed greatly from classroom to classroom and is distussee analysis

below.

Informal Curriculum

In addition to the overt academic curriculum, high school practitioners address a
less formal (although equally important) curriculum that initiates stsdeto the post-
secondary world. High school is the launch-point for adult life and upon graduation
students will transition into new settings with increased responsijliieluding
universities, colleges, and the full-time workplace. Students will need to form and
maintain relationships that operate by adult rather than adolescent rulesughlthese
social skills are not included in the content standards nor tested for on high stakes test
they are part of the hidden curriculum that is addressed by schools but remains for the
most part unstated. Jackson (1990) suggests that in order for students to be successful in
schools, they must master not only academics (the “official” curriculum)Jdmutree
tacit rules of being a good student. He suggests that classroom life caflatiémce, at
best, and resignation, at worst,” (Jackson, 1990, p. 36). Students who are successful in
school have developed coping strategies to deal with frustration and mastered more
obscure skills, such as when to keep their mouths shut even in the face of adversity,

provocation, and their own desires and interests. Although this paints a stark picture, it
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important to realize that one of the most problematic features of the hidden cunrisul
that it is just that -- hidden. Students with special needs require instructratedies
such as modeling, direct explicit instruction, corrective feedback, rehgaesaice, and
reinforcement in order to learn new skills and generalize use of them to nevoisgua
These tacit skills are not official; they do not appear in grade-level stlnd&uocial skills
are rarely or inconsistently addressed by teachers in generatieduwtassrooms
(Deshler, Alley, Warner, & Schulaker, 1981; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997).

For students with special needs, supports provided in high school, such as a
special education teacher or case carrier (who writes the IEP and priogimdestion for
specific goals), the advisement of a guidance counselor, and transitiaesgmavided
through an IEP, will disappear literally overnight upon attainment of a high school
diploma and exit from special education programming. Students will face novel
situations with increased expectations for individual functioning and sognsbility,
and failure to meet these expectations can have severe consequences ilvdsdihgpb
or inability to be gainfully employed, failure in post-secondary acadsetimgs,
inability to access needed services, and social isolation (Mellardz& HED92; Scanlon,
1994). Students with LD, who are frequently struggling readers, have a higheoceurr
of social competence deficits, estimated as high as 75% and function apgtedyitwo-
thirds of a standard deviation below typical peers on measures of study skidf, so
competence, adjustment, hyperactivity, distractibility, anxiety, and pgetion (Kavale
& Forness, 1996). Are intervention classes for students with LD, then, doubly obligated

to provide not only essential reading skills and improved passage of high stakes tests i
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preparation of post-secondary demands, but also provide direct instruction ai critic
social skills while students are still under the auspices of their K-12 publiatezhit If
so, what does that curriculum include? In which classes and by which teachénatwill
content be delivered?

Although perhaps less formal, curriculum to increase social skills that urtergi
successful transition into the post-secondary world is legitimate in kpda@ation and
is in fact required by law for students with special needs. Special Edutssichers and
case carriers develop social skills goals through an Individual Transitior{IlPR). The
ITP is part of a student’s IEP beginning at age 16. As part of the IEPspydngh
schools are accountable for evaluating and reporting progress on goals ta parents
Transition goals are based on formal and informal assessment including
emotional/behavioral, cognitive, and adaptive skills (Blackmon, 2007). If a student is not
making satisfactory progress or fails to meet a goal, the IEP team roustepadditional
assessment and instruction to support student success (IDEA, 2004). Transis@areoal
intended to prepare a student in the core domain areas: 1) Education/Instruction, 2)
Employment, 3) Community, and 4) Independent Living (IDEA, 2004),ond school
and into adult life.

Insufficient social skills can have an adverse effect on students’ opp@suniti
learn (Solérzano, 2008), impact their academic and social self-concepir(Etba
Vaughn, 2003), and result in social isolation (Scanlon, 1994). Teachers tend to interact
with students with LD as frequently as typical peers, but these interactions are

characterized by behavioral corrections more often than academic c&memt &
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Wheeler, 1972). Elbaum and Vaughn (2003) reported a reciprocal relationship between
self-concept and academic performance wherein self-concept is damaasatibynic
failure, and low self-concept contributes to students’ diminished acadefmic sel
expectations. Marsh and Yeung (1997) suggested that for high school students, self-
concept affects students’ schooling choices, including choosing challengingwotks
and setting goals for the future. Lowered self esteem, such as exteibalians of
success and internal attributions of failure, problematic peer relationshipsaahdrs’
perceptions of low academic behaviors (Kavale & Forness, 1996) adversety affe
students with LD in gaining essential skills needed to successfullytioansut of high
school. Perceptions of low relevance of schooling for their lives, a sense of
powerlessness in their own education and planning, and disconnection between
classroom lessons and their plans for the future contributed to high ratesniéaisse
and high school drop-out (Pierson, et al., 2008).

There are no provisions in either special educational (IDEA, 2004) or general
education (NCLB, 2002) legislation that stipulate what specifically caapiocial
skills, or how and when they should be taught. In order to teach social skillsyseache
rely on a haphazard array of lessons and goals that are typically born oéezpedather
than a formal, written curriculum. For a sense of what is meant by sociga| skirent
research provides a more precise source. Although this research is pualiadfible
(although sometimes at a monetary cost for access), few teacherst vaitiméwe
published academic research and there is a gap between research arad practic

Information provided in the studies discussed below is not necessarily usednooctass
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and school practice. Research does, however, provide frameworks that areouseisil f
study to identify which social skills are being addressed in high schools, agdizeco
how and when social skills instruction occurs day-to-day in the classroom.

Scanlon (1994) suggests a framework for specifying social skills for adotesc
through identification of poor constructive communication skills. He demonstrated tha
teenagers with LD exhibited a range of deficits along a spectruonefractive
communication skills that negatively impacted relationships with peers ard,adul
limited opportunities to interact, and increased day-to-day problems in bolgnaicaand
social settings. Scanlon lists areas of constructive communication tluditesr eleficit in
students with LD, including: asking questions, offering opinions, interpreting soeis,
judging social roles, and deciding how to interact. Over and above the difSquitie
constructive communication skills represent during high school, Scanlon suggests that
these deficits have powerful post-school consequences. Adults with LD aregwice a
likely to be unemployed or earn less and demonstrate higher-than-aveesgef rat
incarceration (Scanlon, 1994).

Mellard and Hazel (1992) review components of social competence especially
relevant for older students with LD to support transition into post-secondangsett
Basing their work on concepts of social skills, adaptive behavior (Greshanog Ell
1987), independent functioning, and social responsibility (Gresham & Reschly, 1988),
the authors delineate a specific set of skills that are often probldoragidults with LD
as they enter the workforce, including: receiving feedback, following dres;tcarrying

on conversations, appropriate greeting and leave-taking, listening, cangitou
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discussions and negotiations, and self-advocacy. School-aged students with LD have
demonstrated difficulties with equivalent skills in the high school settingjdimg:
offering and receiving feedback, negotiation, problem solving, succumbing to peer
pressure, conversational skills, making and maintaining friendships, followingantks
resolving conflicts appropriately (Schumaker, Hazel, Sherman, & Sheldon, 1982).
Although the skills linked with LD in high school overlap with social skills aeteed
necessary to gain entry to and maintain successful employment, attentiore tekilie $s
often neglected in the high school setting (Pierson, et al., 2008).

In a 20-year longitudinal qualitative study of success attributes of studiéimts
LD, Goldberg and colleagues determined that stronger social skillsaasweiated with
students who had more successful adult outcomes. including living independently, stable
employment, and positive relationships (Goldberg, Higgins, Raskind, & Herman, 2003).
Following up with a cohort that attended a non-public special education school, the
research team conducted extensive interviews with students sevesafyeahigh
school completion (n =41, mean age = 32.1). At the ten-year follow-up, the authors
statistically identified a set of non-academic skills that appeared to s@glttrsuccess.
At the 20-year follow-up, qualitative interview methods were used to investigat
nature of this skill-set. Participants who were judged more successful l@géaech
team possessed traits such as self-awareness/self-acceptaeaedddbility, being
proactive, demonstrating perseverance, having greater emotionallitystabtting
appropriate goals, and utilizing community social support systems effigctiThese

participants were interviewed extensively to try to understand how theywedlgesater
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successes in the above mentioned areas. For example, although high levels of
perseverance were demonstrated by successful adults with LD, they atststtated
application of “appropriate” perseverance and knew when to quit or break away from an
unsuccessful endeavor. Interviews about the specific nature of employment and
relationships suggested that successful adults with LD had “niche-pickedleated
employment and social settings that accentuated their strengths. Thrs aoticuded

that participants who were best able to recognize their strengths in additier to t
limitations and make decisions based upon that knowledge tended to enjoy better adult
outcomes. The authors recommended high school programming that explicitly inistructe
students in learning and developing strengths during their schooling, and for schools to
intervene directly using a success-attributes framework to teach sthdents

compensate for social skills deficits.

Direct intervention for students with poor social skills supports transition to post-
secondary settings in two ways. Increasing social and academic ss¢ndbgeschool
setting improves students’ self-esteem, which in turn benefits acadefrsorsetpt and
performance (Elbaum & Vaughn, 2003). Improvements in self-esteem of studlénts
LD occur when they can function at adequate levels academicallydPrdatst,

Prevatt, Petschler, & Adams, 2006), have experienced real life succedsah(ia

2001), and have developed a good understanding of their disability (Goldberg et al.,
2003). Students who have achieved some successes and understanding of their disability
are better positioned to be their own advocates as they progress within theoeducati

system (Palombo, 2001).

30



Although definitions of social skills in K-12 public education and research are not
aligned, there is consensus that students with LD need more than acadesnio skill
succeed after high school. Social skills goals are included as part of a stlElent’s
(IDEA, 2004), however the primacy of academics as a focal point is both historical
(Scanlon, 1994) and recently reinforced by No Child Left Behind accountability
requirements (NCLB, 2002), which prioritize reading and math outcomes. Since the
implementation of special education law in 1975, IEP objectives have tended to focus on
academic outcomes over non-academic domains (Scanlon, 1994) even though
considerable evidence suggests that adequate social skills areaésséatih students’
motivation and acquisition of new information needed to succeed in post-secondary
settings (Wentzel, 1991). Especially in light of the demands of high stakes abdaynta
testing established by NCLB (2002), special education high school practitiacers
enormous challenges to meet academic demands, much less allocate sowarcesres
such as instructional time and personnel to develop and execute instructidnetssa
social skills deficits.

How do high school practitioners working with students with special needs make
critical choices about which goals to prioritize in the limited tinheti@ld in a school
day? So many components appear to be the most important. Students must know how to
read. Reading is the most important way for students to access new information.
Without basic reading skills, students will continue to fall farther ariddabehind in
content knowledge with a “snowball effect” impacting across-the-board perfme

(Hoskyn & Swanson, 2000). Additionally, both students and schools are held accountable
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for high stakes testing outcomes for student knowledge of grade-level contemty, Clea
then, teaching the standards must be most important. Yet, research demdhsitrétes
students with LD, social skills have a cascading effect not only on succegh sthool,
but also adult outcomes. There is perhaps no other time to teach these esseitial soci
skills than when students are poised on the very brink of exit from the K-12 system.
Should practitioners take advantage of these last school years to teach flog®ski
undergird success throughout the lifespan? High school special education prastitione
are faced with a perfect storm, each learning factor affecting thes péaeh escalating
with passing time, and all competing for scarce time and precious resourcestéoacr
almost untenable challenge to the success of students with LD. Thisgardines how
special education teachers and their students work together in classrogras tlaaly

struggle to negotiate these many essential aspects of learning.

Teachersand Students

Classroom encounters between teachers and students are influenced by how they
define their roles and the ongoing interactions between them that create atadmmai
these roles in the classroom setting. Teachers’ ideas about what it meansdadber
directly influence both their pedagogological choices about planning andtixge
classroom instruction and how they interact with students on a day-to-day asn,
2008). Working with a group of teachers and their students identified as ELL, Yoon
examined how ELA teachers’ viewpoints about their roles as educatorselateel ito

how they differentiated curriculum in their classrooms and what kinds of teaching
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strategies they utilized. Yoon described a circular relationship of how sthehts
teachers create and maintain positions in each classroom in the study. Students’
perceptions of their power level were influenced by teachers’ beliefs &lgnutdle in
relation to ELL students, affecting levels of participation and engagemetmidehss in
class, thereby maintaining some teachers’ negative perception of thettitesas in
their class. Yoon described this complex interaction using positioning theory, mslac
framework that assists researchers in interpreting social itieracincluding how
participants position themselves and how, in social contexts, participants position eac
other (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999). Participants position each other both
deliberately, as a teacher might when designing a seating chart,\aagsithat are
automatic and unconscious, such as when a student takes her seat facing front with a
pencil out, tacitly assuming the role of student. In addition to conscious and unconscious
positioning by participants, positions can be forced, such as the case in Yoon'’s study in
which some teachers are described as limiting or excluding ELL studemtsfssroom
opportunities (Yoon, 2008).

Using a positioning theoretical framework (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999),
Yoon identified through interview the attitudes of three middle school, ELA¢esic
about their roles in the classroom. Observations of classes were supplem#énted wi
discourse analysis of speech acts in order to identify instances of enactreelfit
positioning and positioning by another (such as a teacher positioning a student). Yoon
described three distinct roles with which teachers self-identifiegchers for general

education students, teachers for all students, and teachers of a single €dgedtupon
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these self-identified roles, the teacher participants differentlyithesl what they

believed the role of a teacher should be in a classroom; including how students should act
and what responsibilities the teacher had in implementing strategiechstrand
differentiation.

Ms. Young, a teacher who believed that her role was to teach all children, chose
multicultural stories and used strategies to include ELL students. Subsequentiy the
ELL participants in her classroom were positioned by the teacher asadand
positioned themselves as active members, volunteering answers and angeagiyg in
discussions. Mr. Brown believed himself to be a teacher of general education students
He selected content with an emphasis on American culture and used democratic
instructional design, including empowering students to make key choices about
classroom activities. However, the democracy described by Mr. Broemipésd the
democracy as originally envisioned by American forefathers: limite¢de majority.

The ELL students were physically in his class, but Mr. Brown felt as though

responsibility for direct instruction of these students belonged to someonendles a

duty fell to instruction of ELA standards to those students who already hadyraste
English. Mr. Brown included strategies that actively included students inatecisi

making about class topics, activities, and their role in projects, but these beeedits

only extended to students who were able to advocate for themselves independently. ELL
students in Mr. Brown’s class described themselves as present but not includdg, Fina
Mrs. Taylor positioned herself as a teacher of English. She described the sum of he

responsibility as teaching, and only teaching, ELA standards. While she atteriued to t
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academic needs of her students, her selection of teaching strategessigasd to

attend exclusively to academic aims and she allowed students to fail wittesuention
by the teacher. If a student failed to do work or turn in an assignment, they wkeel ma
down without inquiry or investigation of reasons that might fall outside academics.

Yoon concluded that in each case, the teacher’s view of their role in the classroom
and students’ perception of their power to be active participants in the classroom
influenced how students and teachers interacted on a day-to-day basis asshsooh
(Yoon, 2008). Although positioning might initially have been forced upon ELL students,
the daily classroom interactions served to perpetuate positions and creatatexyse
that students and teachers began to see as norms.

For the current study, teachers and students were interviewed about how they
defined their roles in relation to the curriculum. Although the curriculum was ligrma
fixed (theEdgescript), how teachers viewed their roles as special education teachers and
case carriers and how they prioritized their teaching goals were legpgt to influence
student-teacher interactions in the classroom, including switching of instraict
strategies and content differentiation. Teachers were faced with timerdilef needing
to support their students with special needs in more than one way. Althougfigihe
class used a formal intervention curriculum for reading, it was also thalliocated for
special education teachers to work directly with students on IEP goals ¢mtimciude
aspects of learning (such as social skills) that were not includediyj@ For example,
teachers who believed thiatigeis complete and sufficient might limit their instructional

repertoire to what was dictated by the script. Teachers, on the other hand, who thought
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thatEdgealone was inadequate to meet the variety of needs of their special education
students, might divert from the script and provide additional, informal instruction, such a
enhancing teachable moments. Students, in turn, might respond to how teachers
approach teaching and in some cases were given choices about curriculum and class
activities, thereby influencing their classroom behaviors, such asipatita levels and
engagement in classroom topics. The current study followed a design suggested by Yoon
(2008) to interpret classroom interactions between teachers and studentasts at le
partially influenced by teachers’ and students’ viewpoints about their rolles in t
classroom setting. This design included both interviews in isolation of classroom
interactions (during non-instructional times) and interviews immediatétufing

classroom encounters. Classroom observations were conducted to help inform how

students and teachers interacted in the reading intervention classroom setting

Teachersand Curriculum

It was surmised for this study that special education teachers in Mission School
District have dueling roles. As teachers of students with special needs, thenbave
particular set of concerns, and as teachers for a public high school in the era of
accountability (and as members of the community in which the school is loch&sd), t
are also influenced by another set of concerns. How then, do special educalierstea
negotiate their role day to day and during instruction with a curriculum that haglenul
purposes assigned to it? How do they define their roles and explain what the objectives

are forEdgeclass? How do they interact in a classroom with students and the curriculum,;
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both the official scripted curriculum &dgeand the less formal, hidden curriculum of
social skills?

To consider these questions, a framework that addresses the dual role of
conflicting Discourses was used (Gee, 1992). Gee uses Discourse with a camtad “D
denotes a cultural rather than linguistic interpretation of the word. In his dmtedsi
Discourses, Gee suggests that specific Discourses are “owned” anatédpd®dy a group
of people and that the actions and interpretations of these members are considere
sociocultural. That is, the ways in which people interact with each other, and thmmways
which people interact with culture(s), are both included in Gee’s treatmenttefitine
Special education teachers negotiate between two Discourses almast daily

On the one hand, the Discourse “teacher” includes assumptions and conventions
such as teaching academics, helping students achieve proficiency on gedde-le
standards, and acting as a school team member in the collective goal of tlesing
achievement gap and meeting the demands of NCLB accountability by raisirgy@tore
high stakes tests. All students are important and disparity between high and low
achievers must be addressed in order to provide an equitable school experience for all
students. All students must be provided access to opportunities to excel, includgsgy acce
to four-year universities after graduation. These opportunities are djthregh a
public education that includes mastery of grade-level content and competencies, and a
assessed through high states tests such as accountability testing ®(200R) and

CAHSEE.
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On the other hand, special education teachers belong to a unique Discourse that
operates within and around a different set of assumptions and conventions. As a teacher
of students with special needs, a special education teacher is concernel@ntifiing
each student’s strengths and deficits, designing goals, and providing remeudiatiors
(not necessarily at grade level) to help students meet their edutageds. Students
are each treated as unique, and the plan to address each student’s educationa needs, t
IEP, is based upon each individual student’s present level of functioning and is subject t
consensus of a team that meets about that student and only that student. A student’s
deficits are considered not merely in light of school performance, but alseyasnpact
that student’s potential success beyond the classroom and in a variety of #dgH,set
including post-secondary education and also the world of work, access to community
services, and the opportunity to form and maintain meaningful relationships. The skills
needed for successful transition addressed in IEPs are not restrictedetmiasatut
include a broad range of social skills that increase self-determinattonilifacilitate
each student’s ability to make decisions about their future and undergird sSaccess
multiple settings and situations.

Inherit in the tension between these two Discourses is the challenga speci
education teachers face trying to strike a balance between attendiegheets ol
students through acquisition of grade-level content and performance on high stakes test,
and attending to thgpecificneeds of their students with special needs by providing
remediation of deficit skills, academic and non-academic, that are needed ii2he K-

years and throughout the lifespan. Special education teachers might explainyhow the
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interpret their role in isolation (outside of the classroom) one way, and thercintéra

the curriculum and students, in the classroom, in ways unforeseen even by them. How
the meaning of their role in tHedgeclass is made and remade can only be investigated
through the complex interaction of teachers with the curriculum and students.

For this study, data were used to facilitate understanding of how teachers made
determinations both consciously and in the context of the classroom about their
sometimes conflicting roles (Discourses) and how they enacted thoséatiesvere
collected in three ways. Teachers were interviewed several timedatios of classes,
usually before and after school, at lunch, or during a preparation period, to investigate
how they overtly defined their roles as special education reading teacliee
intervention class. Classes were observed to collect data about how teachigasedeg
the Edgescript with their students and in the context of daily learning. Finally, post-
interviews immediately following instruction in class provided teachetts avi
opportunity to reflect on actual activities and encounters that happened in clags duri

observation sessions, including use of teachable moments and deviations from the script.

Teachersand Studentswith the Curriculum

Classroom level investigations reveal that interactions between teacters a
students are also influenced by curricular changes. For exampleadallhambliss
(2007) examined how changes in curriculum in two classrooms with the same teacher
resulted in substantial changes in teaching strategies and student-tei@chetions. The

researchers worked with one teacher, Ms. Gabriel, who taughftg@éie groups of
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students, both with ELA content, but each with a different objective. Valli and
Chambliss suggested that decisions about curricular use and content exertedid powe
influence over meaning structures in the classroom; a comparison made matodogm
the study of two classes taught by the same teacher over the same period dheme
authors suggested that an institutionally imposed goal for one of the classroonss, in thi
case, to increase scores on high stakes tests, influenced the interactioeaxdfhbeg t
students, and content of reading instruction (Valli & Chambliss, 2007).

The researchers first observed Ms. Gabriel, a general education teacher
conducting her usual ELA classroom activities with H&ggade class, including students
who read proficiently, at basic level, and struggling readers, among whanthese
receiving special education services and had an IEP. The second class inclyded onl
those students identified by the school as struggling readers through accayntabili
testing for NCLB (2002) with a higher proportion of students receiving dpehi@ation
services. In this supplementary reading intervention, these struggldeyseaceived
instruction designed specifically to increase test scores. The fesesaocoadly
distinguished curricular differences observed in these two settinpddsentered for
the regular reading group, and test-centered for the supplementary reaelingntion
group (Valli & Chambliss, 2007).

In child-centered instruction, Ms Gabriel did not focus on a single content
standard at a time, but rather utilized multiple curricular approaches ammoltsly to tie
new information to students’ prior knowledge, previous instruction, and across subject

areas. Ms. Gabriel used different methods for selecting stories forgeautirgrouping
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students in class. Some groups were formed homogenously and read books at their
instructional reading level, focusing on specific standards instruction. Qthgrsgwere
put together because of commonalities in their real-life experiencesashth@oks
thematically chosen to compliment topic and theme. For example struggldeyse
many from single-parent households and from lower-socio-economic homes, read a book
about a boy with real problems and studied vocabulary words that they thesrisedve
identified as difficult. The mid-level or most grade-level typical group read a baok t
capitalized on grade level standards; in this case, science-fiction. Conteatgroup
was thematically tied to risk-taking and included reading standards-@dlogmeéent and
use of literary devices such as identifying conflict, setting, and dieawtion. The
highest achieving group discussed complex topics, such as prejudice, and read books
chosen in part because they typified the kinds of excellent writing that studeritslve
expected to use in their own compositions, again addressing multiple staridards. a
Instructional strategies were also adjusted to compliment groups. Wtiereaest
struggling readers self-identified difficult words and vocabulary anmateart of
instruction, higher-achieving groups’ instruction focused more strongly on siisownd
writing skills. Students were seated in groups to work on tasks togethergtamde
individually to practice skills at others (Valli & Chambliss, 2007).

In the reading intervention group, however, content and instruction were both
approached as “one-size fits all” and designed for the sole purpose of ingressi
scores. Content was limited to packets that simulated test items and redelitigrs

was based on similarity to expository passages found on accountability tessroQmn
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activities mirrored testing tasks such as identifying the maen skquencing of events,
and connecting cause and effect. Ms. Gabriel’s instruction with her intenvgroup
stood in sharp contrast to her general education reading class strategereadV
instruction was tailored to meet the needs of students at different levelsefeament in
her regular reading class, in the reading intervention class each dadyevgasie. Ms.
Gabriel used a script, and students performed tasks as delineated by the sstjgiver
minutes of vocabulary, followed by whole-class review of test items, conclirding
evaluation of student responses. Students were seated individually and in traditional
columns to maximize time spent on individual work. Whole-class review of daily work
was made public, with the teacher asking each student in turn, in front of thevtiass
their answer was and correcting them when answers were incorrectiné&thisd was
rationalized by Ms. Gabriel as, first, being directed by the script, anddsdmeing the
most efficient method to increase students’ learning because all studesfiseldefrom
the correction each wrong answer. Voluntary participation in the test-atotass,
perhaps predictably, fell off dramatically in comparison to the child-centéassl cThe
researchers described changes in Ms. Gabriel as well, including a higheflevel
frustration observed in the reading intervention class. They concluded thiaity'act
goals and tasks designed solely for test-taking purposes seemed to havieaimat
transformed the nature of classroom discourse and teacher-student re(st@adng
Chambliss, 2007, p. 72).

The Special Education Department of Mission School District has adopted a

scripted curriculum and the class is intended, in part, to increase scores on addguntabi
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testing. Teacher instructional strategies and differentiation of delfexgripted content
are important aspects of reading intervention. Methods suggested by Valli and
Chambliss (2007), including identifying and interpreting student-teacheranteraand
use of strategic teaching methods, are both relevant to the current skdatyeof
classrooms designed to intervene for not only remedial reading skills, but aisoetase

test scores, just as Ms. Gabriel was attempting with herdde struggling readers.

The Current Study

Reading intervention has received much attention in the elementary setfing w
research that delineates best-practice approaches (National Readelg2000) with
positive, sustained gains (Gresham, 2007; Vaughn et al., 2007; Vellutino et al., 2000).
For high school-aged students, research supports intervention for readers who have
received inadequate foundational skills instruction, and for those with readiogsdefi
who continue to struggle despite adequate instruction, including students identified as
needing special education (Torgesen, 2005). These gains, however, are smaltier for
students than younger students (Scammacca et al., 2007) and intervention for older
students must have greater intensity, frequency, and duration in order to demonstrate
these gains (Roberts et al., 2008). Scheduling intervention of this intensity can e highl
problematic in the high school setting. Intervention should also target a differeft set
skills than younger students might need (Denton et al., 2008; Roberts et al., 2008),
including skills specifically stipulated in an ITP for students with speeads.

Beginning at age 16, students with special needs must have specific instructiehah a s
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skills intended to guide them successfully through transition out of high school. What
works in elementary school cannot simply be employed at the high school level, when
intervention might be needed most.

The majority of reading intervention studies have focus on Tier 2 pull-out
delivery methods (Vaughn et al., 2011) and provide reading instruction in addition to
instruction students receive in class (Gresham, 2007; Vaughn et al., 2007). Tier 3
intervention, which is the next, higher level and the focus of this study, has re@asised |
attention. High school is a time for students to do many things more than reading,
writing, and arithmetic. Students have access to elective classesothde@mcademic
opportunities (e.g. foreign languages, vocational opportunities such as cooking and
computer science), and opportunities in the arts (e.g. drama, drawing, photography).
Students also fulfill high school course requirements to obtain a high school diploma and
perhaps transition to higher education settings. School leadership must be concerned
with making sure that students perform well on high stakes tests for both the students’
sake, as in the case of their high school exit exam, and also the school’s ongoing well-
being, to get and stay out of PI. When deciding how and when to intervene for reading
in the high school setting, decision-makers face the dilemma of inevitahlfycgagr
some other important part of the high school experience.

Students with special needs present additional challenges for planning how class
time will be used. Just as their typical peers, most students with special@ducat
services are required to fulfill the graduation requirements and perform ortdkels s

tests. They also have additional instructional goals through IEP prograrimaingeed
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to be attended to and successfully met. IEP goals in academics ae usitig a
California content standard; however, goals might be written modifying ttradghen or
student product for that standard, or be written off grade-level and at the student’s
instructional level. There is disagreement in the field about whether the int@etcatl s
education is to compensate for students’ deficits and support them through the high
school experience using accommodations, or whether the intent of special edsdation i
provide remedial instruction for basic skills, such as reading (Baker & Zigmond, 1995;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995). In this study, students with substantial reading deéditsiag
assigned to a core-replacement Tier 3 reading intervention class and toaihty@ve
goals that address basic skills in ELA. IEP goals also address anothiesisks that are
not considered academic and are not based on standards at all. Goals for sttldents wi
special needs in high schools also must help students successfully transition dut of hig
school and into adult settings. Many of the students at ABC and XYZ High Sdtanas
social skills goals in areas such as communication, organization, and positive prosocia
relationships.

For the early elementary student population, the rationale for reading mtenve
is uncontested and how to do it is supported by a body of literature, primarily derived
from quantitative methods. For older students, results from quantitative studies have
been less encouraging, suggesting how complex planning and executing reading
intervention is in the high school setting. The demands of high school include not only
reading skills, but also navigating required coursework for graduation, becoming

satisfactorily prepared for high stakes tests, and learning e$séritsafor life after high
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school. Teachers and students interact in class with the curriculum, bothclze offi
content ofEdgeand the hidden curriculum (Jackson, 1990), in ways that are influenced
by the local and wider contexts of school and district (Erickson, 1986). All the while,
teachers and students negotiate their roles in class, adjusting and collabonatgg
that they are aware of and unconsciously, that make and remake meaning abait what i
important and how they spend their time in class. Research on high school reading
interventions for a special education population therefore must investigatgpattc
(students and teachers), the curriculum (official and hidden), and delivery (wipanisa
in class) to begin to understand how reading intervention is enacted in high school.
While no easy answers can be found to these dilemmas, they are, nonetheless, the
challenges that teachers in high schools face in the current era. This siogtesd in a
single school district and uses qualitative methods to investigate how acdsbhonsstr
teachers, and students attempt to negotiate these diverse and compelling démsnds
research reflects how these distinct yet overlapping factors convergapbaaie with
whom, how, and with what prioritization reading intervention in high schools is
delivered.

Although research findings have facilitated increases in efficitaxdyow
reading interventions are designed, the majority of studies continue to aslohthay
same questions, such as what, how much, and with whom intervention should be
conducted, which fail to address how intervention might operate in the more authentic
setting of classrooms and with teachers and students. Studies produce incagssistenc

findings that suggest reading is a complex, interactive process (O’Connoodni,
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2011), and yet the majority of intervention studies continue to approach teaching reading
as a sum of its constituent parts.

Quantitative methods are appropriate to investigate questions of frequency,
distribution, and magnitude (Wolcott, 1995), as the majority of studies about elementar
level reading intervention have done. The traditional psychological process-product
model for research design posits that through manipulation of dependent process
variables such as teaching strategies, frequency, duration, and content, éiffémenc
student learning outcomes, or product, can be correlated and causal associgtibbge mi
discovered that inform how teaching reading can be made more effectilaxckB&b78).
These studies tend to be for a specific period of time, sometimes months, sometimes
years. Outcomes tend to be determined through comparison of pre- and post- test scores
and variables to be tested are chosen in advance and controlled. Although results from
these studies have furthered knowledge of curriculum (content), teachings§)r@eel
student learning (product), at times inconsistent findings leave educageaaltchers
with new “how” and “why” questions. Page (1991) suggests that process-product studies
designed to examine a limited array of variables that control for all othdre hope of
determining associations often ignore “irrelevant” data and attempplai outliers
through interpretation and discussion. Page discusses research perdiraokjng and
curriculum differentiation and suggests that rather than attempting to contdailtéothat
do not fit a process-product model, the model may not be a match:

“However, discrepant cases suggest the inadequacy of the very units of analysis

in process-product studies: High-, regular-, and lower- track classes mag not
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so unequivocally distinguished as school labels suggest or as statistical

manipulations require. Fundamentally at issue is an adequate theory of

curriculum differentiation rather than apposite methods: The problem — as Ms.

Mitchell and her ninth graders experienced — is figuringahdt counts, nohow

to count.” (Page, 1991, p. 10)

Much like tracking, reading comprehension intervention is a complex interaction of
curriculum, teachers, and students.

Reading intervention at ABC and XYZ High Schools is designed to perform
many functions simultaneously. Decision-makers at Mission School Destei¢toping
thatEdgeclass intervention will increase test scores for school accountabityg§N
2002) and provide time for special education case carriers to work with their students
with special needs, maintaining compliance with IDEA (2004). The special exfucat
teachers who have been assigned to tBageclasses must prioritize instructional
objectives to best utilize class time for teaching goals, including retimggiaading
skills, providing compensatory strategies so that students can gain grelde-le
knowledge, and addressing informal and hidden curricula that are particularly
problematic for students with LD, such as social skills instruction. Finailtiests in the
class and their interaction with the curriculum and their teachers influew the
classroom operates on a daily basis, as students, teachers, and the curricklum wor
together in ways that cannot be predicted or accounted for quantitatively.

In this study | collected data in classrooms and through interview with teacher

administrators, and students. | observéttifereading intervention classes and
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reviewed curricular material including IEAS]gematerials, and teacher-made
assignments. The study is designed to provide insight about how teachers and students
work together to negotiate different and perhaps conflicting purposes of the rdadsig ¢
both overtly and tacitly. How do teachers interact with students in their high school
reading intervention special education class? What do they explain tharyprim
objectives to be when they select and carry out lessons? How do teachers and students
make sense of their own actions and choices? What kinds of encounters do teachers and
students have in the classroom setting, and how might those be interpreted in light of the
roles teachers and students assign themselves and each other, and théiomnietiac

the curricula (formal and informal). The following research questions wedeaggiide

data collection and for analysis:

1. What were the processes used by the local special education team, school
leadership, and district decision-makers in determining and assignikgdiee
curriculum for students with special needs at ABC and XYZ High Schools? How
do each describe whetgeclass is meant to accomplish? Do these
interpretations conflict with each other?

2. How do teachers define, interpret, adapt, and make meaning of teaching choices
in the classroom to address multiple functions, including 1) addressing IEP goals
for academic and non-academic student need; 2) intervention for reading, 3)

intervention to increase test scores.
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3. How do students with special needs and their teachers interact with the official
curriculum (theEdgescript) and hidden curriculum (including social skills for
successful transition) in reading intervention class?

4. How do student-teacher interactions influence classroom activities and
encounters? What negotiations occur within and between participants (students

and teachers) that account for how time is spent in class each day?

Methods

In this investigation, | asked how differences in the priorities and attitudes of si
and district decision-makers, students, and teachers influence classroagtiorisrof
participants with the curriculum in the classroom day-to-day. Reading intenvelues
not begin and end in the classroom: it exists within the context of the culture of the
school and district. Reading intervention enacted in the classroom was influgnced b
institutional decision-making by leadership at Mission School District. Ethpbip
methods were used to investigate how students and teachers conduct intervention in the

context of district culture in which they are members (Erickson, 1986).

Participants

Mission School District was located in a southern California suburban community
for which it was named. Mission was a culturally diverse community wattmmnsecond
and third generation immigrants from other countries. Approximately 33% of the

students at ABC and 24% at XYZ had a home language other than English. Nine percent
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of students at ABC received special education services and 4% at XYZ in the 2010/2011
school year. Demographics for ABC and XYZ High Schools are shown in Table 1.
Mission School District, as is the case with many school districtsstuaggling to
increase its accountability report card ratings. Several schools in MissienmpPlI,
including both ABC and XYZ. Students in teRelgeclass at ABC and XYZ were all
receiving special education services (special education eligikaliggories are shown in
Table 2) with a substantial overlap with ELL services.

Teacher participants were special education teachers designaadhiat
particular level of thé&dgeclass (distribution of levels are shown in Table 3). Students
in the classes had received below basic or far below basic scores on Gaffatei
Testing (CST) and also had an IEP and received special education sSpmaal
education teachers for each class had students from their own caseloadbftdsom
they write and carry out IEP goals) and students from other teachelsacsseThe
Edgeclass period was often is used by other special education case carrienseat®a t
pull out students on their case loads for IEP testing, to address IEP goalsetatéat
services (i.e. speech and language) that are otherwise difficult to schedule

Eight classes at two school sites were invited to participate in the steigg
classes at ABC and XYZ High Schools in Mission School District weretsdlegll five
classes were self-contained (only students with IEPs) with 8 to 19 studesitsce The
five classes used various levelsdaige Table 3 shows the distribution Bélgelevels,
grade levels, and enrollment numbers for the classes at ABC and XYZ fdr tvbic

district collected data.
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Two EdgeFundamentals classes were observed. The First was at ABC with Mrs.
Castle in 2009/2010, the year tlatgewas piloted with a small class enrollment (8
students only). A second Fundamentals class was observed in the 2010/2011 school year
with Mrs. Belmont at ABC with enrollment of 18. Both were 2-period blocks with
primarily 9" and 18' graders.

Two sections of Level B were observed. The first was at ABC with Mngy.L
This was the only class in the study that operated as a single-period only. AB®iea
students with special needs than XYZ and fewer teachers proportionally, whidd@aea
scheduling conflict. Most othé&dgeclasses at ABC operated as a double-block. There
were 19 students, mostly"L@raders, in Mrs. Levy's class. At XYZ, Mrs. Delgado had a
double-block of Level B with grade levels ranging frotht® 12" graders and a total
enrollment of 11.

At XYZ Mr. Paul’'s Level C class was also observed. His enrollment wasth9 w
a mix of 11" and 12" graders. AlEdgeclasses at XYZ were scheduled f8f 2nd &
periods. Although an additional Level A class at XYZ volunteered for pafii@mahe

overlapping schedules precluded it from being added as a study classroom.

I nterviews

Participants from interviews are shown in Table 5. In addition to teachets of al
five observations classrooms, other teachers at each school site were ivited t
participate, with a total of 8 for the study. Thirteen students were intervielvidma

study classrooms. Students from each study classroom were interviewptfextdrs.
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Castle’s 2009/2010 class as those data were collected last year. In additi@moomhe s
psychologist from ABC and six administrators at the Mission School Disteie
interviewed.

Interview guides were developed based on recommendations by Swidler (2001)
and used an open-ended, semi-structured interview design (Appendices 1 and 2).
Although topics were provided, as Swidler suggests, questions were open-ended and
flexible, with broad cues that narrowed to more specific questions as gt
answers dictated. Interviews were tape-recorded with consent of parscipant

Interviews were conducted with teachers at several points throughout the data
collection process. A basic interview guide for teachers and administ(et@ppendix
1) included topics such as background in education, how they defined special education,
the role of special educators, benefits and challengedgd perceptions of school
structures and politics, ideas about what reading intervention was concepibiy
their school site, beliefs about high stakes testing, and the kinds of goalsr(mcade
social skills, and transition) students on their caseloads had in their IEPs.

Teacher interviews were conducted in isolation of classroom activiiieafter
observations of class sessions when possible. This approach was intended to allow
teachers to consider their teaching objectives and activities both outdideteqthing
context and immediately following it, with an opportunity to reflect upon their choice
Teachers were asked how they defined their roles as special educatimigeas
suggested by Yoon (2008), with questions regarding how they planned and prioritized

instructional objectives and strategies, their expectations of students, arklieésr
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about the specific curriculum they were assigned. Interviews followasgom
encounters were designed to allow the teachers to reflect upon their actions and
interactions with students in the immediate context in which they had made them, and
how they made meaning of those encounters.

Students were invited to interview about how they perceived reading intervention
in relation to the curriculum, the teacher, and the teaching strategies inSldssequent
interviews followed observation of classes and were guided by the activitles déss
on that day. For example, when the On-line Coach (the computer compoB&egiof
was observed during class time, students were asked specifically aboekxpiesiences
with it. Students were interviewed regarding their plans after they apetitand asked
if they felt high school, and theltdgeclass particularly, was sufficiently preparing them
for what came next. A Topic Guide for student interviews is in Appendix 2, and as
suggested by Swidler, was also open-ended and used to promote discussion. When
students introduced new topics or spontaneously expanded on topics that were not

predicted, discussions often went in other directions.

Observation

Classes were observed over two school years. Pilot data were collected.for M
Castle’s class in 2009/2010. Approximately 20 class sessions were observed betwee
November, 2009 and March, 2011, and additional classes were visited from March, 2011
to May, 2011. Mrs. Levy's class was observed for 14 class sessions. Mrs. Delgado’s

class was observed for 20 class sessions. Mrs. Belmont dropped out of the study after 12
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observations because of a bereavement leave of absence. Finally, Mr. Pael lasis t
teacher added to the study, and his class was observed for 10 class sessions.

Classroom observations were tape-recorded and | took simultaneous notes. Given
the nature of classroom activities, tape-recordings were most usefeVview of whole-
class instruction, but were less useful during small group work. Notes, on these
occasions, were my primary method of data collection. Notes were transcribaththe s
day when possible, and tape recordings transcribed within three days. Analysandotes
reflections were added in brackets during each stage of transcripti@istarasocusing
subsequent observations and to add discussion items for interview topic guides.
Observation notes and interview data were combined with tape-recorded dataasdnc
specificity. Tape recordings were stored in a locked cabinet, and compgevdite
contained in a password-protected file.

Participant observer methods were used. | participated when possible in the
social world of each classroom, and reflected on the products of that participation
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). In some classes, | led small groups duratignst
In other class sessions, | worked individually with students during seatworlp#ot af
the period. | attempted to not simply observe, but also tried to ascertain how and why
students were doing what they did in the context of their own meaning-makicks(kr,
1986). As a teacher myself, | had the benefit of understanding some aspects of the
classroom environment as an insider (talking the talk). However, it was imgortams
to be particularly careful of my own assumptions and beliefs that | broutfhtneiinto

the context of these classrooms (Agar, 1996). It was critical to accouny fmvmsense
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of the culture of the classroom and my own pre-existing beliefs about reading), socia
skills, special education, and best-practice teaching strategies asvidrespart of what |
used for conscious, and importantly, unconscious comparisons. | accounted for my own
thoughts and biases through memos and bracketed notes.

Field relationships were established with teachers before classe®bserved.
| met with each teacher during a non-instructional time and explained the aoathe
research and what participation would entail. During these initial meetiegdisaussed
how the teacher would introduce me. Teachers all introduced me as a studemg worki
my Ph.D. dissertation. Two of the teachers, Mrs. Castle and Mrs. Delgado, asked me
talk to the class for a few minutes about my higher education experiences.h@he ot
teachers, Mrs. Levy, Mr. Paul, and Mrs. Belmont, introduced me without much
expansion. Teachers interacted with me on different levels during instruction. When |
was asked to participate in whole-class discussions, | did so. For exampleeirs
often asked my opinion about a particular English convention when conducting grammar
lessons.

Permission for classroom observations and interviews was agreed to using HRRB
approved consent forms. Entering the field under the false assumption of newdtality s
up the researcher for falling prey to her own assumptions or ignoring vatiadseto
the more subtle, implicit assumptions of the participants that are often obscured in
“neutral” observation (Erickson, 1986). | explained my own history as a teacher and
program specialist to participants and offered my opinion when asked for it during

interviews and discussions.
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Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis is described as looking at how actual instancds adrtaey
the things that people do in the world including “exchange information, express $eeling
make things happen, create beauty, entertain themselves and others...” (Johnstone, 2002,
p. 3). Discourse analysis, or a close-analysis of talk in the classroom, was bs&d in t
study to increase understandings of student-teacher interactions in the coatett of
classroom. | hypothesized that classroom instruction would be complex, influenced by
both the official curriculum of thEdgescript and also the less official curriculum of
social skills, rapidly switching from planned academic instruction to imprdvise
instruction of non-academic skills (such as social skills and transition fogncka
negotiated process that students and teachers engage in together on a ydayeoeda.
The process of discourse analysis includes tape recording, transcriptiomeabg line
analysis of verbatim talk in selected classrooms or during interview. OGse-ahalysis
was conducted for each class. Repeated listening to tapes increasecyanutitzelped
to confirm that analysis was consistent with my initial impressions.

Analysis of discourse transcriptions used Mehan’s Initiation-Resgévedeation
(IRE) format (1979). This pattern has been demonstrated to exist iroolassfor over
40 years (Mehan, 1979). Although classrooms generally had an agenda or plan for the
day, complex negotiations moment-by-moment during classroom encounters were
spontaneous and demonstrated that roles were dynamic. Particularly in these

classrooms, teachers needed to negotiate the official script Bijeprogram and the
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less formal but equally important task of addressing IEP goals in academic and non
academic areas. The nature of classroom interactions between studéetshadwere
also reviewed and patterns of deviations from the official script, includingabhec
moments and ways that lessons were appropriated in ways not interiddddauthors,

were especially important for analysis.

Document Review

Written documents, including curricular materials, in this &dgeintervention
and teach-made, lesson plans, IEP’s, and cumulative student files, wenecefoethis
study (Emerson et al., 1995). These resources were examined to inform how pasticipant
including individual teachers, students, and district personnel, made decisions about what
kinds of curriculum should drive instruction in the classroom, to ascertain student
background information such as ELL and disability status and history, and to
contextualize observation and discourse analysis data in relation to the etfipalof

Edgeand IEP goals.

Case Study Design

Case-study design was used similarly to Yoon (2008); simultaneous olmservat
of several classrooms and concurrent interviews. Data were collectdy, locpist a
few classrooms. Yin (2009) discussed different variations of case studp.ddsiis
study was intended to review a new innovation;Etgecurriculum was introduced to a

group of schools and teachers. Research questions 2-4 address how individual teachers
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and students interpret and make meaning of their reading intervention atelggieisof
this new curriculum. In some cases, such as Mrs. Levy, Mrs. Castle, and MthBaul
adoption ofEdgerequired substantial changes to planning and executing class time. For
the new teachers in the study, Mrs. Belmont and Mrs. Delgadidipecurriculum was
the only way they had ever taught ELA. By reviewing multiple casegrpsaitbf
similarities and differences were revealed in relation to this new inoovati

Stake (1995) describes the nature of case-study research as a search for
understanding of complex interrelationships. For the study, several casasseeito
attempt to describe the variety of context&dfeclasses and to understand it from
unique perspectives. Teachers in the study were selected to represent a geati ran
experience (from first year to 18 years) and because of their vari¢dmneao theEdge
program. | wanted to include teachers who fully endorsed the program as well as
teachers who overtly objected to it. Each case in this study includes a d@safipt
teachers’ perceptions and how reading intervention is approached in the clagsaobm
has been analyzed in their own right in the following sections. Additionally, thees ¢
were compared in relation to each other and inferences were made abouhidritiss
and differences in how class time is spent might occur, and the nature of classroom

interactions.

Coding
As suggested by Stake (1995), case study data contributes to analysis through

coded data and narrative review. Coding for this study was informed both by the

59



literature and by observation data. Changes to coding strategies were maddataring
collection based upon patterns that emerged. Codes for classroom observations are
shown in Appendix 3.

Codes for classroom instructional strategies were initially sughbgta strategy
developed for classroom observation by O'Connor, Bocian, and Swanson (2007).
Instructional strategies were labeled to describe what teacherohbserved doing in
class. For example, did she initiate a topic with a single student or askitbekass?
Additions to these initial categories were informed by observations. Borpde, |
added coding for the nature of the question, open-ended (with many possible responses)
or closed (requiring a specific right answer), based upon early observation data.

It was hypothesized th&dgeclasses would also be a time used by special
education practitioners for official IEP business. Interruptions to instruetere coded
for IEP business, such as a student being called out for testing by a c&secachool
psychologist, versus school business. As technology emerged as a point of contern fr
several teachers in the study, interruptions caused by technology dificuitre added.
General interruptions that contributed to understanding how class time was speng, such a
students asking for directions clarification and behavioral management issueslso
collected.

Document review oEdgematerials informed which kinds of lesson might be
done in class that tied directly to the program. Additionally, the nature ofdtradtion,
such as grammar, reading comprehension, vocabulary, etc., was coded and i was als

noted whether that instruction wdgeor teacher-made.
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Finally, other content was coded. Initially, this category was based upon the
literature about social skills and study skills, such as Scanlon (1994), Melthidaael
(1992), and Pierson et al. (2008). Other areas were added based on research questions,
such as addressing IEP goals and preparing for high stakes tests. This wasaadra
which specific teacher themes were identified and occurrences noted throughout
observations. These teacher themes emerged at different points of dateool®ctne
teachers had several themes that occurred frequently and in other classes vibee

not as pronounced.

Analysis

Getting To Edge: Research Question One
1. What were the processes used by the local special education team, school
leadership, and district decision-makers in determining and assigniggdiee
curriculum for students with special needs at ABC and XYZ High Schools? How
do each describe whetgeclass is meant to accomplish? Do these

interpretations conflict with each other?

| sometimes felt as though tracking down exactly whose idea it was to iemglem
a core-replacement curriculum, and specificilige at Mission School District was
tantamount to a great “who-done-it.” Whether it was artful misdirection, or if yobod

really knew, might remain a mystery, but the end result was that no one stepped forward
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at the district level to claim credit. Special Education pointed down the hall to
Curriculum Services. Curriculum Services directed me to Pupil Services. Seupites
sent me to back Special Education. Directors, coordinators, program sggcialist
department chairs, teachers, and even a secretary all had strong opinions alzout why
core-replacement curriculum turned out to be a good thing, but nobody seemed to be able
to say whose great idea it was to get one.

As an aficionado of crime shows, | started where any fictional tedevtsime
unit might start: | followed the money. The money led to the intersection ef thre
different district departments, each with an agenda to operationalizel &itieried
system at the high schools in Mission. Leaders in each of the district progims ha
distinct notions of what a reading intervention should be. All tended to agree that two
levels of intervention were required: a Tier 2 level that would supplement classroom
instruction, and a Tier 3, which would replace core instruction. There was disemte
however, about who would be eligible for each level. Some viewed Tier 2 as an
intervention for all students at-risk for school failure whether designated lspeeds or
not. Some believed that Tier 2 should be reserved for general education students only,
reasoning that students with special education services would be supported through that
program and did not need to be included in Tier 2 planning. Likewise, planning for Tier
3 was problematic as some felt that core-replacement could be provided, again, as an
intervention for all students, while others believed that there should be sepasats cl
for students in the special education program and those who were not. To further

complicate things, a portion of the budget had been provided through funds designated to
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increase scores on high stakes testing, whereas other funds were genatialhoper

earmarked to implement reading intervention for all of K-12.

Following the money.

In July 2005, changes from the reauthorization of IDEA (2004) went into effect,
including use of an RTI model for providing tiered support for struggling readerdsand a
as an alternative method for identification of students with learning disab{liFuchs,

2007). Curriculum Services at Mission School District was the department that had bee
in charge of investigating and adopting successful Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions for
students of all ages across the district. They formed the Curriculum ServVices R
Committee and began with elementary schools and young struggling readgrsAK-

the time, as program specialist Camilla Robinson explained to me, this wagtarge
process but not a challenging one. The CDE had released a state-adoptentiober

list that the committee was able to use to review literature, requeskesamupd visit

other districts running the interventions (CDE, 2002). “That part was fun,” said Julie
Merton, special education program specialist who served on the committeas ‘llkev

a blank check. The next part was much harder.” Julie was referring to thesproces
beginning in 2005 to adopt a curriculum for the middle school grades. Although the CDE
had recommendations for reading interventions for grades 4-8, attitudes tf &l
administration at the school sites became a concern. A shock-wave ofigtdidsc

program sentiment had shot through the district office and schools in reaction to highly-

scripted programs such as SRA/McGraw-HilDpen Courtwidely adopted in 2002 by

63



elementary schools across California, and one of the first intervention curdoypizd

by California (CDE, 2002). Local news stories of adjacent districts’ emtopt Open
Court particularly were airing regularly, and teachers in those distriatie@ negatively
to being provided a script. Resistance to highly-scripted programs is docdrbgnte
Achinstein and Ogawa (2006) who describe teachers’ loss of their sense of irdywidua
and creativity. The Curriculum Services RTI Committee had to work within this new
hostile context to find a program to supplement and replace core instruction, and that
teachers and administrators would accept. “It wasn’t about what works amymor
Everyone had an idea, but it was only what they didn’t want,” said Julie Merton,
describing the situation as increasingly political. “What they didn’t wastQp&n

Court.” Although difficult, working with the CDE approved list, the district adopted
Read 18(Hasselbring, Kinsella & Feldman, 2005) Stages A (grades 4-6) éoichées
7-8) for pull-out Tier 2 instruction andsideby Hampton-Brown for Tier 3 ELA core-
replacement.

By the time the Curriculum Services RTI Committee turned their attemtion t
finding reading interventions for the high school settings, patience and attenten wer
both running thin. The committee had dwindled in size. Several members had moved
onto new projects, and the two remaining program specialists and one teaeher wer
fatigued by the lengthy review process. They were daunted at the prospeginwiing
again. All had elementary roots and felt ill-equipped to select a high school padkage
make matters worse, California had not (and still has not at the time of this study)

adopted a state-approved high school reading intervention program, leaving the
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committee with a blank check and no idea where to begin in acquiring Tier 2 and Tier 3
interventions for older students. To put it simply, there was funding in want of a product.

Meanwhile, across the district office, another department was contendmigswi
own struggles to find the most beneficial way to spend the money. Funds weredllocate
to school districts in Program Improvement (PI) for intervention and renmdiati
students at risk for low performance on California State Tests (CSTh wihindributed
to APl and AYP for STAR reporting (CDE, 2011). High school test scores were of
particular concern because students’ scores on the CAHSEE constituted 18% of tota
AYP scores. All three high schools in Mission School District entered P1 in the
2006/2007 academic year. The Pupil Services division of Mission School District was
put in charge of implementing interventions to address accountability high-stakag
shortfalls, including CST and CAHSEE intervention. Groups designated at-risk iehclude
high numbers of students in special education, and extra federal funds weredllocat
specifically for this target group. Pupil Services invited collaboration WwetSpecial
Education Department as a partner and scrambled to put in place systemagatioter
to increase high stakes test scores in the high schools. They too had funding and were i
search of a product.

A set of consumable workbooks were purchased that were designed to improve
CAHSEE scores. Students in the below basic and far below basic categories on CST and
those who had not passed one or both sections of the CAHSEE (ELA and math) were
enrolled in an “elective” class by the guidance counselor until they madeate

progress. A sizeable number of students, including many with special needs, did not
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make adequate progress, and ultimately repeated the class, with the same workbook, up
to 5 semesters in a row. Pupil Services personnel reviewed the CAHSBEntitar
class model and opted to abandon it. The Pupil Services Department determined that the
funds allocated for the disbanded classes could be put to better use with an approach that
had a stronger evidence base. Rather than a semester-long class,lsghestiakes test
intervention would be focused through intensive workshops at each school site, after
school and on weekends, for low-scoring students in the weeks leading up to test
administrations.

A new review of materials was initiated by the Director of Pupil Sesyibut this
time by a smaller group, less a committee than a designee, who conductiesyanel
then reported back with a recommendation to the director and other program sgeciali
Pupil Services program specialist Timothy Lyon recommended for Tree@B/ention
that the district adopt the next levelRéad 18{Hasselbring et al., 2005), Level C,
intended for use with grades 9 and up, andtinetchprogram fronRead 180Qwhich
would be offered as an elective class f8ra@d 18' graders as Tier 2 intervention. Two
separate classes were created in the high schools (including both ABC andoXY?Z) f
general education students: a single-period elec8tretch to be taken in addition td"9
and 18" grade ELA as a supplement, and a 2-period block for core-replaceméht of 9
grade ELA Read 180Level C). Although the 2-period block was a core-replacement
curriculum for 9" grade ELA, théRead 18@rogram alone failed to meet A-G
requirements as core-replacement for California standards. In other whilds

students who had taken tRead 18Q@lass instead ofdgrade ELA could receive a
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diploma from the school district at graduation, they could not use that class fosiadmis

to the Cal State or UC systems. So, although designated as a Tier 3 interfRadobn,
180was not an appropriate intervention for students with aspirations to attend college.
Additionally, special education teams at the high schools encountered resistance
school site administrators when attempting to enroll students with spedalineethe

Read 18QGlasses. Guidance counselors at the high schools argued with special education
case carriers that special education was a separate level of senneeestrictive and

higher support thaRead 18Classes, and that students with special needs should not get
seats in already over-crowded classes that were in place to seeralgalucation

students who did not have access to the same level of support. And so, although there
was an official, adopted Tier 3 core-replacement curriculum for readienyémtion, it

was available and useful to only some.

Meanwhile, back at the district office, a small group within the Specialdiduac
Department, initially invited by Pupil Services but left to its own devices tféefailed
CAHSEE elective, reorganized and continued the search for a reading intarventi
curriculum that would benefit students with special needs. Bringing its own funding
allocated by PI for the target group of students with special needs, amamittee was
formed by the Special Education Department to select a program. The newlg forme
Special Education RTI Committee, including the coordinator of special educagon, t
program specialist for the mild-moderate program, department chairgolamdeer
special education teachers, began to review Tier 3 intervention packages for core-

replacement that would address substantial reading deficits for, as degfiradHs and
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colleagues, “children chronically non-responsive to primary and secondary ini@nvent
[that] are viewed as requiring individualized, data-based, and recursive speciaien
instruction” (Fuchs et al., 2007, p. 414).

The Special Education RTI Committee encountered several obstacles. First
Mission District School Board made recommendations to push for special needssstudent
to be served in general education in higher numbers. This would mean a larger number
of special education teachers at each high school site would need to be allocat&d to wor
collaboratively with general education teachers rather than teach thesetivoontained
classes. The committee also encountered political resistance at tice ldigtt. Pupil
Services program specialist Timothy Lyon, who had recommeiRdad 180.evel C
andStretchfor the high schools, was working against the search committee because he
favoredRead 18Mver another replacement curriculum. One of the department chairs
working on the committee expressed his frustrations during interview:

But then there was someone up there was marrieéad 180saying we

have data your kids [students in special education] can be successful in

Read 180 And | said great, how's that affect the fact that you won't let

me place my kids iRead 180 We have one kid in all three high schools

that's takerRead 18M®n a fluke because he slipped through the cracks,

and you have [an] official document that says you cannot place special

ed. students iRead 18Mecause they don’'t make the progress. (Keith

Hansen, INT)
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Although these obstacles slowed progress, eventually the Special Ediatio
Committee selected and purchasedBbgeprogram (Moore, et al., 2008). There were
those on the committee witdoncerns, but the committee agreed that it was the best
option available on the market. In the following section, factors that contributed to
committee members’ final recommendation to endBdgeare reviewed. Dissenting

members’ concerns are addressed as well.

Viewpoints about Edge.

Keith Hansen, the Special Education Department Chair at XYZ, made a point that
| heard repeatedly as perhaps the most consistent endorseradgeatfaterials for use
in special education ELA classrooms. Before therekdage Keith said, “We had kind
of a mishmash of garbage basically hobbled together to teach English withweasdl iit
was terrible.” Whatever else they disagreed about in terms of hdadtjeprogram
should be used in the classroom and what they hoped it would accomplish, every person |
asked abouEdgecommented in context of what came before, and nearly every one with
a clear message that what came before was a mess. As Georgeh&Bdgeprogram
specialist and a former middle school SDC teacher put it, “We didn’'t have anything
comprehensive. It was always just the teachers creating it, taiedg-tpvel curriculum
and modifying it for the student.” Jennifer Castle from ABC High School arguia:t
Superintendent that while a push for more students to be included into the general
education was a good move, “That still doesn't address the needs of the stutlangs tha

self-contained because too long have we been hobbling curriculum together for those
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kids.” Julie Merton, program specialist, described the scene of the Speciali@&u&CEt
Committee meeting when they reviewed HugeProgram materials and decided that it
was the one:

We were jumping up and down in here. ‘Can you believe it has this?’ and

‘Wow! Look at that!" So if anybody has any complaints... | mean truly,

we’'ve had nothing. I've been in special education since the 1980’s and in

all those years we didn’t have anything that was worth, you now,

anything. (Julie Merton, INT)
Even Veronica Levy, akdgeteacher who fondly remembered the good old days of
picking and choosing her own curriculum, grudgingly admitted:

Edgeis designed to give [students] the skills they need to employ in

order to make themselves look like an intelligent functioning adult. We

want to teach them to understand what they read. They need to know

what's going on out there. (Veronica Levy, INT)
Consistently participants who were interviewed for this study agreedothatising was
better than nothing.

Additionally, many participants pointed to a particular feature that fBede
stand out from the other curricular reading programs for high school studentst™$Aad i
book that looks like a high school book, for high school students. And they’re not doing
little worksheets with little bunnies on it,” explained Julie Merton. Severatipeamts
referred to this attribution of face validity, or judgment based upon the appeandree a

superficial examination to determine if an instrument (usually an ass#3sloes what
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it claims to do (Linn & Gronlund, 2000), as a primary reason that they supported use of
Edgein Mission. Julie goes on to explain that when they examined another front runner
program, Sopris Westlsanguage!(Greene, 1995), which had been used in the middle
school program for several years, they discovered that it lacked “high-sebgbbr that
certain something that would draw in and engage older struggling readers.

It's [Language] very babyish. | could see how the kids would totally

shut down with that one. It was embarrassing for them to even, you

know, even look at. And it was boring. It was really boring. So | could

see how that wouldn’t be very exciting for high school students who

struggle with reading. An even more boring book! [Laughs] (Julie

Merton, INT)
The committee stumbled upon and exemplified what is identified in the research
literature as a problem particularly pertinent for older struggliadess: motivation
(Torgesen et al., 2007). In fact, the negative effects of reader disengagaeresity as
students get older (Guthrie, Wigdfield, & VonSecker, 2000). Research litefaturieler
struggling readers often addresses text difficulty as a particalaalienging factor for
getting and keeping students engaged in reading (see, for example a re@evsien,
Fuchs, Williams, & Baker, 2001), and suggests a particular challenge in mttenvior
older children lies in providing a text that is both at an appropriate instructemehlnd
is also highly interesting to students. In other words, the text must beneagjhehat
students can be successful, and also be compelling enough for students to want to read it.

Guthrie and Humenick (2004) delineated ways that students’ motivation to read could be
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increased though text selection, including using texts that are high in inseygsort
challenging content goals, support student autonomy, and increase socialiamgract
among students related to reading. Julie Merton’s remark above suggested that the
committee determined that a text must be, first and foremost, intereshightschool
students. In their estimation, this meant that even though it needed to be at@ readin
level appropriate for struggling readers (suckdgeprovided with the 4 levels), it also
had to “look high school.”

Julie Merton went on to explain: “Tl&lgereadings... they're interesting and
they look like high school books. And some of them are... well, there are excerpts from
Shakespeare. | thifRomeo and Juligs in there.” Keith Hansen noted a similar
experience when his class refte Outsidersn 2009/2010 in his Level A class:

[The Outsiderlswas one of those leveled texts that had been tweaked a

little for readability... When we did that, they wouldn't have ever seen

that book before, and now they at least, you know, all the other kids have

read that book. They can at least know when somebody is talking about

that book and say, ‘oh yeah, we did that in our English class.’ (Keith

Hansen, INT)

William Shakespeare’s dranikomeo and Juliewvas in theEdgetextbook twice, in fact.
Act I, Scene 2 actually appeared in both the Fundamentals text and the ltexeltGe
lowest (reading level approximatelﬂ‘f’ljrade) and highest (reading level approximately
8™ grade) levels respectively. So vldse Outsiders In the Level B text, S.E. Hinton’s

novel was adapted into a short play and the storyline was presented as 12 scenes on 15
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pages. While text difficulty level had been scaled, the selection oflbbeti®utsiders
andRomeo and Juliatligned with typical 9 grade ELA text requirements. Keith
viewed this as a major advantage of Hugeprogram and counted it as one of his
primary reasons for voting for it. His view was not universally shared.

Elizabeth O’'Day was a Special Education Department Chair at one of thi@Mis
high schools who served on the intervention selection committee. In addition to being a
department chair, she was a Mission School District Distinguished Teachersudig
faculty, students and administration, and the only special education teacher ever t
receive this honor in Mission School District. Elizabeth O’Day had been teanhing
Mission School District for 18 years as a special education ELA teacharshbevas
invited to participate in the committee that seleédde Whereas Keith viewed
abridged, readable texts that allowed exposure to grade-level titles and #seames
benefit, Elizabeth saw things differently. She explained:

So Fundamentals has a little thing about, | don't know, about six

paragraphs, dRomeo and JulieSo when | did that the first year -- I've

been used to teaching the play for the last few years -- the students were

excited, they were like ‘oh, we get to read Shakespeare!” That was my

clue and | was like, ‘hey do you want to do the whole thing?’ And so we

did the whole thing. (Elizabeth O’Day, INT)
One of her students, Bobby, interviewed for the study, appeared to have made her point

for her:
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She actually got me through. | found it extremely hard, regular

curriculum like that, just frustrating. But the one thing | did pull from it

was | can probably talk about every detaiRomeo and Julietlust

everything back down to a little penny. (Bobby, STU INT)
Bobby spoke with pride about his mastery deemeo and JulietHe did not dismiss it,
or make light of it. In fact, he said that it was the hardest thing he ditigregle. He
spoke of it with pride. Elizabeth O’Day claimed that the very experience Bobby
described was what was missing fr&tigeabridged texts: “This is one thing I've said
over and over... Even though the students may test into Fundamentals, it does not mean
that they cannot, agaithat they cannot de@omeo and Juli€t Elizabeth explained that,
in her perception, conquerif®pmeo and Julidtad less to do with what students recalled
about the play itself and was more about the value they derived from being alyle to sa
that they had read a complete Shakespearean play. “And so | think in everything that |
do, whether I'm interfacing with the students or staff, | am trying to empoeaogie with
my language and how I treat them,” Elizabeth explained as she struggled to comeey t
why Romeo and Julievas so much more than a play. Students, she said, left her class
with their passions and dreams intact, with a sense that they could make thantdives
what they wanted. Reading Shakespeare, for Elizabeth O’Day, had more to do with
helping students realize that even the impossible was possible with enough hard work and
determination.

In addition to differences between committee members, special edueains

at the two high schools in the study, ABC and XYZ, each interpretdeidipeprogram
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differently. Interviews and classroom observation data suggesteddtpatiasses at the
two schools were designated for purposes assigned by each site, and were iatended t
accomplish site-specific tasks that were prioritized differeltligile the two versions
overlapped, there were also various points on which the two school site teams were in

conflict.

Theway wedo it over here.

The special education teams at ABC and XYZ High Schools each had ways of
implementingedgethat served what they perceived to be their students’ particular needs.
Interviews were conducted with two high school teams aaddgeclassrooms were
observed. Both schools had been recognized as a California Distinguished setradl se
times over the last decade, the last time as recently as 2005 for ABGétighl. Both
schools, however, entered Pl in the 2006/2007 school year. Schools were similar in
demographics, but differed in overall size and Asian/Hispanic student populatibies (Ta
1).

ABC High School was established in 1898 as the flagship high school in the city
of Mission, serving nearly 2,500 students. Many of the teachers at ABC High School
attended school in Mission as children and grew up in the community. Interviews
indicated that teachers felt connected with the Mission community, tended wathue
it, and had extended family that continued to reside there. Three of the teachers in t
special education team at ABC High School had spouses who were either teachers for

another school in Mission School District or had local community jobs such as working
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for the city police department. Teachers, special education teacherethadudBC

were invested in the school’s success more than just as it served their itermedrasts;

they were also connected to the neighborhood and invested in how students’ performance
reflected upon the school and community.

ABC had a mixed model for special education service delivery in ELA before
they launchedtdge First, there was a collaborative model for addressing ELA academic
goals, such as written mechanics, written expression, reading decodingading re
comprehension. Special education case carriers wrote IEP goals thbbaseaeon
grade-level standards so that students could be served in the general education setting
with collaborative support from the Special Education Department. Collajjoveith
general education teachers was usually in the form of accommodations foit stude
product and few, if any, changes to instruction. Special education teacheessigreed
to work with general education teachers and visited the class or met with ther 2&c
times a week, and sometimes sent an instructional aide to work with studentsarisP t
were also able to recommend modified instruction in a self-contained class upase
the IEP goals, and if they concluded that a student would not be able to access the
curriculum in the general education classroom even with collaborative support.

There were two types of self-contained classes at ABC bEftgewas adopted.
First, there were SDC classes that were taught by a specialiedueather and geared
toward addressing IEP goals that were based on substantially modifiedeyrelde-|
standards or off-grade level standards. For examplé" gra@le student might have a

goal based on d'5grade standard that targeted a more foundational writing skill, like
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writing a paragraph, rather than grade-level expository essay writingddition, there
were RSP self-contained classes, also taught by a special educatiar tea intended
for students who had IEP goals more closely aligned to grade level standardglaind mi
need in-class accommodations or slight modification to content only. For exampl
RSP student might have a written expression goal that required a 5-paragaph e
(commensurate with grade level expectations) but included guided use cfertesmde
prewriting graphic organizer.

Over time, the distinction between RSP and SDC classes at ABC High School
became less clear. “Scheduling interfered a lot,” reported Karen Mann, a school
psychologist at ABC. “l was the SDC school psych., but | had kids all over the place.
We had kids with ID [Intellectual Disability] and kids with SLD [Specifiearning
Disabilities] all in the same class. And then there were kids out theréhdajust
weren't ready.” ABC was a densely populated high school, and classes werelvery ful
With special education teachers split between instruction of self-contaissd<knd
time collaborating in general education classes, too few sections cba#dined ELA
(SDC and RSP) were offered to support much diversity in students’ schedule. In
addition, students’ placement in RSP or SDC level classes varied grezhddey upon
their specific case carrier’s efficacy and expectations for stedlents. Karen Mann
explained: “Like Jennifer, she really pushed her kids. But some of the other RSP case
carriers, they didn’'t even know where their kids were until October.”

Several members of the Special Education Department at ABC reguodadh

interview that they felt that the collaboration/self-contained divide did not adtieefdl
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range of needs their students demonstrated. For example, students in the general
education collaboration classes might require some remedial instruction dit Shéts
for reading and writing that were not being addressed by general educatimerseaut
were able to benefit from the majority of instruction. Conversely, some studsigsed
to a self-contained class had “outgrown” that setting but were not deemedyethey
IEP team for the leap to general education with only minimal support. The BSP/S
distinction had lost much of its utility and self-contained sections more and more
resembled each other in the variety of ELA goals that students had in their IEPs.
Whereas RSP and SDC classes were meant to be geared toward differeot kuelsnt
needs as conveyed by their IPE goals, all levels of IEP goals ended up loggtbeéitin
classes regardless of the RSP or SDC designation.

When invited to participate in the Special Education RTI Committee to
investigate reading interventions, teachers at ABC were spegifiicarested in
reintroducing a true continuum of classes that supported remedial readingvhéeds
still providing opportunities to increase the level of academic rigor. Addhee time, the
ABC team reinvested its commitment to inclusion and transitioned segraanber of
students to general education classes with special education collaborativé. sAppor
ABC began piloting=dgeclasses in place of self-contained classes for special education
ELA in the 2009/2010 academic school year, students were also moved into general
education with special education collaboration in unprecedented numbers. More than
half of SDC periods were closed in order to free up special education teacherk o wor

the general education setting. Collaboration classes were revamped. Qlatiseed
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to be taught by a general education teacher, and also had a second, fullyatestdenti
special education teacher assigned to support students every day. The remaining
students, those whose IEP teams had determined were not yet ready falr eguneation
collaboration classes, were assignededgeclass based on grade level. Students were
instructed in classes with same-grade peers. In the pilot year gtE&B€teachers were
expected to run multiple levels of the program (Fundamentals, A, B, and C) witlea sam
grade group of students.

XYZ High School was established forty years after ABC, the second high school
in the community, as a New Deal project by the Public Works Administration in 1938.
XYZ was less connected with the city of Mission because students liveegedities
with XYZ acting as a hub. Students attended a different school distreiefoentary
and middle school years, and then began at Missiofi gr@le because their home-town
districts did not host high schools of their own. XYZ entered Program Improvament
2006/2007.

While the XYZ special education team also wanted to increase the rangd of leve
of support for ELA available to special education students, the team also adopteld a m
more conservative approach to change. Both levels of self-contained ¢RS$eand
SDC) were offered at XYZ prior to adoptionBfige but whereas these classes had lost
their distinction at ABC, the integrity of the two levels held at XYZ. Theas aclear
division between where SDC ended and RSP began, driven mostly by the materials used

in each. RSP and SDC levels were distinguished not by which students weredassigne
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them as they were at ABC (based upon IEP goals), but rather by which eurricul
materials each used.

RSP classes used general education materials (textbooks and novels)eghat wer
checked out as class sets. Use of materials was problematic, howevere speais
education teachers had lower rank than general education. Specialetiezthers
had “last pick” of materials each year, and were often forced to teach idexrdatated
by availability of materials. As such, the RSP classes were out of synbatit the
general education classes running the same curriculum, and with the disictutiaek
testing, which was based on pacing guides developed to maintain continuity between
ELA classes in general education. In other words, students in RSP Hsk<lat XYZ
High School were held accountable to know the same materials as their typrsahpe
various check points in the year without having had the opportunity to learn or be
exposed to the materials. The RSP teachers reported during interviewsyttelt the
second-class citizens at XYZ; performing a comparable job with identigirials, but
with fewer rights and fewer opportunities for their students to be successful.

SDC classes were a separate level of self-contained classndiffem RSP
because they used off-grade level texts rather than grade level. kel Special
Education Department Chair at XYZ, reported that SDC classes used some mliszbnti
high school materials, middle school texts, and a mix of intervention matbaals t
teachers had brought with them from previous teaching assignments, fiacigaage!

(Greene, 1995).
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One major difference between the schools was in how they enacted ELA
collaboration classes. The policy at ABC was to dedicate a specialtiedueacher full
time (5 days a week) to each general education class period in which stutlents w
special needs were enrolled. These teachers were presumed to provicnsstifgport
during class time for students with special needs to succeed. XYZ polidg wasead
enroll all students who were in collaborative ELA classes to a “studg”"dRiIEP elective
class to get the support necessary to succeed. Although a special edaaahenwas
not in general education classes with them each day, an Instructionalesidend the
Aide was also available to them during their RSP elective. Students were@imdkhe
RSP study skills class with their RSP case carriers and in clustedsdrasdich general
education teachers they had. This period was dedicated to working with studegi®s on |
goals, preparing for tests during key times of the year, and keeping stcalegi$ up on
daily assignments in all their general education content area clastading&LA. The
proportion of students at XYZ served in collaboration classes was lower than ABC, as
shown on Table 3.

When Keith Hansen, Special Education Department Chair at XYZ, wasdnwite
participate in the committee to select a new reading intervention, heeafed XYZ
teachers’ main concern as needing quality and consistent curricularatsdtaruse in
self-contained classes. Although several of the discussions abotdgewould be
implemented did not seem realistic, Keith described his agenda as being rthed by
critical need at XYZ for workable materials. Another department elngired against

purchasing=dgebecause she believed that the district’s expectation for student gains
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were unrealistic. Keith described his response to her: “And | kept sayiray,tyou
know it's not gonna happen, | know it's not gonna happen, but we need the materials so
let's shut up and get the materials, and then we’ll run it how we run it.” Hieomike
explained, was to acquire those materials at any cost because that wX¥ Whedchers
perceived as the most critical piece that was missing from their program

Differences between ABC and XYZ High Schools for the 2010/2011 school year
are shown in Table 3. Notably, a smaller percentage of students with disabéitees w
enrolled inEdgeclasses at ABC than XYZ, in great part explained by the emphasis on
the collaboration model at ABC. There was also a tighter clustengelevels at ABC
compared to more variety Edgelevels offered at XYZ. During the pilot year at ABC
(2009/2010), teachers gravitated toward a specific levétigé(usually Fundamentals,
A or B) and tended to teach the level that they judged to be appropriate for thiéymajor
of students. Higher-level materials were used primarily to supplemenmnicinh for
students who required enrichment. The ABC team adjusted the program for 2010/2011
by opening class sections that included up to 2 adjacent grades, such as a 9-10
combination, or 11-12 combination. The ABC special education team continued to place
a strong emphasis on keeping classes grade-similar, and so did not includeam@re t
grade levels in any class. Teachers, however, were assigned & §uiyievel and
were expected to teach only one level at a time; a noteworthy changén& ot year.
Clusters formed at the Fundamentals Level, grade equivalent 1-3, and ¢velBdrade
equivalent 5-7 (Moore et al., 2008) in the 2010/2011 school year. Differences in

eligibility criteria and grade level distributions are demonstrated ine§gbhnd 4.
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Edgewas ultimately selected by the Special Education RTI Committee batause
was the best option that satisfied the many participants’ needs. Keith Hanseheand J
Merton backed the adoption Bfigebecause they recognized the need for a uniform and
high quality ELA curriculum for use in special education classrooms. Aopastithe
funds used to purchase thdgeprogram was allocated to increase high stakes test scores
for the sub-group of students with disabilities. UsEddewas in part a solution to the
problem of the high schools’ Pl statusdgeclasses also replaced self-contained special
education class periods, and many of the functions of these self-contained vlass
shifted toEdgeclasses, providing a time when case carriers could address both academic
and non-academic IEP goals.

Adoption of theEdgeprogram became the solution to many different problems
that were at least initially unrelated. As suggested by Cohen and cofigadge
classes operated as a trash can in which all the various problems of meetjogl& P
teaching students to read, providing intervention to increase test scoresacmndg test-
taking strategies were thrown (Cohen, et al., 1972). This study investigatethtiver
effects of assigning so many purposes to a single class period. Therfglkeetions
portray how teachers and administrators described their perceptions ddgeatass
was meant to accomplish. Teachers were also interviewed about how theg thevwob
of a special educator, and how they organized their time to perform all those fenction
Students were interviewed to investigate what meaning they assigidddolasses,
and what they believed was the purpose of the class. Classroom observatgons wer

conducted to examine what happened duidgeclasses in several classrooms and
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compared and contrasted with teachers’ explanations of their perception of ti@nfunc

of theEdgecurriculum.

Edge in the Classroom: Questions Two, Three, and Four

To address research questions two through four, classroom practices were
investigated through both observation and interview. Each classroom observed was
treated as a case, as suggested by Yin (2009). Teachers of each class®wom w
interviewed both away from their teaching assignment (during a preparatiod, pe
before or after school) and when possible, immediately following instrudidanh case
is presented here, and each addresses research questions 2-4. For eachezageertise t
introduced with a brief history. Teachers’ perspectives about special edugactices,
including the importance of IEP writing, teaching basic academic skillispeeparation
for high stakes testing are discussed. Teachers were also asked to iohgratifgnt
aspects of both the formal (academic, and in this casgdidpeprogram) and informal
curriculum, including how they teach social and study skills. Finally, teaefere
asked to discuss the efficacy of teégeprogram. Interviews with students, department
chairs, and district administrators were also reviewed to trianguiatenee
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007).

Typical and notable classroom activities are described to exernpify
classroom interactions undergird, or conflict, with how the teachers explain thei
classroom plans. For each case, the way in which class time is acteallyispluding

specific teaching strategies and instructional organization, studeheteateractions,
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and the role of the Instructional aide(s), is reviewed. Each case iy dissflissed in
terms of how these observations support or conflict with teachers’ descriptions of thei
practices.

Following the cases, research questions are discussed separatelyigbthighl
similarities and differences. In addition, inferences are made torexypalterns and
anomalies. Although not all cases are discussed for each research quéstisesal

were considered for comparisons.

Level B with Mrs. Degado.

Mrs. Leticia (Leti for short) Delgado was a first year teacheritlwuas not her
first year in a high school special education classroom. Nor was she nevstonMis
School District. Mrs. Delgado had been an instructional aide at ABC forg lyefore
deciding to go back and get her own credential and take a position at XYZ. Sime was
her first year of being the lead teacher when | visited her class. pbmsesto how she
chose to work in special education, she said “It was a funny thing. | wanted to go int
psychology, because that’s what | studied [undergrad]. | couldn’t find a jolraliege.
And | applied for the instructional aide position and | got it and loved it. Becé&use it
teaching and it's using psychology.”

It was easy to see that Mrs. Delgado used her background in psychology when
teaching a class. She had a calming voice and while she certainly con\saysarairal
for certain behaviors in class, she never, not once during my visits, “lost it” diygwar

Mrs. Delgado’s Level BEEdgeclass was the most challenging | visited in terms of student
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behaviors and classroom management, and she was the newest teacher. During
interviews Mrs. Delgado referred less to choices that she had made aboathiegte
style and spoke more about what she was doing wrong and ways that she needed to
change. For example, when asked about how she contended with having students in
grades Y through 13'in her class (the only class that | visited that had that span), she
answered: “I have to work on that because | know that they are at differest &l
higher students, I still give them what | give my other students. And maybe whist’
they’re bored. And | have to work on that.” | responded by giving examplestthdt |
seen her do in class to individualize the curriculum for both ends of the continuum,
including use of an enrichment packet for students who finished early that was both
rewarding and challenging (with activities such as meaning of colloguias@h practice
with rhyming, work with synonyms/antonyms, etc.). She looked at me almost as if
wishing what | said was true, but only shook her head when | was finished, and said, “I
need to get better.”

Mrs. Delgado stressed that one of the most important roles a special education
teacher has was to have a relationship with her students. She also spoke of hetaattempt
have a personal relationship with her students as something she needed to fix: yAnd | tr
to do that [build relationships] before actually doing the discipline. Which, maybe it
backfired on me and | should have started with discipline and then made the connection.”
Mrs. Delgado’s students, however, acknowledged that they felt personally azhtwect
her. For example, Wallace was af'Iftader and one of the most challenging students

in Mrs. Delgado’s class. | observed him openly defying her directions, sweadng a
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threatening students, refusing to complete work, ignoring, and even yelhhrg.at
Delgado when he did not agree with her. Wallace was sent to the dean by MrdoDelga
and suspended for several days, and yet during interview after his returrgé/Nalla
suggested that Mrs. Delgado did something very right:

Ms. Delgado, | like that she understands, like we do stuff bad, but like,

we're just joking around, but she knows. She gets mad, but she

understands that we're just growing up and we're still maturing.

Sometimes we get in trouble, but she understands. She has a great

personality. She gets along with us. And that's what a teacher needs to be.

Not just doing a job. She goes above the level. And that's what she does.

And that's pretty good. And | don't have no doubts about Ms. Delgado. |

know she's a teacher. You know? (Wallace, STU INT)

Mrs. Delgado was far more successful than she knew at reaching her spadlsoitslly
and making them feel genuinely cared for.

Mrs. Delgado viewed special education as different from general education in
several ways. First, she explained that each student was a unique, one-of-a-kind
individual. She believed that a label designation (such as autism or learning djsability
did not tell a teacher all they needed to know. “I think everybody is different. And
special ed. kids are special [chuckles]. They bring a sense of individuality...réhay a
little different, even if they have the same thing. Even students with the ssabdityi
group, it's different between them, or among them.” Mrs. Delgado believed that an

important strategy for teaching students with special needs was to iraterpboices.
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For example, when grouping students using Lexile scores was unsuccessful, Mrs
Delgado allowed students to choose their own small-groups. She believed that choice
making helped engage the students in their own learning. With the consent of the high
school program specialist George Yang, she abandoned doing the textbook units in order
and instead let the students choose what unit they would do next. That stragegy wa
unique among teachers in the study. Mrs. Delgado’s class was primarily cdnopose
same-level-repeaters (in other words, all but two of her students had_taleB the

year before), which was also true but to a lesser extent forBdgeteachers. Mrs.

Delgado, however, was the only teacher to adapt her teaching plan and to offer students
the choice of repeating units again (Units 1-3), or moving to the end of the textrt@abeg
unit they had not worked with before. Her students unanimously voted to work on Unit 5
first (including selections by Edgar Allan Poe), and Unit 7 next (inclu@ivg

Outsider$. “Just little choices,” Mrs. Delgado stated during interview, “It makes them
engaged.”

Although Mrs. Delgado stated that she believed that instruction should be tailored
to students’ strengths and needs, department policy at XYZ was not conducive to
individualizing instruction irEdgeclasses. The special education team at XYZ created a
bank of ELA goals that were standards-based and aligned to the currafusaeweral
different classes, includinigdge Read 180and general education. When a student at
XYZ needed a goal, there was a bank that the case carrier chose from. Igasolid
not write goals, but rather selected from a pre-set list. Goals wgnedlio the

curriculum rather than individual student-need and IEP meetings at XY Z e ote
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curriculum rather than students, which contrasted with her philosophy of special
education. As a new teacher however, Mrs. Delgado followed the policies abXN& t
letter. She taugtlEdgewith fidelity to script and used IEP goals from the department-
approved bank.

Specific preparation for standardized tests was not part of Mrs. Delggeéodaa
Review, she said, happened during Bagecurriculum. While she stated her frustration
that students didn’t always remember what they had learned during telsérdig 1ot
supplement classroom instruction with specific test strategiesnbonee Edgecontent
that might be critical for state testing, such as academic langnagexpository essay
writing. Mrs. Delgado did not designate class time to work specifically oalskiils
even through she identified students in her class as particularly needing helpson skil
such as communication and positive interactions. She noted that she would like “extra
scripted support for teaching social skillsEdg€e but appeared at a loss to plan or
improvise instruction to address those areas around or beyond the script. Mrs. Delgado’s
class was a behaviorally challenging group. In addition to behaviors treatgeinst
school rules, many of the students’ behaviors had ramifications for theirdatess.

For example, several boys in Mrs. Delgado’s class frequently made sexualents and
jokes (3-4 times a day during a 2-period block). These jokes were not aimed at Mrs.
Delgado or the instructional aides (both women), but they were also not dennamnstrat
respect for others in the class, teachers included. Mrs. Delgado ignoreldceaxunents

consistently, each and every time.

89



Mrs. Delgado stayed on script more than any other teacher in the study. While
she stated that she valued student-choice, Mrs. Delgado bypassed sttidézd-ini
discussion topics that occurred spontaneously during lessons in order to stesssthe cl
back to theedgelesson. More than any other teacher observed, Mrs. Delgado used the
full array of Edgecomponents (all four strands), used every group-initiated and student
pair-share discussion question in the teacher’'s manual, and implemented withtheelit
district’s procedure for small-group rotations for the majority of clase {minimizing
whole-class directed instruction). Mrs. Delgado stayed on target. Student berassior
ignored to stay on target. Student questions were left unanswered to stay onEeeget
when clarifying a concept, Mrs. Delgado used the text and only the text. Fgolexam
conducting a grammar lesson (teacher’s manual in hand), Mrs. Delgado guided her
students through use of the Present Perfect TenseEddeprovided overhead used a
bi-directional arrow visual to explain how this tense fit in with others leaimerior
lessons (Figure 1). Mrs. Delgado, as instructed by the script, used the arravetthpl
Present Perfect Tense on the “earlier” side of the continuum, and to use “havee@hea
and “has rehearsed” as the examples to demonstrate how to convert sentencss into thi
tense. The grammar lessoned was thematically tied to the unit in the textlinded a
play (A Raisin in the Syrand so all the examples involved aspects of putting on a play
and stage directions.

Unfortunately, the verb “rehearsed” in thdgeprovided example shown in
Figure (1) was unfamiliar to several of the students. Although the wordahssiehad

come up in reading, it had not been explicitly taught. Mrs. Delgado began by asking if
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anyone knew what it was. Peter raised his hand and attempted to explain, “To do it over
and over to learn it.” Chris likened it to baseball practice. Mrs. Delgado, howeder, sai
that it meant to learn your lines for a play. To rehearse meant to practacsthge
production (activities thematically consistent wittRaisin in the Syn She continued on

with the first item under the “Try It” section and moved on with the lesson. Mrs.

Delgado, by sticking to the script, missed an opportunity to connect the lesson iie real-
experiences or to make the lesson more accessible by allowing students & choos

alternative examples.

Level C with Mr. Paul.

Mr. Paul was a hard man to catch. In addition to being a special educatloer teac
and case carrier, he also worked with the XYZ athletics department boteasdand a
coach. When | did finally catch him for a one-on-one interview, he was subsfitoti
the auto-shop teacher during his conference period. We walked up together, directly
from his 29 and & periodsEdgeblock. About 5 of his students from tEelgeclass had
auto-shop as an elective, so there were several familiar faces. Wexipiined that
some of his students also took auto for the Regional Occupational Program (ROP), so
they had a fourth period class elective during the school day and then again in the
afternoon, from 4:00 to 6:00, two days a week. The shop had 8 cars brought in by people
in the community who appreciated the engine work for a nominal fee. As wedathe
shop teacher gave a few directions to his class (about 11 students), handed Me Paul t

roll sheet, and left for a district training. The students headed off to thieléanf the
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shop and raised a car to begin a transmission replacement. Mr. Paul and | sat in the
opposite corner of the shop and began our conversation.

He explained that part of what he was able to do with his students at XYZ was
because of the depth of his relationship with them. He had been working with his senior
caseload since they were freshmen. He knew several of the students throughttbe athle
department either on his own team, or through his role as director. He knew their
families. He knew if they had a hard time with English. He knew theirheest thath
goals, and whether his students had passed the CAHSEE. “I've gotten to know them
really well throughout the years...I think the thing for me, that's my key thing,try to
find a way to connect to each of them.” That relationship and knowledge of his students
came through during class as well.

Mr. Paul had an exceptional way of finding just the right way to connect students
with what they were learning. In class he contextualized ideas using gb@;s1ech as
describing the pain of being famous using Michael Jackson as an example. trbgatius
the difference between “be-er” versus “doer” forEatgediscussion activity by
comparing students in class, by name, who had jobs and those who didn’t. One student
described how Mr. Paul assisted his group during a project when the memleerotver
able to agree:

He'll want to hear both sides. And then he'll give us an example of what

we are both looking for. And that will give us sort of like hints, a clue, of

what we are both targeting for, and yet we're both on different paths. So,

the way he explains it, it would clear our minds completely. Which is
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pretty cool because I've worked with a partner, and we both look at each

other, and we'll both be like, hi-five each other. Like ‘we got it, we got it!

Put it down! Don't forget it He makes it really easy and with his

teaching the work comes easy. (Ishmael, STU INT)
As his student described, Mr. Paul seemed to have mastered the balance géigfiving
enough support, like the little bear finding the right porridge: not too hot, not too cold...
just right.

Mr. Paul, also at XYZ High School, followed the same school procedures for IEP
goals as Mrs. Delgado. Case carriers at XYZ selected ELA goalsaf department-
created bank that aligned to classes offered at XYZ. Mr. Paul did not havaraoylar
opinion about this procedure and he did not question it.

Although Mr. Paul fully supported the adoption of Eegecurriculum for use in
his special education ELA class, he described his beliefs about Tier 8geadi
intervention as something that should be available to any struggling rééeléelieved
that the designation of “special education” should not differentiate seifacstudents,
but rather all students should be assessed to determine level of need and be provided with
the appropriate level of intervention. In other words, he would have preferred to take the
specialout and simply talk abow@ducation “I truthfully wish it wasn't called ‘Special
Ed." because if you took that away, you probably would be able to service more kids
across campus.” Mr. Paul held that students -- all students -- learned unéoakelfyat

every student had something, at some time that was difficult to learn. All stuoietite
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flip side, could learn at varying degrees of comprehension with alternatiae &rd
intensity of intervention. Mr. Paul explained:

... I think there are different ways to get to the point with an English

prompt. There are so many ways you can express yourself that | think the

more rigorous classes, although they are looking for something within

their rubric, sometimes something outside of their rubric is going to give

you the answer. We help kids get to that point. To get outside of the rules.

... And nowadays in society that's allowed. And the kids see that. (Isaac

Paul, INT)
Mr. Paul framed the job of teachers as being about perseverance: “Wélways be
able to get them to comprehend it? Maybe not 100% of the time, but you can try. And
just keep plugging along. Try to find a way to get that information to them. To get the
to comprehend it.” The job of a teacher, Mr. Paul affirmed, is to find ways to help
students understand. The designation of special education was irrelevant. “I thenk ther
are several general education teachers who do the job we do. Because theynanithersta
stress and the frustration.”

Students’ frustration and anxiety were, in fact, a large part of what MrsBaul
as the biggest problems struggling students had when it came to high stakgs test
don’t think there’s enough being said about the level of anxiety these kids are éeeling
any test.” Although he did not set askggeclass time for high stakes test preparation,
Mr. Paul worked with the school when they provided an intensive workshop “boot camp”

before each administration of the CAHSEE (fall and spring) and for CST in sprang. H
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was a volunteer teacher for the program, and provided support not just for students in
special education, but for all students who had low test scores. Mr. Paul believed that
students in hi€dgeclass were making gains, but evaluating those gains was tricky. In
his view, students were gaining needful skills and content:

Where you'll probably see more of the gains will be when you have a

discussion with them, will be what kind of feedback they will give you.

What kind of connections they can make and being able to activate that

prior knowledge. Knowing that it relates. | think to me, that’s big. But

how do you do that on a multiple choice test? You can'’t. (Isaac Paul,

INT)

As amazed as | was when we arrived at the auto-shop class and the teacher lef
the students to run the place while he was away, | realized that Mr. Paul vgas not
different in his classroom style with students inEdgeclass. Mr. Paul was the senior-
class case carrier (he wrote IEPs and supported all the seniors witli sgdacation
services at XYZ), and he taught the highest lev&8dyge Level C, which comprised
seniors and juniors only, and the only Level C section offered at any of the schools i
Mission. Mr. Paul was beginning Unit 5 of the textbook at spring break and had every
reason to expect to finish the entire textbook, 7 units, by the end of the school year. He
was the only teacher in the study with a reasonable chance of doing softhe&dge
classes had completed 2-3 units before spring break).

Like Mrs. Delgado, Mr. Paul usdttigeclass forEdgeactivities. During class

visitations, students read aloud from the textbook popcorn style, worked on grammar in
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their workbooks, participated in whole-class discussions, and answered camsehe
guestions in th&dgelnteractive Practice BookIn contrast to Mrs. Delgado, however,
Mr. Paul used and developed teachable moments, off-script, to extend students’
understanding of concepts in tBdgelessons. For example, in one lesson observed,
students were required to compare and contrast authors’ purposes for two shgespassa
Both were biographical, one about jazz musician Wynton Marsalis, and the other about
gymnast Dominique Dawes. The essential question (thematic approach) for thasunit
“What do people discover in a moment of truth?”

Mr. Paul: Stacy shared with us her moment of truth. If you will, lessons

that you learned. (Kyle, can | have that please?) [He takes phone and puts

in his desk]. [Continuing] Amanda, what do you want to be when you

grow up?

Amanda: open a day care.

Mr. Paul: did you always know that or did you have a moment when you

knew?

Amanda: [Considers for a moment]. | guess when | was working at the

Boys and Girls Club. In the summer.

Mr. Paul: did you mean to have that experience?

Amanda: no. | just needed the money. [Class laughs.]

Mr. Paul: [To class] was her experience more like the jazz musician or

the gymnast?

Class: [Choral] jazz musician.
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Mr. Paul already knew Amanda well, having had her on his caseload and in his classes
since she was a freshman. Amanda was a senior who had on-site workakitigsser
and spent part of her week working in a day care center after school. Mr. Paul knew
when he asked his question that Amanda had applied to an early childhood education
program for the next year at a local community college. He used his knowledgef her t
connect her experience with the experience of the characters in the st@ariead H
developed and maintained a personal relationship with Amanda. When he asked her a
personal question in class, he demonstrated mutual trust in which she could rely on the
safety of the classroom to answer honestly, and he was confident that she woidlel pr
an authentic, serious answer to his question. He went off-script, but only enough to help
the make critical connections between the story and students’ own prior knowledge and
real-life experiences that deepened comprehension of key ideas anptsonce

Mr. Paul’'s class was primarily teacher directed IRE format (Mel@rg).
Although he did have students periodically break into small groups for discussions or
debates, the majority of instruction was conducted with the whole class of 19 students
He asked a question, called on student volunteers or nominated somebody by name, and
provided feedback after their response. Students were eager to volunteer in Mdr. Paul
class, but he also called on students who did not frequently volunteer and during
observations engaged every student in discussion at least once. Mr. Paul shared that
while he liked the On-line Coach componenEadfge he tended to only use it when the
computer lab was open so the whole class could do it together; different from Mrs.

Delgado who used the bank of 5 computers in her class daily through small group
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rotations. Although Mr. Paul used &tigecomponents, he did not use them as
mandated by thEdgeprogram specialist, who wanted students to meet in small-groups

for the majority of class blocks.

Fundamentals Level with Mrs. Castle.

Mrs. Castle had been working in special education for seven years, and four of
those for Mission School District. She began her special education career giwbhon
school (NPS) serving students with emotional-behavioral disorders. She savliita
working at the NPS she became increasingly disturbed by the ovesee{aton of
children of color at the school. As a person of color herself, she felt thatubatien
system let her fall through the cracks and she shared that being a high scpeamitdr
herself had influenced her decision to work at XYZ: “As a high school drop-out, | chose
high school because | felt an obligation to support students that | could identify with.”
Mrs. Castle described her viewpoint about education and specifically Ispdegation in
terms of equity: not what it is, but rather what it should do for students. “...If students
were given the academic and social coping skills during the school day, they could
navigate the public education system and society after they leave school.” dhod 5ot
interviews, Mrs. Castle used the word “advocate” more than 50 times, and perbaps it i
the word that best sums up her beliefs about what special education teacheng do; the
advocate for students with special needs and teach them to advocate foviemse

Reading, she attested, was an essential skill for students to succeed irasdhaisb,
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critically, to transition into adult settings including the workplace and institsiof
higher education.

Mrs. Castle believed that teachers must have high expectations forubemtst
and help them become active participants in their own education. In her 4 yeBG at A
High School, Mrs. Castle began as a relatively new mild-moderate R3$Rrteac
fought her way to the role of department chair. | use the word “fought” delibyeratel
because that best describes Mrs. Castle’s active overthrow of what stigediess the
political dynasty that had insinuated itself at ABC over the last decagjgartthent chair
was, before Mrs. Castle, an honorific that was passed through unofficial namiofti
the prior department chair of a new designee and a symbolic vote in which no other
candidates ran. It was an institution that maintained the status quo. Each new
department chair took possession of the scheduling documents; a binder of years of
historical documents, from pages of hand-drawn charts to Microsoft Word anld Exce
tables. The special education system at ABC had traditionally designaedetvels of
special education for core subjects: SDC, RSP, and collaborative geneedicaduc
SDC teachers taught SDC classes and had SDC students on their caseloads. RSP
teachers both taught RSP classes and collaborated with general eduaahersteand
had students in these two levels on their caseloads. Scheduling for students was done the
same way since the late 1980’s, with the procedures and responsibilities ¢gasge

from department chair to department chair.

99



When Mrs. Castle moved from NPS to public education at ABC, she spent a year
getting to know the program and evaluating it. She felt she had no choice but to take
action:

And it's not to malign people who have been in the profession for so

long, because some of our more veteran teachers do have it together. But

at least in my little corner of the world, that’s like a badge of honor that

allows you to be half-assed about the amount of service you're giving

your students. (Jennifer Castle, INT)

She expressed during interview anger and disgust at the substandard educati@en she wa
witnessing in both special education classes and general education cladsehl in w

students with special needs were being placed. “Because | feel likeebsed

intellectual child abuse every day | was there.” So Mrs. Castle madéadedNorking

with a school psychologist and an assistant principal, she launched a campaign to become
the new department chair. For the first time in nearly two decades thiereldca new
department chair was more than just symbolic. Mrs. Castle ran againdathiesiesd

regime and won.

Mrs. Castle found herself at the center of a maelstrom. The speciatieduc
program at ABC was in turmoil, and Mrs. Castle faced as tough a battiegder
house to order as she had faced to get there. “And this is why I'm here. And@’s ok t
clean house to move people in line or to put them somewhere else, and I'm okay with
that. Because | really feel like | have been participating in some d¢hikkaif you

will.... Our kids are getting short changed.” At the same time, Mission Schstoicb
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decision-makers were looking for a change in special education prodedseswide.
They were working toward implementing an RTI model at the high schools including a
Tier 3 intervention while simultaneously emphasizing an inclusion-based foodaér
1; one in which special education was more fully realized as a servicethathea
setting. Mission School District directors were shopping for core-repEatgmograms
for Tier 3 and concurrently pushing for more students with special needs to be included
in general education classes. They enlisted the help of Mrs. Castle, who had rapidly
gained a reputation in the district as a go-getter. Mrs. Castle found leeseéw poster
child for “the right way” of doing special education.

So they asked me when | got here. And of course, that was my first year

as department chair. It was [superintendent] and [coordinator of special

education]. Ithought, this is the only opportunity | have.... They asked

me how we got into Program Improvement...So | said if | have to beg,

borrow, and steal from general education and we don’t have access to

their materials, how can you expect our students to perform? (Jennifer

Castle, INT)
Mrs. Castle joined the Special Education RTI Committee at the districgave input on
the choice oEdgeas a special education core-replacement curriculum. “We looked at
all the curriculum they brought for usEdgd [was] the only curriculum that they gave
us exposure to that addressed the four strands of literacy. And while therefieesatdi

levels, it looked like a high school textbook.”
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Mrs. Castle was one of the strongest supporters &dgecurriculum of the
various participants interviewed. She believed, whole-heartedly, that gihvameecand
strong teachers implementing it, thdgeprogram could and would make a sizable
difference to the outcomes of students with special needs. Mrs. Castle explained t
advantages didge It looked “high school” and addressed the four strands of literacy,
which she explained aligned to California state standards in reading (@ w&fietion
and expository materials), writing (expression and mechanics), listepaaking, and
language (English conventions and vocabulary). It would therefore be an agpropria
curriculum to support standards-based IEP goals that could target almotstciamy s
need in readingEdge,Mrs. Castle affirmed, addressed CAHSEE standards at a primary
reading level. In other words, it taught students what they needed to know to pass the
exit exam, but did so at lowered grade-levels so that students with reading defibit
access and learn the skills and knowledge they would need to eventually pads the tes

In fact, the biggest thing wrong wiltdgeat ABC, Mrs. Castle suggested during
interview, was the teachers who taught it. “The reality is that we hawepdecof
personalities that are picking and choosing what they want to teach. They doeigat
with fidelity to the program.” Mrs. Castle worked closely with Mr. YatmgEdge
program specialist for the district, to standardize classroom practicai lfarels of
Edge They came up with a rotation strategy that used small groups to increase the
variety of daily tasks, increase practice time of basic skills, and help ket
engaged. She explained that the student-teacher ratio for targeted takkbenlowered

by assigning specific tasks to be teacher-led, led by an instrdaideaor for students
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to work independently on a computer. For example, although the teacher would provide
initial instruction on grammar lessons, students could do workbook practice axtvitie
writing tasks with an instructional aide. At the same time, another groupdaints
could work in a small group on comprehension activities with the teacher, while ye
another worked on reading decoding and fluency on the computers uskuaggf@n-
line Coach. Groups would rotate 3 times each day, giving each student a chanée to wor
with the teacher in a low-ratio group and also get daily practice at othergeasks.
Teachers at ABC, however, were not buying into the small-group rotationatfor

And there is such a resistance to the grouping! Because it's just easier to

teach it to the whole group. But we teach special ed. If this is what

you’re doing in your classroom... they're just going through the

motions... and | feel like if | have to say that to you and you don’t already

know you're going through the motions, then you’re done teaching.

(Jennifer Castle, INT)
Mrs. Castle did not entirely blame the teachers at ABC for this incomsysite
implementation. She recognized tBalgewas a curriculum that had “a lot to chew on”
and perhaps more elements than a special education class could fully coves. That
where she saw that district leadership should play a role: “Can we not spantkthe t
deciding what we think is really important and focusing on those skills? Whéieare t
reasonable skills that we know are embedded in the program that we realtyp feamuis

on?”
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Mrs. Castle believed that teachers were the key variable to ensumtstude
success Edge while it needed to be done with fidelity, also required active, fully
participating special education teachers doing what they do best; adaptugritelum
to meet students’ needs. “We are in special ed. and we're going to have kids that
invariably have different learning styles. That aren’t going to havestrengths and
weaknesses align. Under what circumstances can we tedg§ put of the box?” For
example, Mrs. Castle felt thBdgerequired supplemental writing activities in order to
fully prepare students to take the CAHSEE. She addressed that in her class bggrovidi
additional writing prompts that were similar to prompts found on the CAHSEE, and
adding them regularly to increase practice opportunities.

Mrs. Castle also believed that as special educdfidgeclasses needed to include
opportunities to help students develop as “active participants” in their edudation:
develop fundamental reading skills and also the necessary behaviors andslscibhs
would undergird success after high school. She maintained high expectations for her
students and wrote IEP goals to address social and behavioral domains as well as
academics. Mrs. Castle explained that she typically included a sostaldgrskills goal
to enable students to become “independent citizens” of the community, develofigng ski
such as organization, asking for help, and explaining needed accommodations to a
general education teacher. Although Mrs. Castle placed the most emphasigon ba
reading skills for transition to adult life, she also usddeclass time to teach other

essential skills that she judged were needed in adult life. For examplapplensnted
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Edgecurriculum with a teacher-designed presentation project, addgdigpgmaterials
and using them outside the script.

After reading novels, students worked in small, heterogeneous groupings (unli
the homogenous groupings Mrs. Castle tended to ugadfggacademic activities) and
wrote “Character X-Ray” reports about a character. Each group was @it& sobook
out of theEdgehigh-interest library and focus on a particular character. Groupsesklec
from an array of real and fictional characters including Odysseus, €lzatein, and
Medusa. At the conclusion of the project, they presented their reports to thesohasa
visual, a poster that they developed together to illustrate specific chdraittebased on
an anatomical representation (Figure 2). Students were graded primarigsentption
techniques including body language, poise, eye contact, enthusiasm, and elocution. Mrs.
Castle held her students to a high standard for presentations and while evergeel re
some positive feedback, she was also liberal in providing constructivesanitiGtudents
were asked to compare their own presentations with those that they had seen using a
teacher-made rubric that delineated focus skills, and then she askent spestions
about items on the rubric:

Mrs. Castle: So what I'd like to ask you is, were you able to notice

some differences between your presentation and the presentation of

another group? Did you notice...?

Nathan: You were right about people moving.
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Mrs. Castle: [nodding knowingly]: “The sway.” The sway is the

easier one to do because it's not jerky. You don’t even notice you're

doing it unless you're really paying attention to it.

Nathan: Another one — also looking at cards.

Mrs. Castle: [Global statement] Ok, now I'll say this. For the most part

you did okay. Some of you would read and then you'd look to the door

or look somewhere else. You never actually made eye contact with the

audience...What else? Let me ask you this. Did everyone introduce

themselves and what they were talking about as they presented?

[Several students shake heads no.]

Mrs. Castle: Why? Why would you want to introduce what you're

talking about? Why would that be important?

Karl: It makes it clear what's going to happen.

Although Mrs. Castle’s expectations were high, students did not fail to live up to
them. For example, Melissa was a sfyggade student. Duringdgeclasses, Mrs.
Castle frequently called on Melissa and asked her to repeat her answer sbeduesg
mumbled or used a voice pitched too low to hear during regular class observations.
Melissa’s partner was absent on the day of her presentation and although she initial
panicked, Mrs. Castle turned it into a teachable moment (sometimes people let us down),
and Melissa went on to stun both Mrs. Castle and I. Mrs. Castle ticked off eaemielem
of Amanda’s A+ performance after class with me, touching a fingexdioh item

Amanda did well: “She spoke to her audience instead of reading her cardy/(l reall
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worked on that!). She made eye contact. She smiled. | heard every word she said. She
smiled. Did | mention she smiled?” Mrs. Castle explained, veritably beaming

Mrs. Castle supplemented tBdgecurriculum substantially to shore-up both
social skills that she deemed important and academics that she judged as lacking
including the Character X-Ray that she explained helped students to develop deeper
comprehension of characters. Mrs. Castle’s Fundamentals class waxkgdan the
first year ofEdgeat ABC. Although she fully endorsed the small-group rotation, she
shared that she was unable to use it very often because of the small classize. T
majority of class time was teacher-initiated IRE format (Met8i9), much like Mr.

Paul's. TheEdgeOn-line Coach was also not available the first year which decreased
format choices.

Mrs. Castle demonstrated during classroom visitations more deviationthigom
Edgescript than either teachers Mrs. Delgado or Mr. Paul at XYZ, although during
interview she stressed the importance of fidelity toBtigeprogram. Her approach was
similar to Mr. Paul’s, in that she was willing to go off script to extend students
comprehension, but she took it further. Whereas Mr. Paul introduced real-life
experiences to illustrate concept&dgelessons, in Mrs. Castle’s class, students
sometimes introduced topics that were unconnected to the lesson, but were cufrent real
life experiences, and Mrs. Castle would allow these topics to develop and pursue
teachable moments at the expense of timEdgeactivities. Mrs. Castle frequently had
items on the agenda that the class did not get to that day that would carry over to the next.

In this respect, her actions in class contradicted her own stated belief&dgeu
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Whereas in interview she emphasized that in large part, the purpose of adoiging
was to increase consistency and quality of instruction in special educatisesclsise
demonstrated during her classes a different set of priorities. HemgaeHlected a

stronger emphasis on transition goals and social skills than fidelity Edtyescript.

Level B with Mrs. Levy.

Mrs. Levy had been teaching for 18 years. When | asked why she chose special
education, Mrs. Levy laughed and said it was more like special education choShaer
began as a young teacher, newly married and fresh out of college with a degike in c
development, hoping to work with early elementary grades, perhaps even kiteerga
Although interested in preschool, she knew that she would not be able to afford to make
so little money, and wanted her summers off to begin a family of her own. Ther@over
positions in Mission, her home town, and she had no desire to relocate. Mrs. Levy ended
up taking a series of long-term substitute assignments at a K-8 schools ionN8sbkool
District. She had the opportunity to try out several grade levels.

| always wanted to be kindergarten | thought. Then | realized

kindergarten was just not my cup of tea...l loved third grade. | loved

fourth grade. Those were my favorite subjects to be in, those grade

levels. Because they were not quite adults yet, but they were thinking

more like regular people, like adult people. (Veronica Levy, INT)

Mrs. Levy described her choice to enter special education as a pracgcabhe

applied for several district elementary positions, and regardless of beiifgequsnd
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having letters of recommendation, she was not able to secure a permanent position. Mrs.
Levy described a conversation she had with a principal at a school she wasgvirorki
regularly as a long-term substitute:

‘Veronica I'm going to give you a letter of recommendation but, you

know, you're Caucasian and I’'m being honest with you’ ... and she said,

‘you know due to affirmative action | have to hire somebody who was

Asian and you'’re not Asian.” ... She said if you want to be in teaching

you should do something [else]. So that immediately put me into the

special ed. program. | just decided | wasn’t going to deal with it.

Because, you know, they need special ed. teachers just as much as they

need regular ed. teachers, but more. ...And I figured, you know, what is

special ed. anyway? It's just good teaching. And | had no desire to be a

bad teacher ... (Veronica Levy, INT)
So Mrs. Levy decided to go into special education. Her philosophy of teactghgbmei
described as the cart after the horse. She took a special education positioa ib&csis
the best practical option to secure regular employment and then sought the dredentia
after she had the position. From there, she began to form views about what special
education should be. Mrs. Levy explained that her sense of special education began
when she was given license to work creatively with students to help them learheyha
weren’t able to in general education. She liked the small class size. S$henékepen-
budget and making her own choices about curriculum. She liked that administrators we

content to leave her and her class out of most school activities, such as tésithges
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and science fairs. She liked being free to make choices. Special educetiom lze
field in which she felt she was free to address the skills that she detdrtaibe most
important and use strategies that she judged as effective. Over time, many of those
teaching strategies, including food incentives and movie rewards, came ¢avhedr
upon in education. And while standards-based, grade level IEP goals had become the
standard in the NCLB era (Stodden, Galloway, & Stodden, 2003), Mrs. Levy exblaine
that this was something of an imposition upon her way of doing things: “And you know,
we have to teach the standards, and there’s nothing wrong with wanting to teach to
standards, but when the standard | need to teach to is a first grade standand, and I’
teaching 12 grade, it's difficult...” Mrs. Levy also universally graded for effover
product, an increasingly unpopular educational philosophy (Munk & Bursuck, 2001). As
she explains, “Rigor and special education is just really, really difficvétther, Mrs.
Levy felt that special education teachers should “recognize and [bijvidl give more
credit, let’s say, towards effort even though the effort may not produce teetcamnswer
every time...they have to be stroked a little bit more. They have to be rewarded.”

After serving in positions as both a special education resource speciaigt (RS
and self-contained teacher in the elementary grades, Mrs. Levy wastreathsd ABC
High School. Although initially nervous about teaching at a high school, Mrs. Levy
found it was actually a good fit.

... l was newly married, and | loved that | only had to teach one or two

subjects at a time. Somebody else determined the period that they came

up here. That when | had an issue with the kids, | had somebody | could
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call, like a dean or a supervisor, or some place | could send them instead

of having to leave them with me. (Veronica Levy, INT)
She taught history and English, and the other SDC teacher assigned to ABC iaethat ti
taught math and science. Each wrote IEP goals in their own subject areas, mand whe
possible, both attended all IEP meetings and took turns running them. Mrs. Levy
described this as an idyllic time in special education. She wrote goals thkaeshe
would be addressed in her classroom and did not need to coordinate with other teachers.
She was not restricted to standards-based academic activities arlalerascanduct her
classroom as she saw fit. Looking back, she explained:

It used to be fun. And it used to get kids excited because they had friends

they could relate to. And they would come to class and know that their

special ed. teachers would make them, | don’t know, we used to make

them happy. (Veronica Levy, INT)
Mrs. Levy described special education as being about personal rapport, forming
connections with students, and teaching to students’ needs. Although formal academics
were certainly a part of that, Mrs. Levy explained that she wrote gbalsatever level a
student needed. “The curriculum should definitely be a guide...I think it's jusebgsic
looking at their needs and teaching to their needs. Not just teaching the aarricul
Mrs. Levy explained that she did not restrict goals to ELA standards,tbat verote
them in areas that she perceived students had the greatest need. Mriatedwes

assumption that knowledge and skills delineated in grade-level standards would be
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addressed by the curriculum. Goals were meant to address student need, which was not
the same thing.

Mrs. Levy described three categories of students with special needirsThe
were those students who should be in collaborative general education classes because
“the curriculum is more rigorous and everybody’s paying attention and nobodgfiagy
off... nobody is slowing down for them.” These students required very few goals
because their academic needs were being met primarily by the reguleulum. Mrs.
Levy described this group of students as usually just needing help to passistaddar
tests and needing goals that specifically helped remediate skillsineedee CAHSEE.

A second group of students with special needs belonged in a self-contained
special day class (such as she had taught for many years): “I have afdtmigatioat
need to slow, slow, slow, way, way, way down.” Mrs. Levy somewhat valorized thi
group of what she called SDC students, describing them as simultaneously having a
strong work ethic and at the same time having substantial disabilitiestdrétred with
their ability to access the curriculum: “The SDC kids tend to do more homework because
they want to try. My SDC kids in that class, they know they have a deficit andréney
really working on it.” This group of students carried labels such as Inteldatsability
(ID), or had significant learning disabilities that interfered with thbility to access the
grade-level curriculum without modification. Mrs. Levy explained that SD@ents
typically did not take standardized tests without modification, and were iddrdifie
their IEPs as “CAPA” or “CMA” kids, referring to their designationa&e modified or

alternative versions of the CST for STAR accountability testing. Thesetiveistudents
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that Mrs. Levy suggested were most appropriate for placement in sghaatien
classes. This was also the group of students with which Mrs. Levy most enjosledg.
She geared her classroom activities to most benefit SDC studentslystavogng
curriculum that linked to life experiences, practical, and functional skillsstaadards-
based academics. Mrs. Levy perceived this group of students as truly bglongi
special education because there was something really wrong with them. rieethev
students who could not learn in the regular classroom.

Mrs. Levy also identified a third category of students with special neddosseT
students would formerly have fallen under an RSP designation at ABC High School.
Their IEP team had determined that they were not yet ready for edecation, and
yet, their academic deficits were less pronounced than SDC students diesboize.

Mrs. Levy perceived that poor motivation and effort contributed to a lack oéaxad
success for these students. She expressed that she felt that while the SDX€ istiee
opinion worked hard and put forth their best effort, RSP students were not as willing to
work hard. For example, Mrs. Levy stated that her SDC students tended to complete
homework more often, even if it was done at a lower accuracy level, and her RSP
students who she felt should be able to complete the work, didn’t complete assignments.

BeforeEdgewas adopted, RSP and SDC students were each supposed to be
assigned to different self-contained classrooms for core subjects atdBCwith
adapted curriculum, but at varied level. As noted above, the distinction between RSP and
SDC classes had blurred somewhat at ABC. ABC teachers stated in intéraiet t

least part of the impetus for implementiadgewas to provide a better continuum of
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ELA to increase rigor. Wheladgewas adopted as a core-replacement ELA curriculum
for students in the special education program, the residual divide between RSP and SDC
was dissolved completely. The majority of students who were formeRg I classes
were moved into the general education setting with collaborative support froml spec
education case carriers. The remainder RSP students were placiegatlasses. Mrs.
Levy believed that district leadership made a mistake when the RSP/SDCtidis was
eliminated and th&dgecurriculum adopted.

And | have a group of kids that should be, they are truly RSP kids. They

don’t belong in the regular collaborative classroom, but they don’t belong

in the SDC environment. They belong in an environment where they

could move it faster. Where they could have a bit more practice on oral

reading, reading out loud. Where they can have more questions. Where

they can be expected to accomplish more things. Where they'll go home

and do... maybe they don’'t do as much homework because they're RSP.

(Veronica Levy, INT)
Rather than viewingdgeas a Tier 3 reading intervention which might ultimately be
available to general education students as well as student with specsglasebtt. Paul
believed, Mrs. Levy regarddfidgeclasses as replacing the former special education
model. Where there had been a distinction in levels, now there was only one. Mrs. Lev
considered the implementation of thdgeprogram as an imposition that curtailed
services rather than extending them. She believedttgdwas a replacement to a

special education model that had worked just fine. If it wasn’t broke, why didixhgy f
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Mrs. Levy had taught SDC English and history at ABC High School for over 15
years. In that time, she had always taught what she characterized &siS{ifose who
spent the majority of their time in special education classes and, while ¢gneyard
workers, were also those with substantial academic deficits. When she bepargtea
Edgein 2010/2011, Mrs. Levy found herself for the first time with a mixed group,
working with students who required strategies and lesson planning to address their
academic problems and also low motivation, disengagement, and an unwillingness to
work to their capacity. Mrs. Levy, however, taught Bdgeclass, comprised of both
RSP and SDC students, in the way she always had.

Mrs. Levy placed a strong emphasis on skills that she believed would help support
students transition into post-secondary settings and adult responsibilitiead dhé of
the goals | give them is to be productive citizens.” She named voting, payingaiages
going to work as positive outcomes for high school students. “I try to, when you’re in
class, try to impress upon them that these skills, these skills we have dadigalr fife
skills. You know, you have to think for yourself. You have to go shopping for yourself.

In economics, | have, we do a check writing unit.” Mrs. Levy believed that students
needed “to stand up for themselves.... to participate in society. To know how to use
basic computer skills nowadays. Because that is what people do. That’'s how people get
along and communicate.” Mrs. Levy stressed the importance of learnmmgersaand

respect in her class. She believed that students should have their cell phones off and put

away. Hats and hoods must be removed. Academics had a place in her classroom too, of
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course, but they tended to be geared toward the practicalities of adult life. f@éeyo
be able to write a basic sentence. A paragraph. To be able to fill out a job application.”
Mrs. Levy reported that she typically wrote a reading comprehensiomgdal
written expression goals on each student’s IEP. Her reading comprehara®were
tied to correctly answering who-what-where questions after readingtgpsissage, and
her written expression goals tended to be for writing a paragraph and editing fo
mechanics errors (e.g. punctuation, capitalization, and spelling). Mrs hiagvgioubts
about the adequacy of tRelgecurriculum to teach reading comprehension skills. The
stories in théedgelLevel B, Mrs. Levy conveyed, were not “rich” and were too abridged
to incorporate depth of meaning. “I'm not really sure that when we’re tryireatit
main idea, there’s not a lot to support the main idea sometimes that you're drgety t
to.” The writing component was also insufficient in Mrs. Levy’s opinion. Thedbrm
writing assignment came at the end of each unit, and as she stated, “it could take me
forever to get to the end of a unit. And so whatever writing skill they did learn is not
there.” She believed that the curriculum lacked the amount of repetition that student
with special needs require to learn and maintain skills and strategies. enef t
classroom observations, Mrs. Levy explained that she had only been uditgthe
curriculum hit-and-miss and tended to not just supplement it, but replaced most of the
writing assignments entirely. In March of 2011 she was completing therfitsof Edge
Level B, a text that included 7 units. Most other teachers in the study had mmmple
approximately 2-3 units by that point of the year. Only one teacher had cahgdete

many as 5 units. No other study teacher completed as few as Mrs. Levy.
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Mrs. Levy dedicated time in tH&dgeclass to address alternative curriculum,
including IEP goal areas and preparing students for standardized teste.MighiLevy
identified Edgeas both a reading comprehension intervention and a written expression
intervention (albeit an insufficient one), she stated her firm belief thautieulum was
inadequate to meet the needs of special education students to prepare for high stakes
testing:

| think Edgeneeds more comprehension-type questions. They need to

have even more multiple-choice, because that’'s the experience on the

CAHSEE, and iEEdgeis supposed to be the core-replacement to help us

remediate them to pass the CAHSEE, then they need to have practice

guestions. Everything they do needs to relate back to those CST and
those CAHSEE tests. And yes, | know it's bad, teaching to the test that
way. Butisn't that how we are measured? It's the reality! But you got to
do it. If I have to be judged on it, you know, who’s going to teach

anymore if teachers are suddenly, you know, they talk about directly

correlating our pay with the progress students make. Well, | never want

to teach special ed. anymore if the kids who can’t be measured that way

are going to be measured that way. | won’t get paid. | won’'t make

enough to survive. I'm barely making enough money to survive.

(Veronica Levy, INT)

Mrs. Levy went so far as to say that insisting upon a purely academiautwmritor

many students with special needs was not only inappropriate, but bordering on cruel:
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Why does everybody have to be in an academic college prep class? Why

can’t we have kids learn how to be a really good wood-worker? Why

can’t we have kids learn to be a really good plumber? We have a loss in

the trades. And some kids work excellently with their hands. Why do

they have to write an essay to be successful? Yes, you should read. Yes,

you should be able to fill out a job application. Yes, a paragraph or two is

necessary. There are some basic skills, even for the plumber. But do we

have to make their lives miserable in the meantime? (Veronica Levy,

INT)

A typical day in Mrs. Levy’s Level EEdgeclass found most of the students in
class and in their seats at the bell. There was an agenda on the board when students
arrived. Mrs. Levy explained the activities for that day, and then she put up an
assignment log on her overhead projector, which all students used to update their
personal assignment logs in their class notebooks. Student notebooks were aléthe sam
Each assignment was pasted to a blank page. Mrs. Levy did not like students w trim, s
the pages did not fit perfectly, but each notebook in the room was in the same order, with
assignments numbered identically and pasted back-to-front of each ppsgeeof Mrs.
T., the instructional aide, copied the assignment onto a poster and it was her job to make
sure that anyone who was absent copied it when they returned.

Some students were assigned to work on the computer usiBdde©n-line
Coach, but there were only 5 computers in the class, so the majority of the studemts (14 t

17 on any given day) worked with Mrs. Levy for whole-class instruction.. Mngy
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guided the group, keeping each and every student together, making sure no one fell
behind, or got ahead. She frequently used a “think aloud” strategy, providing thé correc
answer and modeling her process for arriving at it. Mrs. Levy ramtestigp. Students

were called by name more often to redirect back to task than to eliqtanses Mrs.

Levy could be seen on any day of the week ignoring students who called out correct
answers in favor of “catching” a student who had not been attending and putting him on
the spot.

And yet, Mrs. Levy’s class ran smoothly. She introduced curriculum that she had
frequently devised herself and that addressed what she perceived as students’ needs
When | began working with Mrs. Levy'’s class, they were finishing a viesd lesson on
paragraph writing. Students began with an authentic experience. They tastéd sw
potatoes. A district-sponsored health program delivered a natural food to pantcipat
teachers’ classes three times a year, and demonstrated a tasty ipreparahis case,

Mrs. Levy's 8" periodEdgeclass had the opportunity to sample baked sweet potatoes
with butter. Using this common experience as a prior knowledge base, Mrss ckass
researched the nutrition and history of sweet potatoes and wrote a five-eentenc
paragraph. As | joined them, students had turned in a final draft and Mrs. Levy was at
the front with student work samples broadcast from her computer onto a TV scheen. S
modeled how Microsoft Word could be used as a spell and grammar check by executing
those functions on her computer while students followed along. She read each sentence
aloud, demonstrating self-questioning techniques to locate errors based on if aesentenc

didn’t sound right, or was awkward. Line-by-line and all together, one paragesph w
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meticulously broken down; each word choice, punctuation mark, and grammatical
structure evaluated. Mrs. Levy, a captain at her helm, steered tharsbasagly to a
perfect paragraph.

In this lesson, thEdgecurriculum was tabled. In interview, Mrs. Levy explained
that while she very much liked tiglgewriting rubric for the upcoming unit writing
activity, she did not feel that students were ready for it. In fact, shehkgpdson very
simple. The objectives were written expression, written mechanics, amdiyrase for
word-processing. Written expression and written mechanics were mheh most of
the students in Mrs. Levy’s class had IEP goals. Written expressionvgral$or
writing a 5-sentence paragraph (check). Written mechanics goal$ovese of
punctuation, capitalization, and writing complete sentences (check). Inefaetals
students also had transition goals for vocational use of computers for checkimgspell
and grammar (check, check).

Figure 3 shows the Editor’'s Checklist used in class for paragraph edwtnsg.
Levy guided the class through selecting each item.

Mrs. Levy: so what'’s the first skill that we should know — what happens

at the beginning of each sentence?

Students: [mumbling]

Mrs. Levy: ALL first letters of ALL sentences always get calpied —

so is that a skill we should be able to use when writing? [Writes on

overhand and students write on their handouts.]
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Mrs. Levy controlled the topics discussed in class. Although she used an IRE forma
(Mehan, 1979), she rarely asked an open-ended question of the whole-group dit she
not end up answering herself. On this day, a student attempted to introduce an item for
the Editor's Checklist that was not an area that Mrs. Levy intended to covbnougt
Mrs. Levy had asked for students to volunteer items for the checklist (Figelee3)ad a
specific agenda and had pre-determined what kinds of items she wanted to include.

Kyra: they [the paragraphs] should have a thesis sentence.

Mrs. Levy: so the first sentence of the paragraph should be a main idea is

what you’re saying?

[Kyra nods]

Mrs. Levy: does it always have to be the first sentence?

Kyra: no...

Mrs. Levy: right... so let’s go with that — the main idea could be farther

down than the first sentence. The first sentence of every paragraph

iS...indented. [Writes on overhead.] Ok?

[Kyra nods]
Kyra found her idea transformed into one that Mrs. Levy had on the agenda. Although
Kyra suggested a higher-level editing item (locating and confirming ds2pce of a
thesis statement in each paragraph) Mrs. Levy shifted the item into amesdsaue:
indenting the first sentence of each paragraph.

The sweet-potatoes paragraph lesson had several objectives, none of which were

part of the officialEdgecurriculum. Many of Mrs. Levy’s curricular choices were
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designed to address IEP goal areas and skills that Mrs. Levy beliexednitieal for
transitioning into the adult world after high school. In this case, technologgcatly

was the learning objective. Much like Mrs. Castle, Mrs. Levy supplementé&aigee
script in ways that she determined it was lacking, or even missed the marke Mrdi
Castle’s class, howevdtdgeactivities in Mrs. Levy'’s class were tacked onto the main
curriculum; her own. While she did usdgecomponents, Mrs. Levy chose to use only
thoseEdgecomponents that she deemed to be useful, such as such as the grammar
activities and the textbook for literature selections. The learning objethaeframed
her class, however, were Mrs. Levy’s, and she useBdgeprogram as a side-dish

rather than the main course.

Fundamentals with Mrs. Belmont.

Mrs. Belmont had been a teacher for several years, but 2010/2011 was her first
year in a special education classroom. She worked for 2 years as artorsgibstitute,
and another 2 years as a home-health teacher, providing instruction in studenss’ home
though the district when they were unable to attend their neighborhood scho®dgéne
class was Mrs. Belmont's first class that was her own.

Mrs. Belmont, much like Mrs. Levy, said that the choice to teach in special
education was a practical one. There was a position at ABC High School and sltk wante
full-time regular employment. She said that special education wasraycdabit she felt
drawn to. Mrs. Belmont believed that she would be able to help students with special

needs because she believed in them. “Most special students are exceptionallasgec
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can achieve beyond your expectations or beliefs about them,” Mrs. Belmont reported
during interview. She viewed herself as a person who would be able to believe in
students more than most, and therefore would be particularly successful at helping
students perform beyond what most teachers might expect.

Mrs. Belmont spent time in class during the autumn and again in spring targeting
skills that she believed would help her students perform better on high stakes tess. Us
a CAHSEE intervention workbook, students practiced writing essays with prampts
taking practice tests for math as well as ELA. Although these were degsaitom the
Edgecurriculum, Mrs. Belmont believed that they were necessary deviations to address
skills that theEdgecurriculum neglected. She stated thatEdgecurriculum lacked
student models and examples of how to put multiple concepts together. She attested that
in essay writing, for exampl&dgeFundamentals (written at the 1-3 grade reading level)
worked for developing the components of writing, such as vocabulary acquisition and
grammar, but failed to provide students with the strategies needed to put an essay
together, such as developing a thesis statement and using data sourcestte\agdance
that supported that thesis.

Mrs. Belmont wrote goals that she felt would challenge students acadgmicall
Working with the grade-level standards, she wrote goals that would assist stadents
their transition to general education settings and that she perceivedragdggvication
in higher education settings. Whereas Mrs. Levy wrote functional dedladdressed
basic skills, such as paragraph writing, Mrs. Belmont wrote goals that tagped m

complex processes. Mrs. Belmont frequently used the expression “kill two hilhds w
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one stone” in her class. For example, when students workédgeunit vocabulary,
Mrs. Belmont suggested that they use those words for their writing assigasnsatl.
The writing assignment was based on interpreting poll data, collectorgnation about
the class, and creating a bar graph, which would serve as a pre-writent§ttiterefore,
had to execute four separate steps in order to complete their vocabulary assigmad
and interpret the poll; collect data by polling the class; defining the vocahubadg;
and finally synthesize concepts and novel words and write a meaningful essay.

Mrs. Belmont use&&dgematerials in class, but appropriated them for her own
use. For example, the above example used a poll that was parEnigstext in Unit 5.
Mrs. Belmont, however, used it in her own way and to fulfill her own learning objectives
Although theEdgepoll answered the question “Will fitting in during high school make
you successful in the future?” and demonstrated a national polling sample gketsena
Mrs. Belmont asked students in her class to poll each other about whether or not a
fictional student needed to dress like everyone else in order to fit in at ABC ehgblS
She asked students to collect the opinions of the three groups in her class amhe chart t
result using a bar-graph format.

Mrs. Belmont explained that several students in her class had IEP goals that
required use of data sources (including polls and bar graphs) in order to wrisagn es
She shared that the purpose of the class that day was specifically to #uuirdSB goal.
She collected pre-writes and the essays to use as work sample evidemgeERiri
meetings to demonstrate that students had met the goal. Althougtigbext was

used, Mrs. Belmont appropriated it for use in a way outside of the authors’ design. Mrs
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Belmont did not use thiedgetext chronologically; rather she skipped around and used
specific lessons out of order as they fit with her learning objectives. Although &g
only sparingly use@&dge she maintained integrity to its design when she did so. Mrs.
Belmont, on the other hand, commandeered paiEsigélessons for her own purposes.
In the example above, her purpose was to address an IEP goal.

Mrs. Belmont'sEdgeFundamentals class used the small-group rotation design
mandated by thEdgeprogram specialist, and she was one of only two, along with Mrs.
Delgado, to do so. However, Mrs. Delgado maintained group integrity. Each small
group in her class had an assignment that day, and students consistentgsptbgre
through all three groups and were exposed to all three tasks. In contrast, IMantBe
often overlapped group assignments. For example, although vocabulary sentenge writi
was a Group A assignment and Group B was to be working on writing fluency (timed
writing in response to a provided prompt to practice for CST testing), Mrs. Belmont
would “suggest” that students use the vocabulary words in their writing fluengggessa

Mrs. Belmont: all right. Look up here because | always use this term. |

always say, you know, we're going to kill two birds with one stone. Why

do | say that in the first place? What does that mean Ricky?

Ricky: it means why don’t we do 2 things at once.

Mrs. Belmont: okay! All right. Like you mean —

Jessica: [cutting in] -- like texting and talking.

Mrs. Belmont: how did you think of that? That's a good example.

Jessica: | know [laughing].
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Mrs. Belmont: but what about for group work? Peter. If | want to Kill

two birds with one stone in the assignment, what does that mean?

Peter: you can, have the same assignment.

Mrs. Belmont. okay. All right. Accomplish 2 things. At one time. |

think I can, well look.... So you can do whatever you want, ok, but this is

just an idea that | had, all right? These are your vocabulary words, right?

And you have to write an essay, all right? So [Group] A work and

[Group] C work... if 'm going to write an essay | might as well use

THOSE words in the essay.
In this instance, Groups A and C ended up with the same assignment, and yet Mrs.
Belmont still cued for “switch” at the end of the first rotation. In Mrs. Del{gadmom
the teachers moved at the switch (except the computer group). In Mrs. Belmont's room
however, the teachers remained at the stations and the students moved, which added to
transition time considerable (each transition taking about 5 minutes). In shomtstude
stopped work and switched stations for up to 15 minutes a day even though they
continued with the same assignment.

Another problem with Mrs. Belmont’s “two-birds” strategy was thak$avere
too complex for students to complete independently. She also did not use the computers
as a station, so although there were three groups, there were only two teaxchtérs (a
instructional aide was not always in the room). Mrs. Belmont instead usedlseve
student teacher-assistants, all of whom were also takikgl@eclass, Level B, later in

the same day with Mrs. Levy two doors down. These students, often the same age and of
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the same peer group, were put in charge of a student group to assist with teziriaca
assignment. In actuality, what ended up happening on most days was a constant bat
of questions from students and student teacher-assistants to Mrs. Belmonfyto clari
directions and seek assistance. In Mrs. Delgado’s class, three groupsddbree

distinct tasks that were matched to the level of teacher expertise. olips d¢gd by the
instructional aides worked on an assignment such as grammar or writitigethaad
received prior direct instruction on from the teacher, and Mrs. Delgado worked with her
group on comprehension tasks that required more support. Mrs. Belmont’s class,

conversely, often did not end up completing the work assigned to even one group.

Resear ch Question Two.

2. How do teachers define, interpret, adapt, and make meaning of teaching
choices in the classroom to address multiple functions, including 1)
addressing IEP goals for academic and non-academic student need; 2)

intervention for reading, 3) intervention to increase test scores.

Five teachers’ classrooms were observed for this study, paired with intervie
with students and teachers and review of classroom maté&tddedénd teacher-made).
Each teacher demonstrated unique approaches to the practice of speciaedncati
beliefs about students with special needs. Each teacher prioritized the valeeusf r
special education teachers a little differently, although all agreeththatactice of

special education included school system procedures such as writing IERpge@aring
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students for high stakes tests, and also preparing students to embark on lifiglafter
school. All five identified basic reading skills as paramount. In addition, eacksaddr
skills, to greater or lesser extents, that they considered requisitadents to be able to
navigate society as fully functioning adults. What that meant practicaliaily work

in their Edgeclasses was interpreted a little differently for each teachesatigaussed
in research question three (next section).

Among the teachers of the study, there seemed to be a relationship betarsen ye
teaching and importance placed upon preparation during high school for post-secondary
outcomes. Teachers who had been teaching the longest tended to place greater
importance on preparing students for what would come after high school, through formal
IEP goals, informal teaching objectives uskdgematerials, and through deviations
from theEdgescript.

Mrs. Levy, having taught for 18 years, had strong beliefs about prepardenst
to become productive citizens. She wrote IEP goals that were the most renooved f
academic standards and more directed to ensuring students had basiceskelisvgould
be important after high school. IEP goals included basic writing, and also editngga
computer program, requiring students to maintain a personal planner to reinforce
organizational skills, and generally a social skills goal for self-adypsach as asking
questions appropriately. She used a large portion of tifidgeclass to address basic
skills. Several days at a time might be spent oEddelessons and on teacher-made

materials designed to teach basic skills.
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Mr. Paul, who taught for twelve years, the second longest of the studyrtgache
emphasized basic reading, stressed the importance of strong communicatiqueshitls
and written), and reinforced behaviors that supported positive relationships. Mr. Paul
usedEdgematerials exclusively, but selected which portions to emphasize. For example,
a strategy presented in teRelgeLevel C text, use of Cornell notes, was a two-page
spread that was one of many strategies presented without particular emphadgtaul
regarded note-taking as not only a key academic skill in high school, it wooldeals
critical for his students to be able to organize more complex and greatéitigsaf
information after high school. When he was asked why he spent three days on note-
taking even though it was a minor part of BEagetext, he replied: “Because again,
nowadays you communicate via e-mail or whatever with your boss. | think that's
important. So that they understand how to map out and organize what they're going to
say, what they want to say, to get those key points” (Paul INT). One of Mis Batd-
shop students identified the unit on note-taking as something that he wayg abwead
outside of school in his work:

| found taking notes in Cornell-note format 10 times more efficient than

doing it in my previous format, which was the ladder system, which was

arrows down, and arrows over. And | found combining those two actually

extremely effective. Not just in school, but in taking notes for all my

bikes, or leaving notes for my cars or motorcycles, depending on

whatever it was. (Zachery, STU INT)
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Although Mr. Paul did not write IEP goals in areas outside of ELA standards, he
identified that he prioritized organizational skills in how he planned instruction and
utilized class time. Mr. Paul stated that while he used all the lessonsHdgbtext, he

did not spend equal time on all tasks. For example, he tended to use the On-line Coach
(the computer component) Bfigeless than scripted. He stated that the technology itself
interfered, and he felt that class time could be better spent making eeadiiections
through discussion. While he did use the On-line Coach, he only did so when he was
able to take his entire class to the computer lab and do it all at once.

Mrs. Castle, who had taught seven years (the third longest), dedicated hiere
Edgeclass to enhancing comprehension and developing presentation skills, including
eye-contact, poise, and elocution. She wrote IEP goals in these areas and require
students to practice them daily during lessons. Mrs. Castle wanted herstodent
succeed in high school and beyond. She was very responsive to student-initiated
guestions when she thought that they were authentic (not simply intended to gek)pff-t
and relevant (on topics she prioritized). For example, in class one day shedsdspe
EdgeGrammar activity to capitalize on a teachable moment when a student asked her
guestion with real-life application. Michael wanted to know how much “talking’right
would matter when he went out to get a job. Mrs. Castle turned off the overhead and sat
at the front of the class and began a whole-class brainstorm and discussion of what a
potential employer might look for and pay attention to during an interview. Students
came up with ideas that not only included proper grammar use (the catalystthmyic

also discussed how to dress, making sure that they had shaved and brushed their teeth,
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having a resume so that they would not need to try to recall dates, and makimhgisure t
they practiced with a friend. The grammar lesson was continued the next day. Mrs.
Castle stated during interview that providing students with self-advocacy thltl

would prepare them to be independent members of society was her most important
function.

The newest teachers, Mrs. Delgado and Mrs. Belmont, spent more class time on
pure academics, although their approaches were different. Mrs. Delgado usdddhe
program with fidelity to script and stated that she felt that most of what stutssdsd
to know to cover the ELA standards was included in the curriculum. Although she stated
that she felt social skills were important, she did not alter or supplemeninsasstion.

In contrast, Mrs. Belmont spent a large portion of class time off-scogkimg on IEP
goals. Her goals tended to address pure academics and were based on draté-leve
standards.

There was a marked difference between the teachers of each school in how IEP
goals were written. At XYZ the Special Education Department colkdgtdeveloped a
bank of goals that aligned to each Tier of ELA instruction or intervention dffaMhen
case carriers drafted IEP goals, they chose from a bank depending upon whitteleve
student was assigned to: general educaRead 180or Edge Students at XYZ who
spent the majority of their day in the general education setting (collaieoEdtA or
Read 180) also had an RSP study skills elective with their case carnee @ tivork on
goals that aligned to their particular ELA assignment. Student goals wermthetd by

their placement (or Tier) rather than their placement being detetrnyntheir goals.
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ABC on the other hand developed goals for each student based upon their individual

needs, which frequently included non-academic goals in areas such as stadgskal

skills, and pro-social behaviors. IEP teams at ABC made placement recortiorenda

IEP meetings only after goals were approved and based upon the nearest agproximat

of which class level goals were most aligned. Placement, or Tier, at ABC, w

determined by each child’s goals. There was not an elective to support ghB(sS.at

With special education teachers assigned full-time to collaborativeadSskiynments, it

was presumed that goals for each content area would be addressed in clasger,Howe

goals often addressed skills not specifically covered by the core-cumicuil either

general education &dge(as they were written case-by-case). Case carriers had a more

challenging job at ABC and this was perhaps demonstrated by teachers at@Biihg

that they spent more time addressing goal areas inBtigeclass than teachers at XYZ.
Although all teachers stated that teaching reading was the most impanaose

of theEdgeclass, and each identifiétigeas a reading intervention, remarkably little

time was spent ikdgeclasses on reading. Two teachers, both of whom identified

reading as critical and also the two teachers who HEdgdwith the greatest fidelity,

spent the most time on reading tasks in class: Mr. Paul and Mrs. Delgado, both at XYZ

High School. Teachers who spent the least time on reading in class, Mrs. Levysand M

Belmont at ABC, were also the most off script. Mrs. Castle tended to approactgreadi

as an all-or-nothing, with some classes devoted exclusively to reading, arsvatharo

reading at all.
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Mr. Paul’s class was observed reading during each observation session. Students
took turns as called upon, in “popcorn” style, reading both content (expository and fiction
short passages) and tasks (discussion prompts and comprehension questions at the end of
passages), typically aloud. Turns appeared to be equitably distributed betwgglnstr
and more proficient readers, with Mr. Paul providing more words as needed for
struggling readers. Class time was roughly divided in half between verhasitst
and reading (one student at a time). Mrs. Delgado’s students also spent tirdayesrc
class reading. In her class, students took a 25-minute turn on the computer station
working on the On-line Coach each day. They read aloud each passage two times for
fluency and listened to their own recorded voices. They could also hear the passages
comprehension questions read aloud to them by a computer-simulated voice.

At ABC | observed far less readingklageclasses. Mrs. Levy read passages and
guestions aloud to students when they needed information. She used the On-line Coach
one day of the week (students rotated through the 5 computers in the classroom for a
whole period once a week) during observations; however, students in her class reported
that they typically only used the computers for reading once every sevekal wather
times they used their turn on the computer for writing tasks. Mrs. Belmoneal$o r
most information aloud to students, although she did occasionalfdgsgprovided
compact discs so that students could listen to recorded passages and follow-along.
Students were expected to read vocabulary definitions silently during group work.

Mrs. Castle tended toward an all-or-nothing use of class time for activ@les

used several class periods for reading when the task of the day was reading. Qatdays t
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the class read a new passage, she used “popcorn” style reading and students took turns
reading aloud, similar in style to Mr. Paul. Also similarly, she distributadimg turns
equitably between struggling and more proficient readers and provided words at neede
A key difference between Mrs. Castle and Mr. Paul was in the frequencydofgeasks.
When the assignment of the day was to read the story, Mrs. Castle spent the éndire per
reading with only brief quick-check type questions to make sure that studeatswe
task. During observations, typically one in five sessions was used for readingth&he
whole class periods were dedicated to offagetasks such as vocabulary, grammar, and
comprehension activities. For these tasks, Mrs. Castle read questions and prompts aloud
to students.

Time spent in class to prepare students for high stakes followed a sirttéan pa
to time spent on IEP goals at the school level. There was a division between:schools
ABC teachers spending more time on preparation during class, and XYZ teacher
spending less. This is attributable to the greater efficacy of the XYZ “bogt”caver
the equivalent program at ABC. While both schools had an intensive workshop, used
only in the weeks prior to CAHSEE and CST administration, the participation levels at
each were substantially different.

The XYZ “boot camp” was before and after school on weekdays and was
advertised better. XYZ teachers referred to it as “boot camp” and analdgiae
work-out routine. Students’ participation was rewarded by most of their tedlramrgh
extra credit points or public recognition (such as a poster on the wall of pant$}ipz

both. Many teachers at XYZ volunteered for the program, stating they wéarerpay
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with students to increase scores. Some teachers only volunteered a few daya;daut
overall number and variety of teachers were involved, including elective teatioh as
the band teacher, art teachers, and athletics coaches.

ABC, on the other hand, had not achieved the same level of participation. The
program at ABC was called an “intensive workshop” and was held on weekends rather
than school days. Teacher participation was lower overall and limited to tea€her
core-subjects ELA and mathematics. Although the program was advertwadhaide
through guidance counselors and posters in school hallways, teachers at AB@ reporte
during interview that they did not believe that teachers promoted the workshop very
much in class. It was addressed through daily announcements; a part offdzly sc
business. As such, ABC special education teachers reported that theyt felt tha
preparation for these tests fell to them as case carriers.

At ABC, Mrs. Belmont dedicated the largest portion of class time to high stakes
test preparation. In addition to using CAHSEE workbooks in class for practice items
about once a week, she regularly had students practice fluency writingdgrprempts
that were similar to prompts found on the CAHSEE. Each student in her class wrote an
essay based upon a CAHSEE practice essay prompt that she found online. Mrs. Belmont
said that she tended to use the CAHSEE practice books to round a week out. She gave a
test in the & period of her two-block class on Fridays and then tigeefiod for
CAHSEE practice tests for both ELA and math.

ABC teachers Mrs. Castle and Mrs. Levy also sgeigieclass time preparing for

CAHSEE and CST testing. Each explained that they only did so during certasrofime
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the year and based upon their unique classroom make-up. Mrs. Levy, for example, had
mostly 12" graders in her Level B class in 2010/2011. These students, she explained, did
not need to take CST testing (as STAR data is not collected fagragers), but several
of them had not yet passed the CAHSEE. She spent time in class in fall and spring prior
to each test administration to prepare students for both ELA and math content, depending
on which section(s) they had not yet passed.

Mrs. Castle reported that she worked strategically in class on hkgsdest
preparation prior to test administrations, but focused on test-taking skills tfzhe
content. She worked as a whole-group with her students to practice reading and
interpreting specific test language. Mrs. Castle explained thatlsktieatestudents had
not had sufficient practice with testing language in special education ctaskeke
wanted to provide them with exposure to academic language.

At XYZ, neither Mr. Paul nor Mrs. Delgado spent class time preparingdbr h
stakes tests. Mrs. Delgado stated that she felt that the content of thealBards, and
the content of CSTs and CAHSEE tests, were covered ddpecurriculum. Mr. Paul
stated that while he felt that students needed additional preparation time, hedragguir
students to use the “boot camp” at XYZ that were held immediately before test
administrations. He volunteered for this program himself and said that he made
participation mandatory for his students.

Teachers in the study indicated which functions of special education they placed
the greatest priority on and were willing to spend timEdgeclass addressing. For the

most part, the two study teachers at XYZ, Mrs. Delgado and Mr. Paul, conducted their
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Edgeclasses with greatest script fidelity. Their ability to do so faesditated in part by
XYZ school policies that made the need to speddeclass time on other tasks
irrelevant. IEP goals were pre-aligned to Hugecurriculum, so there was no reason to
dedicate class time to individual goals. High stakes test preparation erededtto
outside of class as a school function, allowing the XYZ teachers to focusiesiglus
Edgelessons during class. As a result, the XYZ teachers spent more tiaagen
curriculum, and this appeared to be related to an increase of time spent in clession a
reading tasks. Although Mrs. Delgado and Mr. Paul approached reading tasks
differently, students in their class spent more time reading than in anyadésses at
ABC.

Another way to analyze these findings is discussed in the next section. Although
school policies at XYZ could be said to mitigate the need to perform other special
education functions, such as attending to IEP goals in non-academic areas amugprepa
for high stakes tests, it might also be argued that teachers at ABC haaitlessthe
Edgeprogram to sufficiently meet all students’ needs. Research question thleeex
how teachers and students interacted in class with both the dfitgalcurriculum and
the informal or hidden curriculum that attends to non-academic skills preparingtstude

for success after high school.

Resear ch Question Three.
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3. How do students with special needs and their teachers interact with the
official curriculum (theEdgescript) and hidden curriculum (including social

skills for successful transition) in reading intervention class?

In order to account for how teachers and their students interacted witlicted of
curriculum Edgg and the unofficial curriculum (both academic and non-academic)
teachers’ perceptions about thdgeprogram itself were examined. First, as reviewed in
the last section, what teachers believed to be important aspects of beifegiaree
special education high school teacher contributed to how they interacted vitigine
curriculum in class. In other words, teachers were evaluated to determinenanetbe
they “bought-in” toEdge Did they believe thaEdgewas sufficient to cover subject
matter that they valued? If they placed a high priority on content that was not
emphasized in thEdgeprogram, they were more likely to improvise and extend
teachable moments during class, deviate from script, and even plan whole lessons outside
of the script in order to address skills that they prioritized.

As suggested in the last section, analysis of teachers’ fidelity ddpescript
might be explained in part as a function of school policy. It might, howeverbals
explained as a function of their evaluatiorEolgeitself. Interviews with study teachers
and other district teachers working with teégeprogram revealed a broad array of
attitudes about wheth&udgewas an appropriate Tier 3 intervention for use with students
with special needs. THedgeprogram was designed for use as either a supplemental

(Tier 2) or core-replacement (Tier 3) reading intervention program andicakgi
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marketed as an intervention for ELL students (Moore, et al., 2008). This alone was
enough to convince sonkglgeteachers that the program was inappropriate for use with
students with disabilities. Elizabeth O’Day, for example, who was on thedbpeci
Education RTI Committee and taught a two-period block of Fundamentalsf hietsel
that the vocabulary was a mismatch. Students teste&dgelevels based upon a
Lexile score from a reading comprehension test. The majority of her stusleats
argued, struggled with reading comprehension substantially, and so tested iateette |
level, but had already been exposed to the lower-level vocabulary covered in the
Fundamentals level. Although they required repeated and intense interventiadingre
comprehension, the vocabulary selected for the same level reader was intended for
emergent English speakers and was very basic; too basic for her studentsitérdene
Another argument Elizabeth made was thatBtigecomprehension activities were
structured based on the assumption that students would understand relatively complex
concepts, but that for students with special needs, often fluency and acdessing t
language itself were the challenges.

Maybe [ELL students] benefit, but then it's based on the English

Language Learner need, not so much the learning disability. They think

that if you read it out loud, then boom, they've got it. ...I'm finding the

students really just can't work on much independently. And so we are

either modifying it somehow or we're just walking them through, or

dragging them through . ...we've just read this, and now were going to

139



reread it again, and then we’re going to answer these questions in the

margin.” (Elizabeth O’Day, INT)
Elizabeth expressed thatigewas not a good fit for students with disabilities who
struggled with all aspects of reading, not just decoding. She stated that sl thoug
adoption of th&edgeprogram for use with students in special education was a mistake.
She felt so strongly about it, she shared with me, that she had considered leaving her
teaching position of 18 years.

Other teachers shared Elizabeth’s opinion Buigewas not a perfect fit for
students with special education services, but came to different conclusoartigtee
utility of the program in their classrooms. Keith Hansen agreed, somewhaietha
comprehension demandskagewere unrealistic for students with special needs. When
he discussed his 2009/2010 pikxgeclass, he made an observation similar to Elizabeth
O’Day’s, but differed in his view that the misfit maBdgeunusable with students with
disabilities:

[Edge’d comprehension questions at the end of each reading section are

ridiculously, ridiculously hard. ... maybe ELL kids could get [it], but

special ed. kids just aren't going to make that connection. So, at the end of

the section every time | just, we just went through them. | didn't say here,

you know, take this test, we're going to write these out. | said read it,

think about it a second, everybody got it? Okay, here we go. Let's talk

about it. ... And that was a big part of helping them understand. (Keith

Hansen, INT)
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Keith stated that working with tHedgeprogram still required special education teachers
to do what they always do; adapt and modify to make the lessons accessible for students
with learning differences. Jennifer Castle similarly expressettusdration that some
teachers expected the program to be usable just as it was:

So my problem is that we were working with special ed. teachers that

have this curriculum and want to teach it right out of box. But we are in

special ed. and we're going to have kids that invariably have different

learning styles, that aren't going to have their strengths and weaknesse

align. Under what circumstances can we teach it out-of-the-box? (Jennifer

Castle, INT)

Her perception, like Keith Hansen’s, was that a part of being a special educatioerte
meant always individualizing curriculum, regardless of the source. Much likle, Kei

Jennifer felt that the core materials that Bugeprogram offered were such a substantial
step up from what they had been using before, the reluctance of some teachers to modify
as they had always done with inferior materials was outrageous.

At one point during data collection for the study, about midway through, |
realized that | began to place teachers into categories in my thinkirdylyase my
evaluation of their acceptanceledge | began to think about a group of teachers as
“EdgeUsers” and another akdgeRefusers.” It became important that before | moved
on in collection and analysis of the data that | reflect upon my own beliefs and
assumptions, as suggested by Agar (1996), in order to gauge my reactions and

sympathies with the study participants. As | projected back to my own daysgis a hi
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school special education teacher | realized that I, in many respeetsd agth
participants who had expressed what a benefit a complete and quality ELApacsa
compared to the lack of unified ELA materials before the district ad&utgd | also
came to the conclusion that | would likely grapple with many of the same ssteesby
several participants. Specifically, it would be difficult to work with a $edgurriculum
when | had become used to doing it my own way. Much like Mrs. Levy, | was estisfi
with the level of creativity | brought to my own classroom and the relatit@amy |

was granted in the school to get the job done my way. | agreed with Keith Hansen'’s
opinion, in some respects, about what it meant to teach a scripted curriculymau “If
want to pay me to be a teacher, let me teach. If you want to pay someone to run a
program, you don't necessarily need me.” | reevaluated the dichotomous catelgade
begun to assign teachers to when | referred to them, even in my own thou&lge as
Users and&dgeRefusers.

A better framework for analyzing how teachers’ interact with bothiaff{Edge
and unofficial curriculum (transition and social skills lessons) curriculaonaghat
allowed consideration of relative positions about teachers’ perceptions affibescy
of Edgeto meet all students’ needs in a special education classroom. Gee’s discussion of
Discourses (1992) provided a lens for examination of the multiple roleSdbat
teachers contended with on a daily basis in their classrooms. During cleasberg
switched back and forth between formal and informal curriculum. Some for therteac
in the study who switched most fluidly were also teachers who most stremdpysed

use of theEdgeprogram in interview. For example, Mr. Paul stated:
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| love theEdgeprogram that we do. The text allows you to give them

open-opinion, open-ended questions where, like you saw, it's like, hey,

let's have a discussion about it. Everyone’s opinion matters. We have a

couple of kids that are very, very shy...1 try to get them out of their shell,

but there are probably some other issues there that keep them in that shell.

But I've had some great responses from some of them. Sometimes you

just have, it was the perfect day and the perfect prompt and they went for

it. (Isaac Paul, INT)

Mr. Paul demonstrated through his remarks that ugglgéin his class was not for just a
singular purpose. He did not simply use the text for reading. It was b&dgnusis

class both formally for students to practice reading, and also informally, taerovi
students a chance to practice oral communication and also the opportunity to offer their
opinion and be validated in a safe environment to increase self-esteem. Mr. Paul
identified all of these roles, teaching reading, working to increase students’
communication skills, and forming strong and trusting relationships, as key funafions
being a special education teacher.

Mrs. Levy, on the other hand, might be regarded as being less able to switch
between Discourses (Gee, 1992). Mrs. Levy referred frequently to her poeféoe the
way things used to be, when she was able completely able to make decisions about her
educational practices without outside influences. “I think Special Ed. teacbgnety
intuitive about using those things. | think even before they ‘forced’ us to writERsir |

with standards instead of just, you know, we just knew what students needed.” Mrs.
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Levy had been teaching longer than any other teacher in the study. This is perhaps
indicative of Mrs. Levy’s style as a teacher. A phrase she used frggunecithss, for
example, was “one thing at a time.” She ran class with all students togleting the
same thing and one thing at a time. Susie, a student in Mrs. Levy’s class, e finass
everyone working together did not match her learning style:

| wish | could do more by myself. Because | really don't like doing things

together. | like more of a, I'm more of a kind of a person who likes to go

in a little corner and be quiet and do my own thing. That's how | was

when | was little, and | never changed that. Because | like doing things on

my own, basically. And doing it with the whole class doesn't help at all.

Because it gets me distracted, easily distracted, and doesn't halpuse f

(Susie, STU INT)
Susie’s remarks demonstrated inflexibility in Mrs. Levy’s teachiglg stAlthough Susie
knew how she learned best, she was not afforded the opportunity to work alone in Mrs.
Levy’s class. Even on a day that Susie specifically asked to be allowi@lmne when
she returned to class from an emotional IEP meeting, Mrs. Levy declined Léwy
expressed during interview she has a hard time taking students’ word for ithelyesay
they already know something in a lesson:

And you know, the kids look at that word and say I've heard that word, so

| know it. And I've had to go back through and say, ‘Oh now, can you use

it in a sentence? Do you know how to spell it? You know what other

meanings that word has other than just that particular meaning? If you
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can't answer yes to that, you can't say that you know it really well.’

(Veronica Levy, INT)
Mrs. Levy also tended to teach a single topic all the way through befaichisgy. For
example, 5 classes were spent in a row on Sweet Potatoes Paragraphss iGia day
were spent oEdgegrammar lessons, doing the lessons from an entire unit back-to-back.
It is perhaps not surprising that Mrs. Levy had difficulty adapting hehiteg¢o include
a new curriculum whekdgewas adopted.

Mrs. Delgado also demonstrated difficulty switching between Discodrseyy
observations. Mrs. Delgado, as mentioned, followedEthgescript with fidelity. She
read each word and used each and every activity provided. She stayed on target. When
students attempted to introduce new topics that were unrelatedEddbkesson, Mrs.
Delgado steered the discussion back and used onBdiperecommended prompts.
Whereas Mr. Paul used real-life examples to connect meaning for studdsxdgéor
content, Mrs. Delgado curtailed students from doing so. When David, a student in her
class, tried to connect themes frédnkaisin in the Suto his own frustrations at finding a
good job, relating himself to the character Walter, Mrs. Delgado listened, an@#den r
the next prompt from the text without providing feedback. Another example that had
perhaps more severe implications was Mrs. Delgado’s refusal to intevbedehe male
members of her class made overt sexual comments and innuendos. She shared during
interview that while the comments made her uncomfortable, she felt that thelrsst ¢
of action was to ignore them and continue with academic instruction. The raionfgcat

of this behavior for the boys in her class, several of them juniors and sasitingy
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transitioned into adult settings, could be devastating. Several of them wkireggebs
outside of school, and several had multiple suspensions due to just these behaviors in
other, general education classes. Over above the types of prosocial behesied to

be successful in the workplace or higher education settings, the possibiégstaof

sexual harassment charges were daunting. Mrs. Delgado missed an opportunity by
staying on script to teach a critical social behavior. Staying on &sgemeant missing

an opportunity to capitalize on teachable moments.

Mrs. Delgado’s inability to switch gears and between the various rolexialsp
education teacher might need to assume stood in contrast with Mrs. Castle. Of the
teachers observed, Mrs. Castle set aside planned lessons more often thharany ot
order to capitalize on teachable moments. When a student offered a comparison of a
disaster story they were reading to hurricanes in the south, Mrs. Castle Bdgkbook
down, sat at the front of the room, and began a discussion about social consciousness.
TheEdgelesson was resumed 10 minutes later, after the discussion about what it means
to be a responsible citizen had run its course. Mrs. Castle, who endorEelgj¢he
curriculum completely and was one of its strongest proponents, was also the mbst ade
at switching roles during the class as needed to perform the functions of and€bArte
a case carrier addressing an IEP social skills, or a mentor prepariatudents for life

after high school.

Resear ch Question Four.
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4. How do student-teacher interactions influence classroom activities and
encounters? What negotiations occur within and between participants

(students and teachers) that account for how time is spent in class each day?

Students and teachers interacted in each observed classroom in waysethat wer
unique and ways that were uniform acrisigeclasses. As discussed in the previous
sections, classroom interactions were influenced by teachers’ percegiiturtgheir role
as special education teachers and also the sufficiency Bittecurriculum to meet
students’ educational needs. In the former sections, these influencesseassell in
terms of teachers’ fidelity to tHedgescript and their deviations from it. In some cases
those deviations were planned departures to address alternative curricullras(Slrs.
Levy’s unit for writing paragraphs about Sweet Potatoes), and in some casegitbe
the expansion of teachable moments that occurred spontaneously (such as Mys. Castl
impromptu class discussion about job interviews).

Additional factors influenced classroom interactions. District policydated
thatEdgeclassed be structured using both whole-class and a small group rotations
schedule. Each classroom was analyzed in relation to how they adapted theth&r@soce
in class. Teachers reported that selectivitfdgecomponents, and especially exclusion
of the On-line Coach, was in reaction to students’ levels of frustration. Stutberyts
in” and prior experiences withdgealso influenced instruction. For example, teachers
reported that whether students were repeating the same level contriboited they

planned lessons in the classroom, as well as the adaptations they made during class
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response to students’ reactions and levels of engagement. One teacher irmpaisul
Delgado, also reported that allowing students to make choices about content affiected he
lesson planning choices.

George Yang was tHedgeprogram specialist for Mission School District. As a
former SDC teacher, he had experience with teaching student with spedsl tée also
worked as a Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) service prokidier
is the California-state teacher induction program. He was assigned &paeial
education teachers and worked with them on BTSA activities to enculturatecttoest t
practices in strategic instruction and curriculum adaptation for students wathlspe
needs. When the district adoptedgefor use with students with special needs, George
was asked to work on special assignment for the first few years to intickdisg across
classrooms and work out any problems that might occur for use of the ELL-dEsigne
intervention with special needs populations.

George reported during interview that initially he thought thaEttgeprogram
would not require very much adaptation for use with students with special needs. He
examined the lesson structure, how many lessons were included in a unit, and how many
units there were in a textbook. He recommended a double-block for use in special
education so that curriculum could be covered at a slower pace. All three high schools
scheduledEdgeclasses per his recommendation. He also stipulated how class time
should be used and visitédigeclassrooms regularly in an attempt to ensure fidelity of
mandated procedures. George wanted &algeclass to cover material consistent with

the recommendations of program authors (Moore, et al., 2008). Each class would begin
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with a whole-class conducted lesson including direct instruction on novel content. After
that, the remainder of the block would be used for small-group rotations. George
envisioned that students would have the opportunity to increase reading skills through
research-validated methods every day. Students would work independently on lower-
difficulty passages for fluency practice (e.g. O’Connor, Swanson, & Gigre2010)

using the On-line Coach, practice word study with an Instructional aide,@kdw the
more difficult comprehension activities with their teacher, using ecel&ased

strategies such as reciprocal teaching (e.g. Alfassi, 1998). Gempgd to ensure that
students were getting the greatest benefit fronttdgecurriculum by using it per design
and with fidelity across classrooms, a strategy supported by researcond@slet al.,

20009).

George laughed with self-deprecation during interview. “It was a good ipéan”
said, “The best laid plans...” George explained and observations confirmed that the
mandated class structure was not being used inBug&classrooms. To begin with,
very few teachers were using the On-line Coach every week, much less guelrda
Levy and Mr. Paul both indicated that the technology was at fault. On days that she had
planned On-Line Coach activities, during observations Mrs. Levy spent about 10aninute
per 55 minute class period coping with technology problems with the On-line Coach. “It
would be different if | could just make the changes they need one time,” she explaine
referring to the program modifications she needed to make each time onetaflbatss
with articulation difficulties used the fluency program. Mr. Paul also ineliteeactions

of students were his reason for avoiding the computers: “The technology side is fine, but
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it's not worthy of my trust. Not 100%. Because it fails me every now and again. And that
part, if | get frustrated, they have to be frustrated.” Mr. Paul refanrgdarview not
only to technical difficulties with the On-line Coach, but also his frustratitim ting
to give unit tests using the computers:

And the district is pushing the on-line assessment. | don't have time for

that. | went in there [the computer lab] on three separate occasions. And

the kids were going over the edge. And | was frustrated. And there's

nothing you can do about it. So we just went back to the paper copy of the

test. (Isaac Paul, INT)
Mr. Paul and Mrs. Levy had both nearly given up on using the On-line Coach. Mrs. Levy
used the computers in her classroom each week, but typically had students do writing
activities rather thakdgeOn-line Coach reading. Mr. Paul only used the On-line Coach
when his entire class could go to the library.

Another example of teachers’ selectivityffgecomponents is exemplified by
several teachers’ deviation from district-wide policy for clagscttre and refusal to use
the group rotations. Mrs. Levy, Mrs. Castle, and Mr. Paul ran classes akdosively
as whole-class, teacher directed lessons. All three used IRE fdMistzdrf, 1979) during
direct instruction to check for understanding and during open-ended discussions.

Mr. Paul ran his class as whole-group exclusively and excludedEogee
grammar and word-study independent practice activities that he feltradundant. He

reported during interview that he felt this style was a better match fdakss c
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There is stuff that | don't use. Absolutely. Because it could ruin your

flow. Because if | need to, you know, go to an overhead to do this, or

show a video on that, and all this, you're going to fall behind. Because

then if your kids get it, why redo everything. But that's another thing. You

have to know your kids. (INT Isaac Paul)
Mr. Paul said that in addition to activities that disrupted students’ engagemesitetre
number ofEdgecomponents was overwhelming. He would have liked more explicit
policies at the district level to guide hdadgeshould be conducted in class: “I think that
it would probably be a good idea to create more guidelines because | think what ends up
happening frequently is, hey you're going to teach this, and yet they don'bgiee y
model that you can follow.” In the absence of those policies, Mr. Paul excluded some
activities and emphasized others to keep his students engaged during class.

Similarly, Mrs. Castle felt that the district policies were too eagwen the
multiple components didge

It's a lot to chew one. It's a lot of things that are the elements of the

program. Then, why aren't we getting the support that we feel we need?

For someone [at the district] to satheseare the standards that we need

to address.” The curriculum is aligned to the CAHSEE standards, so we

know we’re hitting those standards. We don't have to guess. But then

which ones of those standards... What are the ones that we really feel our

students need to have? [INT Jennifer Castle]
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Mrs. Castle did not use small-group rotations as described by George Yangeztchll

day Mrs. Castle ran the first period of her 2-blocks using whole-classoDE&bvel

material and IRE (Mehan, 1979) techniques to involve students. She also reported that
she used approximately three-quarters of the activities in each unit. Shenchdgarice
several strategies to emphasize, and excluded at least 1-2 readingptssagie
determined were less likely to be interesting to students. About three tineek ahe
second block of class was used for supplemental small-group projects thaioivpart

of theEdgecurriculum. Unlike switching for the rotations, as policy dictated, students
worked for the entire period on projects.

Mrs. Levy also refused to use the small-group rotations as directed by gohcy.
Monday through Thursday, she had five students at a time (the number of conmputers i
the classroom) rotate through using the computers, typically for writimgnassnts
rather than use of the On-line Coach. She conducted whole-class lessons with the
remaining students (typically about 15) for the entire period. While Mrs. used the
majority of the overhead grammar activities, students did not use the extension
independent workbooks for grammar or word-study at all. Mrs. Levy explaineshina
needed to be able to ascertain minute-by-minute how engaged studentsoiererang
some back to task when they were not doing work. Whole-class instruction allowed her
to do this spontaneously and in direct reaction to students’ behaviors throughout the
period.

The two remaining teachers in the study, Mrs. Belmont and Mrs. Delgado, both

reported that they utilized the rotation format as mandated. Although suglriici
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appeared that Mrs. Belmont did use the rotation design, actual class time tended to
become improvisational in reaction to students’ needs. A possible explanation for this
was that small-group academic tasks were not optimally matched to students
instructional levels (Brophy, 1999). Mrs. Belmont attempted to run three groups when
there were only two teachers, and relied upon a third group to work independently or with
minimal support. However, work assigned to this independent group had not yet been
covered, or was a complex, multiple-step assignment that students were not able t
complete alone. For example, one day the work for the independent included reviewing
grammar lessons and then completing activities in e@mmar & Writing Practice

Books This material, however, was new to them, and they struggled with
comprehending the concept used in the lesson “When Do You Use an Indefinite
Adjective?” Students, as a result, were off-task for much of the class parmaling
balled-up paper at each other, passing notes, and doing work for other class®g. Dur
interview Stephanie, a student in Mrs. Belmont's class, explained: “I don’t kh@woo
hard. | get confused. Mrs. Belmont's always saying to go try it. | tridckady!”
(Stephanie, STU INT). Students working with materials who were not able to #o wor
alone were often out of seat and went to whatever part of the classroom Mrs. Belmont
was in to seek assistance. Several times during each class period a gtuelents s
formed near Mrs. Belmont asking for help with their work. In reaction, on several
occasions Mrs. Belmont abandoned group activities for the day and reverted back to a
whole-class instruction format. Although students remained at their individual work

tables (some facing away from the front), she directed their attention tothefthe
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room and provided direct instruction about the task that was presenting a problem for
students.

Mrs. Delgado was the only teacher who consistently used the rotation design, a
students in her class worked in groups each day. Mrs. Delgado’s careful planning was
apparent during classroom observations. Group tasks were well-matchedutdiorst
level. Mrs. Delgado was also the only teacher in the study who had two full-time
instructional aides assigned to her classroom, which in part allowed her to céveduct t
small-group rotations with fidelity to design wherein the other teachers stuldy could
not. Mrs. Delgado provided whole-class instruction on novel content for about the first
20 minutes of each day. During small-groups, she led the most complex tasks, such as
comprehension groups. She developed review tasks that were appropriate for use with
groups led by one of her instructional aides, such as practice with thersMillead
already been introduced during whole-class instruction that day. When using line On-
Coach, the other instructional aide was assigned to monitor students. This elidinedy
alleviate interruptions to Mrs. Delgado’s group because the aide was netwigped to
trouble-shoot technology problems. This second aide was also the least adept at
classroom management, and Mrs. Delgado’s task-matching was agaiateidi sty
assigning her to the computer group, which tended to be highly motivating to students
and required the fewest behavioral cues.

Mrs. Delgado was also unique amongst the teachers in the study because she

offered students choices in the curriculum used in class. All but 3 of her 11 students wer
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repeating the same level Btige Level B, for the second year in a row. Mrs. Delgado
approached George Yang to seek possible solutions. He had noticed the problem also:
This year... students are, just from what I'm hearing, students are not as
excited aboutldgg. | think mainly due to the fact that many of them are
repeating the same curriculum. And | can tell who the students are,
they're the ones in class with their heads down, trying to take a nap or
disregard the teacher completely. So there's a little less buy-in there
(George Yang, INT)
They agreed that although she would continue to use Level B, she would offer the
students in her class choices about the order the class would work on units in the
textbook. The students voted on unit order and chose to do units that presented new
material that they hadn’t gotten to the year prior, and they also chose uhitaweitite
literature selections, such @ke Outsiders Mrs. Delgado abandoned her planning and

adapted her class instruction based on these negotiations with students.

Discussion
Providing reading intervention to struggling readers in high school requires the
negotiation of several dilemmas. First, when should intervention take place? Should it
replace a core class that is aligned to content standards, or replaceies ttlacmight
address a vocational or high-interest area? Should it be focused on amelisktoyg ri
providing students with basic reading skills, or by improving high stakes tess$ score

whose outcomes have consequences for both students and schools? For students
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receiving special education services, educators must also consider the infilieoce
academic skills that are also frequently deficient for students withudb, &s
organization, independence, self-advocacy, and building positive relationships. What
should a reading intervention include? What are the most critical skills &uliaie in

the final years of K-12 education in preparation for embarking on adult life? Educator
face a sizeable challenge determining how to select and implementiveffeading
intervention for students with special needs in high school.

Research that demonstrates the efficacy of reading intervention habudexattri
much to what we know and how we design reading interventions in schools. We know
that in order to be efficacious, reading instruction for older students should target 1)
fluency, 2) vocabulary, 3) reading strategies, 4) background or prior knowledge, 5) higher
level reasoning and thinking skills, and 6) motivation (Torgesen et al., 2007). We also
know that intervention for older student must have greater intensity, frequency, and
duration than general class instruction in order to be efficacious (Roberts et al., 2008).
Research studies have contributed significantly to the body of researctstibggling
readers and how to help them. Much of that research is conducted with treatmeg setti
that are controlled in order to assess dependent variables. Researchersdedigt,
and evaluate the efficacy of interventions with a high level of fidelity mouwitoyanter-
rater reliability procedures.

Mission School District leadership adoptedge(Moore, et al., 2008) for Tier 3
reading intervention, the most intensive level within a 3 Tier RTI model (Fuchs,,Ruchs

Stecker, 2010), for high school students with special needs. This study investigated the
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relative effects of assigning multiple purposes to a single class peridtbugkt

purchased to take the place of ELA classes and to remediate readinghskills

curriculum was purchased in part with funds allocated to increase high stalseptes.
Use of the curriculum was offered as a solution in school board meetings when members
asked how the district was working to resolve its PI status for the sub-group of student
with disabilities. Edgeclasses also replaced self-contained special education class
periods, in which case carriers had traditionally addressed IEP goalé iadactemic

and non-academic areas. No alternative time was provided for these sphecadion
services to be delivered, and yet teachers at ABC and XYZ High Schoelsegeired

to maintain compliance with the IDEA (2004Ldgeclasses were the only setting left
available in which case carriers could conduct special education funciidgsclass
became a trash can that was meant to solve all the various problems of thigeting
goals, teaching students to read, providing intervention to increase test sudres, a
teaching test-taking strategies.

Each problem th&dgeclass was meant to address can be viewed in terms of the
two laws governing education in the United States. NCLB (2002) requires schools to
demonstrate that all students have attained a minimum proficiency on high ssikemt
California including CST and CAHSEE, for AYP reporting. Students, schools, and
school districts suffer consequences when students fail to perform at selakfor
reading, writing, and math. Mission School District and both high schools in this study
were suffering these consequences. ABC and XYZ High Schools were in Program

Improvement. A part of the funding fedgeclasses was in fact contributed by monetary
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resources allocated for the high-risk subgroup of students with special needs/emente
for low test scores for AYP accountability.

As practitioners working with students with special needs, special emtucati
teachers in this study were also responsible for maintaining compliaticdDEIA
(2004). A student’s IEP through IDEA addresses acquiring basic acaslkahiscsimilar
to NCLB (2002), but each IEP is also unique, framed around the individual student’s
present level of need. IEP goals are intended to undergird success in eacts uti2nt
education and also reinforce skills they will need for successful transitmpaost-
secondary settings, including the workplace, community, and educationajsetti
Therefore, IEP goals are not restricted to academic areas. Thejeimzn-academic
areas, such as social skills, which are necessary for students to sdisrdedtaschool.
Compliance with IDEA requires special education service providers to &s8dss
student’s present level of functioning, determine appropriate goals (acaatanic
transition) that will benefit the student, and then determine in which settings tiase g
might be best addressed.

School differences between ABC and XYZ special education department policies
andEdgeclasses illustrate the struggle with which participants in this studgroded as
they negotiated compliance with both NCLB (200) and IDEA (2004). A considerable
difference between ABC and XYZ was in how each undertook IEP goals. Prockdures
drafting goals at ABC were more aligned with IDEA principles. Evidevas
considered, both formal (standardized tests) and informal (teacher madeenasasur

anecdotal), in determining what a student was able to do and what the student’s needs
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were. |IEP goals were highly individualized, written sometimes at grade deveetimes

based on modified content standards, and sometimes off-grade level, depending on each
student’s level of need. Then, and based on the goals, IEP teams made a
recommendation for an ELA class that would be the best setting in which to work on
those goals. For example, students with mostly grade-level goals tended tocoepka
general education class with special education collaborative support, whatedsnt

with highly modified or off-grade level goals might be served in a self-cwdd&ELA
Edgeclass.

Goals at XYZ high school were addressed differently. At XYZ, students were
assigned to an ELA level, and then goals were selected from a bank that theelepart
had compiled in advance, that matched the class. The XYZ special education pslicy w
to match goals to placement rather than recommending placement based upon goals,
which was non-compliant with IDEA (2004). They had adapted special education
procedures in order to expedite the IEP process. Coordinating with Guidance
Counselors, teachers assigned students directly into the level of ELA theyebel be
appropriate, basing these decisions on similar evidence as ABC High Schoal &nd
informal measures), but unilaterally without consideration by an IEP tearders’

ELA placement was decided before IEP meetings. The department ch¥iZ stafed
in interview: “We've found goals that either are measured by the testseamdtev
[reading] goals that tie into the results we're getting more than gendividual needs”
(Keith Hansen, INT). Keith Hansen explained that focusing goals on skillwéhnat

being assessed on high stakes tests resulted in raised scores and inonsasteticy of
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services. Each case carrier could concentrate on a few skill areas tmpassed all
students’ goals, rather than trying to find time to work with each student ongheific
goals (as they did at ABC).

This school-based difference in IEP procedures is consistent with findings by
Valli and Chamblis (2007), in which they attribute different instructional pextic
classrooms to an institutionally assigned purpose. Valli and Chamblis repotted tha
classes took on the nature of being either child-centered, in which curriculaaschaice
based on the teacher’s evaluation of each child, or test-centered, in which aurricula
decisions were made primarily in order to increase all students’ scoreshastdkgs
tests. In this study, the teachers at ABC might be said to follow IDiE&ted policies,
which were child-centered in that they are determined based upon each child’s unique
needs. XYZ, on the other hand, might be said to be NCLB-oriented, as the primarily
objective was to target ELA skills and content as much as possible that would appear on
high stakes tests. Similar to the test-centered group in the study bgnhlihambilis,
curriculum was determined by the desired class outcomes (overatisasri scores)
over individual student outcomes (meeting unique IEP goals).

A second substantial difference between ABC and XYZ at the school level was in
how much reading took place lidgeclasses at each school. Becdtdgewas adopted
as a reading intervention and ELA core-replacement, it might be assumedatigat a |
proportion of class time would be spent on reading tasks. At ABC, in addition to
coveringEdgecontent, teachers used thdgeperiod to address a wide array of goals (as

each student had unique goals based upon their present level of functioning) and targeted
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high stakes testing skills. Given the multiple functions the teachers at pBC e

these other tasks, the actual time students in class spent reading Wasegteeed as
compared to students Edgeclasses at XYZ. Students with special needs at XYZ were
enrolled in a Study Skills elective, a class in which they worked with thesradpe
education case carrier for a full period each day on goals. IEP goalsmigzd tio only

a few areas at XYZ, and importantly, high stakes test intervention veasftdstively
addressed by the school outside of ELA classes. The teachers at XYZ spetitmaor

on theEdgescript, and subsequently, more time on reading tasks in class. XYZ, through
policy, enabled teachers to focus time inHugeclass to thé&dgeprogram. Because a
separate time was allocated for work on IEP goals, and those goals wesedfatjust a
few areas (department policy), and a separate time was dedicated tongrepalents

for high stakes tests (school policy), the teachers at XYZ did not face teeddamma

as teachers at ABC. This suggests the powerful influence that policy cam have i
facilitating fidelity to program, even given the complexity of the hidiost special
education classroom.

Differences were not limited to school comparisons. This study investigated how
special education teachers conducted a scripted intervention reading progiiamalNa
Geographic’€dge(Moore et al., 2008), in their classrooms and in the context of their
perspectives about the role of special education teachers, their studeshts’ amektheir
evaluation of thé&cdgeprogram itself. Teachers and students were interviewed about
how they defined their roles in the classroom and what they belisigetclass was

meant to accomplish. Although the curriculum was formally fixed Edhgescript), how

161



teachers viewed their roles as special education service providers and how they
prioritized their teaching goals were hypothesized to influence studeatitete
interactions in the classroom, including switching of instructional stestegd content
differentiation.

Findings indicated that there was great variation in Edgeclasses were
conducted, even when district policy specifically mandated how instructiorealtas to
be spent and a program specialist was assigned to maintain fidelitjmately,
classroom practices were a stronger reflection of teachers’ perspeadtivaet what
special education is and should be, and their own prioritizing of the most important
content to cover in class. These perspectives, in turn, influenced their intesavith
specific groups of students in classrooms.

Observations in classes at ABC and XYZ revealed that teachers tendegtto ada
theEdgecurriculum to their fit their priorities about teaching rather than changing
teaching behaviors to match materials and methods Bdgeprogram. Each in their
own way, teachers shared some way that they had adaggednhaterials to fit their
instructional practices. Mrs. Delgado’s adaptations were globalhsimged the order of
textbook units to accommodate the students in her class who were repeating the same
level. Mr. Paul modified classroom structure, using whole-group led discussion
techniques over small group rotation and extending teachable moments that helped his
students connect academic activities to real life. Mrs. Levy and Mrde@ash used
Edgematerials selectively, augmenting the curriculum with their own teanhde

lessons that targeted skills they felt were not adequately addressedHolgépeogram.
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And finally, Mrs. Belmont appropriatdedgematerials and used them for her own
instructional objectives linked to students’ IEP goals.

Although there is limited independent research orEttgeprogram, document
review revealed that it includes components that address critical aressatbaliby
Torgesen and colleagues (2007), and research-validated methods, such as fluency
practice (e.g. O’Connor, et al., 2010) and reciprocal teaching (e.g. Alf8S8i).
Teachers in this study, however, used teaching strategies in their classhabmatched
their own sensibilities, comfort-level, and experiences. Standardized iekzion
procedures recommended by researchers, based on fidelity to features belmed t
responsible for a program’s effects, are not necessarily followed lgaghers who use
interventions in real classrooms with their own students.

A particular concern of teachers in actual classroom interactionstugent
motivation and engagement. Research literature suggests that motivatioroideam
particularly pertinent for older struggling readers (Torgesen et al., 2008%ha negative
effects of reader disengagement intensify as students get older ¢G\Wigfield, &
VonSecker, 2000). Research literature for older struggling readers addeedse
difficulty as a challenging factor for getting and keeping studergaged in reading
(see, for example, a review by Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, & Baker, 2001), whiclstsugge
that a particular challenge in intervention for older children lies in providingg ahtat is
both at an appropriate instructional level and is also highly interesting to the student
other words, the text must be easy enough that the student can be successful, and also be

compelling enough for the student to want to read it.
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TheEdgeprogram provides repeated-reading fluency practice with high-itteres
instructional-level passages through the On-line Coach, a computer proghawhicit
students can hear passages read by the computer, read aloud themselves with-computer
provided corrections for decoding, and listen back to their own recorded voice.
Nevertheless, several teachers in the study reported that they had discontnofetthels
On-line Coach in direct response to their perceptions of student frustratiorculbs
with the technology was given as the reason by both Mr. Paul, who had difficulties wit
the computer program crashing, and Mrs. Levy, who found altering the softwargssett
for students with articulation difficulties for each session strenuous and@dinseming.

A core feature of th&dgeprogram, therefore, was excluded by these teachers, reducing
the alignment with critical elements of reading intervention identified imetbearch
literature (Torgesen et al., 2007). In other words, these teachers zetntbtivation,

one of the six elements identified by Torgesen and colleagues, over fluesacgmaing

the six essential elements.

Teachers in the study commonly complained thaEttgeprogram did not seem
to be a good fit for students with special needs. In interview, teachers noted that ther
were too many components to fit into even a 2-period block because the materials
required modification and a slower pace than indicated by the script. Teactssls sta
that they had not received guidelines for how to select amongst all of the components,
and selectivity was greatly varied from teacher to teacher. Bonge, Mrs. Delgado
used all components and lessons in strict accordance with the script, proceediifg e

there was low student comprehension. Mr. Paul excluded some activities that he
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considered redundant, especially in word study and grammar. Mrs. Levy and Mrs.
Belmont excluded writing tasks in favor or their own teacher-made matehak.

Castle pointed out in interview that she felt it would be crucial for the disirpiolvide
guidelines to help teachers prioritEdgecomponents for subsequent classes. Several
teachers also identified the complexity of comprehension questions as a poor fit.

Perhaps one of the most compelling difficulties that lies ahead for MisdhaoISc
District is determining whether tl&dgeprogram will continue to be used with high
school students with special needs. George Yand;dbeprogram specialist, shared his
concern during interview that Mission leadership might not opt to continue tdgs
special education classes. He shared that Lexile scores had actuaasdddrom
beginning of the year to midpoint (Table 6). He believed that given the cost aitial¢pc
teachers and replacing consumables, the program might be in jeopardy.

In order to evaluate efficacy &dgewith students with special needs, the desired
outcome must be determined by Mission leadership. If, for example, the prinnpog@u
assigned to thEdgeclass is aligned to NCLB (2002) and intended to increase scores on
high stakes tests, then CST and CAHSEE scores would be the appropriate measure to
evaluate efficacy. These were not being considered by the districbwever, the
primary function of th&dgeclass is to help students meet their IEP goals and receive
services (aligned to IDEA, 2004), then achievement of IEP goals would be the
appropriate measure. These were also not being considered at the time of this repor
The district was using the assessment measures credieigéguthors (Moore et al.,

2008), which include a test of reading comprehension and reports of student scores as a
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Lexile. These tests are given at the beginning, mid-point, and end of year, asdrscore
Edgeclasses with special needs students had not demonstrated gains; as noted, they had
in fact gone down overall.

Use of Lexile scores to gauge efficacyeafgemight be called into question
based on their failure to demonstrate improvement on Bdigeintends to accomplish.
Further, as these assessments were not designed for a special needsmpadpelat
appropriateness of a gains approach for scores over time might be questionablfy A st
by Vaughn and colleagues (2011) that examined outcomes for eighth grade students in
Tier 3 reading intervention (many of whom were identified as having a readaiglity3
suggested that while gains were not substantial within the treatment gerumnee, they
were significant over the control group. It might be appropriate to reframe aitcom
expectations for thEdgeprogram in Mission taking into account the authors’
conclusion: “...The finding that without continued remediation comparison students’
reading performance deteriorates provides a strong rationale for contamuediation in
reading even for adolescents with significant and persistent readircgltigs and
disabilities” (Vaughn et al., 2011, p. 8).

Study participants (n = 28) almost unanimously agreed that there weastat |
some aspects of tiiedgeprogram that they considered to be very good. All 13 students
who were interviewed stated that they believed Bugeclass was better than their ELA
class the year before. All but one of the teachers interviewed feEdgahad some
component that improved classroom instruction, and all agreed that the overall duality o

the materials was substantially better than the “mishmash of gartkeagi Hansen,
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INT) that was used before. Perhaps not ringing endorsements... Inconsisieticres
interviews by some participants revealed their own confusion about the program. Both
George Yang and Jennifer Castle listed fidelity to the program asltd efficacy.
However, both, during the same interview, also indicated that they would adapt the
curriculum to better meet students’ instructional needs.

Teachers in the study were consistent in reporting that the dearth arteach
training and models for how to uEelgewere great deterrents. Frequently teachers cited
the absence of direction as a chief reason that they had not “boughE&itjéo Several
teachers indicated that they felt that the district should put enough time intognampr
to really see if it would be successful. As Isaac Paul put it: “I think thectliséreds to
stop the turn-over rate [of adopted programs]. They need to... they need to ... give
things time. It's a four-level series. So shouldn’t that mean it should be a4 keast
year trial run?” Teachers indicated that in order to “buy-irZdge they would like
guidelines from the district on which components to emphasize, and trairktgén

would contribute to their feelings of competency running the curriculum.

Limitations and Implications
This study used case-study design to identify and describe the chatleag®ss
in a small sample of classrooms contended with as they implemented the scripted
programEdgewith high school students with special needs. These results should not be

used to make predictions for the overall population (Kirk, 1995). These qualitative data
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provide a description of teachers’ experiences when implementing a nesulcuni
within the context of the institution (Wehlage, 1981).

Edgewas adopted and mandated from the district leadership level. However, how
participants interpreted and executed their roles as teachers was witlairgdrecbntext
of district leadership’s endeavors to comply with two governing laws: 1HBA4) and
NCLB (2002). Teachers also had their own unique experiences and perspectives about
special education that influenced planned and spontaneous instructional strategies. T
case descriptions in this study can be used to inform how special education teachers
construct the meaning of their positions both in relation to their own direct procéalures
be in compliance with laws (such as conducting IEPs as part of IDEA) and afst dis
policy shaped to comply with these laws (such as mandating evidence-baseshiide
as part of NCLB). Finally, students and teachers in each classrooetdcaealt
maintained classroom interactions that demonstrate the pitfalls and saafesse
implementing a scripted program suctEagewith special needs populations. The
specific attitudes and experiences of these participants representrarspbat readers
might recognize and hold analogous to their own experiences.

Although this study does not comprehensively describe or illustrate what it is t
be a member of one of the sample classes, this study contributes to knowleddeid the
of reading intervention practices. While we know that certain aspectsdoigea
instruction are more effective than others, and that for older students providing
intervention in the high school setting is particularly challenging, therdden little

work exploring how intervention is specifically enacted in high school special emucat
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classrooms. This study can assist researchers and practitioners toamolodest
complexities of planning and implementing reading interventions in the high school
setting. Whereas quantitative research takes a far-view of interventiostutys
investigated how participants worked together within the context of school anct distr
policy, and described the complex interplay of students, teachers, and curricuhen i
classroom (Erickson, 1986). These data can be used by researchers and district
practitioners to improve reading intervention programs in high schools, maximizing
patterns of success as well as learning from aspects of this currisitlumhich
participants particularly struggled.

This study included one school district piloting Edgeprogram with students
with special needsEdgewas designed for ELL and the research study that supports its
use is first, specific to an ELL population, and second, funded by the publishers. A
component analysis comparigglgewith other scripted, high school reading intervention
programs and with critical components derived from research literature fontstudth
special needs is recommended as a next step. This will assist in evaluatirg both t
efficacy ofEdgefor use with students with special needs and also its sufficiency in
providing evidence-based reading instruction consistent with best-praetibeds
grounded in research. Additional qualitative analysis of reading research irchagitss
and the important role that schools play in ameliorating or increasing stisdentlr
contribute to the growing body of literature addressing high school reading intengenti

The implications for school districts and research are substantial. Irhenly t

second year of implementation, fidelity to teégescript varied greatly from consistent

169



with program protocols to classes sometimes unrecognizaBlégeslasses. The range
of classroom teachers’ enactment of the tension between NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004)
compliance suggest that Mission leadership cannot igidgeclasses and hope that all
will come out right. Cohen and Hill (2000) conducted a study of how teachers enacted
math frameworks in California when they were first introduced, a casestmihis
study in that teachers were faced with an innovation that required substaniged<ha
how they viewed and carried out their roles. Findings from Cohen and Hill suggest two
relevant messages that apply to school districts introducing a new curricijumthe
absence of training, teachers tend to adapt curriculum to their teachiegepoefs rather
than attempt to modify their practices to address the curriculum; and 2) téachers
opportunities to receive training on an innovation positively affected their knowdedge
classroom practices.

TheEdgeprogram, a new innovation introduced to teachers in Mission with little
formal training, was being adapted in several ways by study participaintise school
level, each special education department made policy decisions that aligreedosely
to one of the laws governing education in the United States. XYZ High School adopted
policies that aligned with NCLB (2002) principles, whereas ABC departmenepolic
were more compliant with IDEA (2004). Individual teachers also made adaptations
theEdgecurriculum through modification of content, teaching methods, and selectivity
of which components to present. Messages about how to tedetigbprogram were

vague and sometimes mixed. Even the program specialist assigneé&tiyépeogram
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reported that while his role was to ensure fidelity, he himself would modifgdbe
script were he teaching it.

When the Special Education RTI Committee reviewed and selected giee
program for use as a Tier 3 intervention, the committee was disbanded and the members
returned to business as usual at the district office and their respective scheoige
Yang was recruited at the end of the pilot year to work &theteachers to increase
implementation consistency and fidelity. He had neither taught the prograreceived
training. Teachers in the study reported that they felt that they hade@ceadequate
training. While George was available to support them, teach interviews stlyggdst
might not have been clear on the purpose of the curriculum himself.

Observations and interview data suggest that teachers were unclear about the
official purpose of thé&dgeclass they were assigned to teach. If the official purpose of
the class was to be an intervention for high stakes test scores, then the M&h8 is
(2002). Student selection should be on the basis of CST and CAHSEE scores and
evaluation of the program likewise. If, rather, the class was to be run exbluwsitre
students with special needs, than compliance with IDEA is a better frame for
implementation and evaluation of efficacy. When students are selected solely on the
basis of receiving special education services, as they were in this semyhe reading
intervention class would be more accurately described as a self-containerdldSB@at
is utilizing aspecific reading program (suchi&dge with the understanding that special

education often involves accommodations and modifications to curriculum.
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Rather than be concerned primarily with fidelity to script, implementadf
reading intervention with students with special needs should endorse and sanction use of
curricular adaptations based upon students’ specific educational needs as skERed in |
goals (which change from year to year). Teachers in Mission dipstated that their
competence and effectiveness teacltidgeclasses would be enhanced by a greater role
on the part of district leadership in making decisions about how to ukelgfeprogram
with their students with special needs. Adaptations in class often demonstrated a
continuation of entrenched beliefs and practices outside of mandated procedures for
teaching th&dgeclass. In other words, district policy lacked the specificity to be useful,
and in the absence of clear direction, teachers reverted back to or simply continued
teaching as they always had.

Providing best-practice services for students with special needs becomes
increasingly complex as students get older. In addition to academics, high school
students must negotiate the bridge to adult transition; a particularly difasulfar
many students with disabilities. These students require both academic songdueipa
in developing a less overt set of social skills that will enable them to take on adult
responsibilities and become fully functioning members of society. Praat#ione
working with students with special needs in high schools walk a fine line balanced
between addressing academic skills, which students and schools are held btctamta
through NCLB (2002), and the more amorphous role of increasing non-academic skills

that are not addressed in content standards but are required by IDEA (2004)l Specia
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educators’ negotiations to remain in compliance with these two laws w#limeam

important challenge to consider in both research and practice.
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Tablel

School Demographics 2010/2011for ABC and XY Z High Schools

ABC XYz
n=2412 n=1,784
Asian a7 70
Hispanic 46 25
White 4 3
African American 1 0
Other 1 2
ELL 33 24
Free-Reduced Lunch 66 59
Students with Disabilities 9 4

Note: Numbers represent percentages unless otherwisdisgec
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Table2
Distribution of Special Education Eligibility Categoriesin Edge Classes at ABC and

XYZ High Schoolsin 2010/2011

ABC XYZ

1 2 3 |5 6 7

Belmont Levy Delgado Paul Total Percent
Learning 12 10 16 | 8 4 10 19 70 61.4
Disability
Speech/ | g 2 1 |1 2 3 1| 16 14
Language
Impairment
Intellectual 3 3 4 | 10 8.8
Disability
Emotional 2 1 1 2 6 5.3
Disturbance
Other 2 4 6 5.3
Health
Impaired
Autism 1 1 2| 4 3.5
Deaf/Hard 1 1 9
of Dearing
Visual 1 1 9
Impairment
Total 18 19 21| 11 9 19 17 114
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Table3

Distribution of Edge Classesat ABC and XY Z High Schoolsin 2010/2011

ABC XYZ
SPED Total n=196 n==67
EdgeStudents n =58 n =56
Percent irEdge 30 84
Percent in Collaboration ELA 70 22
Teachers Assigned tedge
Fundamentals (Grade equivalent 1-3) 2 1
A (Grade equivalent 3-5) 0 1
B (Grade equivalent 5-7) 2 1
C (Grade equivalent 7-9) 0 1
Total 4 4
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Table4

Distribution of Grade Levelsin Edge Classesat ABC and XYZ High Schoolsin

2010/2011

ABC XYZ

1 2 3 |4 5 6 7

Belmont Levy Delgado Paul Total Percent

FUND B B |B FUND C A
o 10 3 2 2 | 17 14.9
10" |8 2 5 6 | 21 18.4
11" 1 12| 5 2 7 7] 34 29.8
12" 18 9 |1 12 2| 42 36.8
Total | 18 19 21| 11 9 19 17 114
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Table5

Study Participants

ABC XYZ Mission School
District
Teachers Veronica Levy Leticia Delgado
(OBS + INT) Jennifer Castle Isaac Paul
Rosie Belmont
Teachers Ralph Yeoman Keith Hansen
(INT only) Elizabeth O’'Day
School Psychologist  Karen Mann
(INT only)
Students Zachery (12) Kyra (11)
(OBS + INT) Ishmael (12) Susie (12)
Bobby (11) Stephanie (12)
David (10) Karl (10)
Wallace (10) Nathan (9)
Robert (12) Melissa (9)
Amanda (12)
Administrators George Yang
(INT only) (Program Specialist)
Julie Merton

(Program Specialist)
Camilla Robinson
(Program Specialist)
Timothy Lyon
(Program Specialist)
Jim Bosley
(Coordinator SpEd)
Benjamin Dailey
(Assistant Principal)
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Table6

Changein Lexile Scoresfor Edge Students, 2010/2011

Initial (Fall, 2010) Mid-Year (Winter, 2011)
Mean SD n Mean SD n

ABC 1 Belmont 439.06 267.54 11 558.64 248.19 11

2 Levy 677.20 283.72 10 566.30 285.61 10

3 626.82 213.64 11 655.27 260.82 11
XYZ 4 Delgado 764.89 80.34 9 689 15542 9
5 421.25 122.50 8 342.5 75.55 8
6 Paul 971.39 115.72 18 957.78 172.43 18
7 571.36 47.54 11 541.82 139.18 11
Total 673.33 260.59 78 655.85 272.70 78
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What if a past action is still going on?

Earlier Now Later

—————
/

Present Perfect Tense

I have rehearsed
He has rehearsed

Figure 1. EdgeGrammar Overhead, Mrs. Delgado
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(Head) thinks

(Heart) believes...
« (Hands) makes

(Body) has traits such as...

(Legs) stands

Figure 2. Teacher-Made Character X-Ray Project, Mrs. Castle
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Editor’s Checklist

@

&
SKills T know ahd wanht to pracCtice:
1. Capitalize ALL 1° letters of ALL sentences Y
2. 1 sentence of every paragraph is indented Y
3. Period (.) Question Mark (?) ExClamation Mark (/) Y
at the end [Of each sentence]
4. The pronoun “T” is always Capitalized N/A
5. Can’t = Cah hot they’re =they are N/A

don’t = do not
6. Complete sentences N
7. Capitalize Title N
8. Center Title Y
Yes =Y N = No N/A = Not Applicable

Figure 3. Teacher-Made Editor's Checklist, Mrs. Levy

194




Appendix 1

Interview Guidefor Teachersand Administrators

Background and special education teaching
Quick history — in education & Special Education (SpEd)
+ How long have you been teaching?
+ Why did you choose to go into special education?
+ Why did you choose to teach at the high school level?
What is your philosophy of special education?
+ What's “special” about special education?
Most important things you do as a special education teacher?
¢+ Maybe 3...
What are the most important skills students in SpEd leave high schools with?
+ What matters most to make it as an adult?
+ Most critical skills for SpEd students to have to successfully transition?
Tell me about the Edge
Edgepacing guide — what are your thoughts?
What is your grouping scheme?
+ Do you have permanent groups or do they change?
+ What kinds of data do you use to group students?
What are the benefits &fdge?
+ What works really well?

+ What has gone really well?
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+ Give an example if you can.
What kinds of specific challenges have you had &idige?
+ What are the disadvantages?
+ Give an example if you can.
Do you consideEdgea reading intervention? What else is it an intervention for?
+ What actual kinds of lessons do you actually end up spending the most of class
time on?
¢+ Reading? Writing? Literacy? Grammar? Vocabulary? Ciritical thinking?
Comprehension? Etc.
+ |s that about right, would you say, or are there other things that you think are
more important?
How do you prepare students for standardized tests (STAR and CAHSEE)?
+ |s Edgeadequate or do you use other materials?
¢ If so, which materials?
What is missing fronfedgethat students with SpEd really need?
+ How do you get them that information?
+ What are some typical goal areas for students on your caseload?
+ Are they aligned t&dge?
+ How many students on your case load havEdgeclass? Do any of them have
you for theirEdgeteacher?

What question didn’t | ask you that | should have?
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Appendix 2

I nterview Guidefor Students

. What about high school is hardest for you?

PROMPT: What kinds of classes are hardest? What about outside of classes?
. What are the most important things that you've learned in high school?
PROMPT: academics and social skills

. What are your best strengths?

PROMPT: academics and social skills

. What things do you have the hardest time with?

PROMPT: academics and social skills

. What kinds of things do you do in yoddgeclass?

PROMPT: What kinds of lessons can you remember? What others kinds of
things do you do that are important to you?

. What parts are most helpful? Do you use any of the things you learn in other
classes?

PROMPT: What parts really stick with you? Do you get a chance tagaract
new skills in other classes?

. What parts seem irrelevant [pointless]?

PROMPT: are there things that you do in class that just seem like busy-work?

. What do you plan to do after high school?
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PROMPT: education (community college, vocational/training school, college or
4-year University, work place)

9. Do you feel like high school has helped you be prepared for that goal [above
answer]?
PROMPT: why or why not? What do you think that you need?

10.Do you think that you are good at getting along with others?
PROMPT: friends, teachers [bosses], parents

11.How do you think you'll do in a full-time job or at college [based on above]?
PROMPT: what do you think you'll need to work hard to learn?

12.What are you most worried about after high school?
PROMPT: friends, work, money, where you live, going to school, etc.

13.What is the most important thing that you think you still need to learn?
PROMPT: what do you think will really matter in the real world?

14.What do you appreciate most about yBdgeteacher? How does s/he help you?
PROMPT: tell me some things that come to your mind when you think about

your teacher.
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TS

Appendix 3
Coding for Observations
Teaching strategies
DEI  Direct Explicit Instruction
WI  Whole-class initiation
S Single student initiation
CFU Check for Understanding (Closed-ended Question)
OE Open-Ended Question
M Models
SCG Scaffold Group
SCI  Scaffold Individual
P Praise/Affirmation
EC Error Correction
ESR Extends Student Response

FB Feedback (Other)

Interruptions to Instruction

IEP  SpEd/IEP Business (Called Out)

SB  School Business (non-SpEd) (Called Out)
LOl Logistics IA

LOS Logistics Student
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ET

AC

BM  Behavior Correction or Management
TO  Teacher Organization (looking for materials, changing set-up. Etc.)
(within class)

TM  Technology Malfunction (within class)

EdgeType

WG Whole Group

SG  Small Group

IG Individual/Seat Work

OC On-line Coach

Academic Content (E Edge T = Teacher-made)
EQ Essential Questions

RD Reading Expository

RC Reading Narrative

AL  Academic Language or Literary Terms
G Grammar

w Writing

\% Vocabulary

Other Content

SOS Social Skill
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LT  Life Transition (Connects with post-secondary)

STS Study Skill

IP Interpersonal (non-content) teacher anecdote; asking about student’s life,
etc.)

DP  Directions/Procedures

PK Prior Knowledge

CL Connects with another lesson

G Goal (Instruction to address IEP goal)

TST Test Prep (Standardized — CST or CAHSEE)

T Specific Teacher Theme

Social Skills (Examples)
Negotiation
Problem solving
Peer pressure
Conversation skills
Friendships
Following rules

Resolving conflicts

Study Skills (Examples)

Time management
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Setting goals
Control environment
Note-taking

Attend to task

Main idea
Self-testing
Organization

Manage anxiety

Life Transition (Examples)
Connect to College
Connect to Workplace
Adult Relationships
Independent Living

Finances
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