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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Daily Reading Opportunities and Teacher Experience on Adutesath

Moderate to Severe Intellectual Disability

The purpose of this study was examine the effect of providing daily access to a
wide variety of age and ability appropriate texts to adolescents with atedersevere
intellectual disability Forty-three adolescents were assigned to 2 groups based on their
teachers’ exposure to 40 comprehensive literacy lessons used in a previous study
Literacy gains were measured on an assessment of emergent litedacyAskil
standardized reading measure was also used for 5 of the students who readyat an ear
conventional reading leveAdditionally, the number of different books that students
read throughout the intervention was tracked using a student book log and compared to
performance on a proxy measure of wide reading, a title recognition test

Paired sampleistestsyielded statistically significant gains on the posttest
performance of emergent literacy skills for all students and on a standaehzgangr
assessment for the 5 students who read at an early conventionallievetther
examine student performance between the 2 groups, effect sizes walatedl Results
indicated that while both groups achieved a small effect, students whosegsdwther
exposure to the comprehensive literacy lessons received nearly twiceth¢de= .36)
as students whose teachers had not been exposed to the literacy tessd®g (

Furthermore, when students read at an early conventional level and were taught by



teachers who had been exposed to the comprehensive literacy lessons, thetagect of
intervention was even greater<£ .47).

With regard to the number of different books that students read, results from a
simple regression indicated that this variable was not predictive of studentyzerber
on the emergent literacy measure nor was it significantly cordeldth performance on
the title recognition test

Results of this study suggested that adolescents with moderate to severe
intellectual disability benefit from daily access to age and abilityogpiate books
When combined with instruction provided by teachers who had experience with
comprehensive literacy instruction, the effect was even strofgethermore, students
who entered the intervention with early conventional reading skills made thesjrea

gains



In memory of Ezra Budiansky, whose love of books continues to inspire me to do my

best to make literacy a reality for all individuals, particularly thosk disabilities.
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CHAPTER 1
Statement of the Problem

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) had an impact on public
education in several important waybhe law emphasized that schools must make sure
thatall children are learning from highly qualified teachers who use scientficatied
methods for their classroom instruction such that all children are readingamlgvel
by the end of third grade (U.Bepartment of Education, 2004)Vhile the mandate is
admirable, the application to the 1.1 million students in the United States who have
developmental disabilities and associated moderate to severe inteltestimlity
(Annual Report to Congress of IDEA 2002) remains problematic

One reason these students are struggling to learn to read is that verytiew of
teachers have the training necessary to teach literacy to studentsodéhate to severe
intellectual disability (Katims, 2000)When these students also have significant
communication or physical impairments, the instructional challengesameotinded
(Mike, 1995; Erickson, & Koppenhaver, 199%)ften, students with moderate to severe
intellectual disability receive a functional reading approach that enmzpelsasnly one
aspect of literacy, such as sight words, but fails to provide the additional rendeume
components of core instruction necessary to acquire conventional reading and writing
skills (Browder & Xin, 1998; National Reading Panel, 2000)

Additional considerations for students with moderate to severe intellectual

disability are the limited technologies, resources, and instructionafiaiat@vailable for



this population, particularly for students whose literacy levels are much tharer
expected for their chronological age&’/hen the requirement of scientifically based
teaching methods is added, the limited list of curricular materials shrinkisleaisy
Not only are teachers limited in their choice of instructional materialspdacy students
with moderate to severe intellectual disability typically do not have atoege-
appropriate books written at a level they can reHaerefore, they are unable to extend
classroom instruction to engage in self-selected reading
Purpose

This purpose of this study was to investigate the benefits of providing daily
reading opportunities to adolescents with moderate to severe intellectbdltgisa
Despite the fact that this practice has been correlated with increagaddarand literacy
skills in children without disabilities, it has not been investigated in thetlireréor the
population of students with severe intellectual disability

In addition to the fact that teachers have limited training that pefmesldress
the literacy learning needs of their students, there is a mismatch belhween t
chronological age and reading skills of adolescents with moderate to seveeetunéll
disability. Typically, these students remain at the most beginning reading levelsseven a
they enter their teens (Katims, 200@ooks that they have the ability to read are often
appropriate for much younger children, not adolescedtversely, books that address
topics of interest for young adults are often too difficult to rekake release of a new
library of books by Don Johnston, Incorporated, 3tert-to-Finistf Literacy Starters
(STFLS, provided one possible solution to this probleftne books, written at an

emergent literacy level, address a wide variety of age appropriate souic as history,



science, social studies, and geography as well as social concerns suaigas da
independence from parents, jobs, and spdrtseese books were used in the current study.

Additionally, this study explored the influence of comprehensive literacy
instruction for adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disalilpyevious
investigation conducted at this research site involved 3 @1 Sbooks used in
conjunction with 40 comprehensive literacy lessons (Erickson & Hatch, 2008, January)
This study allowed for a comparison in the current study between the litgasrsyof
students whose teachers who patrticipated in the previous study to students whose
teachers did notThus, this investigation afforded two practices to students that have
been linked to literacy development in children without disabilities, daily reading
opportunities and comprehensive instruction, and examined their effect on students with
moderate to severe intellectual disability.

Moderate to Severe Intellectual Disability

Approximately 1% of school-aged students in the United States have an
intellectual disability (U.SDepartment of Education, 200ZJ his diagnosis is
characterized by significant limitations in conceptual, social, and adailisethat
originate before the age of 18 (American Association of Intellectual anddpavental
Disabilities, 2009) Individuals with intellectual disability have challenges in learning,
communication, and executing daily living skills, and because this is a developmental
disability, the gap in skills increases over time

Historically, intellectual disability has been known by a variety oies with the
most common being mental retardation (American Association of Intedlesnd

Developmental Disabilities, 2009 he diagnosis is accompanied by a degree of severity



based on performance on a standardized 1Q Tést severity levels of intellectual
disability are commonly delineated as mild, moderate, severe and profasie
degree of severity increases, the predicted potential for learning and éventua
independence for the individuals with intellectual disability decreasesriéam
Psychiatric Association, 2000)

Literacy Experiences of and Outcomes for Students with Intellectsability

Reports concerning the literacy outcomes for individuals with intellectual

disability are dire It has been estimated that fewer than 10 to 15% of individuals who
have significant intellectual disability and communication impairmentslaleveading
and writing skills at the™® grade level or higher (Erickson, 2003)hile this statistic is
sobering, it begs the question of why the outcomes are so plalical, psychological,
and educational professionals have often operated from a deficit model, ciitatjdins
in intellectual potential as the cause of limited literacy development ia ghedents
(American Psychiatric Association, 2000Jowever, students with intellectual disability
typically receive a different educational approach than students withoutitdesabwith
respect to literacy, this often translates to a functional reading apphad@niphasizes
only one aspect of literacy, such as sight words (Browder & Xin, 1998; Katims,.2000)
Given the contrast between this approach and the recommended broader cotmmstruc
that the National Reading Panel (2000) deemed necessary to acquire conventional
reading and writing skills, one must consider the influence of diminished instroct

the literacy outcomes of individuals with moderate to severe intellectadlilds



Relationship of Emergent and Conventional Literacy

In order to develop conventional literacy skills, the literature shows thdteahi
must first have an opportunity to engage in rich emergent literacy exper{@ostse &
Kaderavek, 2004)This happens from the time the child is born, long before he or she
can actually read with comprehension (Teale & Sulzby, 19B8¢se experiences
include exposure to print within the natural environment and opportunities to discover the
functions of reading and writing through models of others as well as activecemgyaig
with text (Clay, 2005; Teale & Sulzby, 199Zor a myriad of reasons, emergent literacy
opportunities for children with intellectual disability are often limitetyit &

McNaughton, 1993)When children remain at emergent literacy levels as they age, the
opportunities to engage in emergent literacy experiences further diminish.

Through emergent literacy experiences, children are exposed to the rich and
varied language of text, discover how to handle literacy materials such as books and
pencils, and benefit from oral language exchanges with parents, caregivéeachers
(Clay, 2005) This provides a strong foundation and springboard for the skills that are
necessary to become conventional readers (Justice and Kaderavek, 2004), wideh incl
word identification, language comprehension, and the ability to process connected text
(Cunningham, 1993)

When students with moderate to severe intellectual disability reach celoles
without developing conventional literacy skills, one instructional response is todncus
a single conventional literacy skill that appears to be within the studentk’ rea
(Kaderavek & Rabidoux, 2004), such as sight word acquisifiothis case, time spent

engaging in emergent literacy activities must be reallocated to thendriiractice



approaches typically used in sight word instructi@iven the variety of skills that are
required to read, as well the necessity to integrate those skills (Cunningham, 1993)
instruction in only one area is not likely to result in overall literacy developme
Additionally, the lack of needed emergent literacy opportunities further is\gae
ability to develop conventional reading skills (Justice and Kaderavek, 2004).
Instructional Philosophies for Students with Intellectual Disability

The influence of instructional philosophies on literacy outcomes for individuals
with intellectual disability cannot be ignore8ince the late 1970’s, many teachers and
administrators have advocated for a functional life skills approach in Spdciehton
based on age-appropriate activities that would ultimately prepare studergsrocla
independence and productivity in their post-school adult lives as possible (Brown,
Branston, Pumpian, Certo, & Gruenwald, 1979Jjith regard to literacy, this frequently
translates to sight word instructioAlthough the research clearly shows that students
with moderate to severe intellectual disability can successfully legrhvgords, it also
shows that these words are not used functionally, nor do they generalize (BroXuter &
1998) These findings indicate that sight word instruction alone does not meet the
philosophical goals of a functional curriculum.
Legal Changes

In 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) had an impact on public
education in several important wayBhe law emphasized that schools now had to ensure
thatall children were learning from highly qualified teachers who used scientficall
based methods for their classroom instruction such that all children could be reading on

grade level by the end of third grade (LD&partment of Education, 2004) his



included students in special education progtawWhile the mandate was admirable, the
application to the students with moderate to severe intellectual disabiligndagmains
challenging, particularly because very few teachers had the traiegggsary to teach
literacy to this population of students (Katims, 2000)
Evidence Supporting Comprehensive Literacy Instruction

Since the mid-1990s, there has been a growing body of evidence documenting the
effect of comprehensive literacy instruction for students with intelledigability
(Koppenhaver, Hendrix, Williams, 20075tudies have included both elementary
(Blischak, 1995; Hedrick, Katins, & Carr, 1997; Erickson, Clendon, Abraham, Roy, &
Van de Carr, 2005; Erickson, Koppenhaver, Yoder, & Nance, 1997; Katims, 1996) and
secondary students with mild, moderate, and severe to profound intellectualtglisabili
(Erickson & Hatch, 2008, Januaryinterestingly, the school-based comprehensive
literacy interventions used in these studies were developed and monitored by the
researchers but implemented by the instructional. skafbther words, the instruction
was taking place in real classrooms and delivered by real tea€igen the paucity of
special education teachers who have been trained in the comprehensive literacy
instruction (Katims, 2000) that is available to children without disabilities, the
effectiveness of these teachers’ ability to implement the interventispnemising.

Wide Text Exposure

With the knowledge that comprehensive literacy instruction has been shown to
increase the literacy skills of students with intellectual disabilitynthe step is to
further investigate the various components of instruct@ne of these components is the

opportunity to engage in self-selected reading (Cunningham, Hall & Sigmond, 1899)



students without disabilities, self-selected wide reading has beeratedrelith
increased language and literacy skil®pecifically, these include orthographic
processing, fluency, word recognition, prosodic reading, vocabulary, and listening
comprehension (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991;
Hedrick & Cunningham, 1995; Kuhn, 2003)lowever, there is at least one major
obstacle to wide reading for adolescents with moderate to severe intdlidisability
Many of these students cannot read at a conventional level, even by the tineadmey r
adolescenceTherefore, they lack access to interesting books that are written on topics of
interest.

In 2004, the release of tiEIFLSlibrary by Don Johnston, Incorporated provided
a variety of age-appropriate books at an accessible text level for these giderae
readers Although the 51 books in this collection did not constitute a large enough library
for students to engage in wide reading, they did provide an adequate assortment of
appropriate and interesting books for students to use for daily self-seleatiagy:
Thus, there were now appropriate materials available to examine theoéffiadly
reading opportunities on the literacy gains of adolescents with moderatete se
intellectual disability Although some adolescents would not yet be able to independently
read the text in these books, they could be made available for the exploration that
emergent readers engage in to develop concepts about print (Clay, 2d@gjonally,
both emergent and early conventional readers could participate in shared vatudang
partner or in guided listening lessons, since the language used in the books was written at

their level.



Summary

In conclusion, despite challenges in learning and communication, students with
moderate to severe intellectual disability have been shown to make gaiasaicylitvhen
provided with comprehensive instruction and when given access to appropriate aurricula
materials Although this comprehensive instruction is not prevalent in special education
classrooms, nor are most teachers trained to deliver this type of instructiensther
growing body of evidence to indicate that when given support through lesson plans and
curricular materials, teachers can effectively implement apprepnstruction

This investigation examined the benefits of providing daily access to age and
ability appropriate books to adolescents with moderate to severe intellesalalityi as
well as to their teachers'eachers were asked to make these books available to students
through self-selected reading opportunities, class instruction, or some combindtien of
2. The current investigation examined the claim that students with intellectahllitys
need access to the quality of materials and frequency of access ffatsdato students

without disabilities



CHAPTER 2
Students with Intellectual Disability
In the United States, approximately 1% of school-aged children have an
intellectual disability (U.SDepartment of Education, 2002) that is “characterized by
significant limitations both in intellectual functioning and adaptive behaviekpsessed
in conceptual, social, and practical adaptive skills” and originates efege of 18
(American Association of Intellectual and Developmental Disalsl|i#eAIDD
Definition section, para 2)Historically, this disability has been known as mental
retardation, and although that term continues to be used in some situations (e.g., a
qualifying condition for Individual Education Plans, Diagnostic and Statistieaiudl of
Psychiatric Disorders Fourth Edition), the current preferred temtellectual disability
(American Association of Intellectual and Developmental Disadsljt?009) In addition
to mental retardation, several synonyms for intellectual disability apip@arghout the
literature, including cognitive disability (Center for Disease Conf@05), intellectual
impairment (State of Queensland Department of Education, 2006), cognitive impairment
(Beukelman & Mirenda, 2005), and developmental disability (Department of Health
and Human Services, 2008for the purposes of this document, the single term,
intellectual disability, is used.
Intellectual disability is the most common developmental disorder, and estimate
of the number of children affected in the United States range from 7.8 to 16 per 1,000

(Center for Disease Control, 20058yauses of this disability may be known, as in the



case of children born with Down syndrome, Fragile X, or fetal alcohol syndrome, or
children who experience anoxia, certain infections, head injury, or stroke (Beuk&m
Mirenda, 2005; Center for Disease Control, 2005), but it also possible that intellectual
disability can occur without a known caugehildren with intellectual disability

represent at least 9.9% of all students served in Special Education in the Unésg Sta
however, given that intellectual disability may co-occur with other disigsilsuch as a
communication impairment, autism, orthopedic impairment, sensory deficits, and
traumatic brain injury, the 9.9% estimate is likely conservative (US repat of
Education, 2002)

Like all children, students with intellectual disability can learn and gain ne
skills, but the rate of learning and acquisition is slower and/or more uneven than their
peers with average intelligence and adaptive skills (Center for BiSzagrol, 2005)
Consequently, as children age, the achievement gap between children with iratiellect
disability and their peers without disabilities increas&dditionally, there are different
degrees of intellectual disability that affect the rate of learning esuaisation of adaptive
skills. As with the label of this disability, the terms used to describe the various slegree
of intellectual disability and the manner in which those degrees are definechiaaged
over time The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR)
(American Psychiatric Association, 2000) relies on IQ scores to detetharseverity
levels of intellectual disabilitySpecifically, these levels are: (a) mild or educable, as
indicated by an IQ level of 50-55 to approximately 70; (b) moderate or trainable
indicated by an IQ level of 35-40 to 50-55; (c) severe, as indicated by an IQ &gl of

25 to 35-40; and (d) profound, indicated by an IQ level below 20 or 25 (American
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Psychiatric Association, 2000A more recent classification of the degree of intellectual
disability focuses on the level of support that an individual requires rather than the
person’s 1Q level (Luckasson et al., 200Zhe range of support includes intermittent,
limited, extensive, and pervasive
The students who were the target of the current investigation are adolegatents

moderate to severe/profound intellectual disability who require extenspera@asive
support Because intellectual disability co-occurs with other disabilities,ttideats in
the current study, like the population of students with intellectual disabilityhalse
accompanying communication impairments, motor impairments, sensorysjefial/or
additional diagnoses such as autism spectrum disorders

Reading Instruction for Adolescents with Moderate to Severe Intelldatsability
Constructs Underlying Successful Silent Reading Comprehension

Prior to reviewing the types of reading instruction adolescents with moderate to

severe intellectual disability typically receive, it seems necgs$sdirst describe the
skills and understandings required to read with comprehension and to review the
recommended instructional practices for students without disabilAiisough there are
many views and models outlining the primary skills required to read with comprehensi
the model of reference used here is the Whole-to-Part (WTP) Model of Sileahh&ea
Comprehension (Cunningham, 1993he WTP model identifies three key constructs
that underlie successful silent reading with comprehension: word identificatngudge
comprehension, and whole-text print processing beyond word identificdtiovas
selected as a conceptual framework for the current study because itetuaive model

of silent reading comprehension in that it applies equally to individuals without
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disabilities as well as those with a variety of disabilities includindleateial disability
(Erickson, Koppenhaver & Cunningham, 2006).

Word identification is the cognitive process of translating print to assdciat
sounds resulting in the pronunciation of written words (Adams, 1984} involves
knowledge of letter-sound relationships, the ability to invoke strategies to decipher
unfamiliar words, and automatic and accurate recognition of familiarsn@&tati &
McCormick, 2004; Spear-Swerling, 2004h the context of the WTP model, word
identification refers exclusively to the use of print cues to read words and edbers
automatically, as in the case of effortlessly recognizing sight wordstargh mediation
using strategies such as decoding or analogy (Cunningham, 1993; Ehri & Mckormi
2004; Erickson, Koppenhaver, & Cunningham, 200B)e fact that word identification
can occur orally or silently is important in applying the WTP model to individuals wi
intellectual disability.

The language comprehension construct in the WTP model represents thieaabilit
understand written language whether an individual reads something independently or
listens to someone else readThis requires both knowledge of the world and
knowledge of text structures (Erickson, Koppenhaver, & Cunningham, .20G@830
requires the integration of these two abilities

Knowledge of text structures is important to reading comprehension because even
though oral and written forms of the same alphabetic language share sounds, vqcabulary
grammar, and pragmatic rules, there are basic differences becaus#dahes not
usually accessible to his or her reader(s) to clarify informafidre various genres of

text are designed to convey different types of information, and this is sigoalee
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reader through both structure and word chotgpecifically, knowledge of text structures
refers to the reader’s understanding of the way in which a text is organized both
semantically and syntactically (Literacy Matters, n.d.; Natiowmiaidation Association,
n.d.) While fictional texts often have similar patterns of organization, expositety te
can be quite variedFor example, texts that present an argument may either present the
information in a chain, or they may compare and contrast two or more points of view
Other examples of text structures include providing a list for descriptiornjlaagan
event and the reason it occurred, and writing about a sequence of steps or events leading
to an outcomeEach one of these text structures contains transition words and phrases
(e.g.,in particular, as a resultin contrast nex) that guide the reader through the text
and aid in comprehensioff herefore, the written system of language contains various
conventions and cues that the reader must learn through wide exposure to text and
opportunities to interact with more literate others around text

Knowledge of the world refers to background information or experiences that
readers use to understand, learn from, and remember ideas and information in text
(Anderson, 2004) The reader may use his or her knowledge of the world to assimilate
text information, make inferences, decide what is critical to attend to texhe
summarize information, and reconstruct information despite forgetting sotine of
details (Anderson, 2004)

Knowledge of the world also encompasses a reader’s understanding of oral
language Children typically develop oral language naturally through exposure to other
speakers They use the rules of phonology, morphology, semantics, syntax, and

pragmatics well before they are aware of what they are délogvever, Snow and
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Tabors (1993) argue that it is the emergence of a child’s metalinguistieraesa in each

of those 5 domains of language that bridges the gap between oral and written language
For example, the development of metalinguistic awareness allows the chilcetopdan
appreciation for the semantic and spelling differences between homophones, the function
of various punctuation marks, and an understanding of the morphological clues within
written words that influence meaning and syntactic functi@tated simply, interpreting
text requires an individual to use what is known about oral language and to expand that
knowledge to learn the system of written language (Snow & Tabors,.1B@#)iduals

with intellectual disability have, by definition, difficulties developingldaaguage
(American Association of Intellectual and Developmental Disalsl|i#eAIDD

Definition section, para 4) and metalinguistic awareness (Boudreau, 2002); however
appropriate intervention can help them develop sufficient knowledge of the world to
comprehend written language (Hedrick, Katims, & Carr, 1999; Katims, 1996)

Erickson, Koppenhaver, Cunningham (2006) describe the third construct of print
processing beyond the word identification level as including the skills necéssaad
silently with comprehension that are not encompassed by the word idemtifiaat
language comprehension construcisese include controlling eye movements
metacognitively, using inner speech to phonologically recode written words)gnaki
print-to-meaning links words rather than first recoding to speech, projectisgdy to
increase comprehension, and simultaneously integrating these skills whiteuganto
identify words and comprehend the language of tBdcognition of print processing
beyond the word identification level is a unique feature of the WTP model and is

especially helpful in explaining why many individuals with intellectual g,
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including those with motor and sensory impairments and those with complex
communication needs, may be able to successfully read single words and comprehend
written language when others read it to them, yet fail to independentlgileatdly with
comprehension (Erickson, Koppenhaver & Cunningham, 2006).

While the WTP model provides a clear description of the skills necessarylio rea
the instructional methods required to develop these skills have long been debated and
investigated In response to a Congressional mandate to identify the key skills and
methods critical for reading achievement, the National Reading Panel (BIR&3ed a
report in April of 2000 The NRP’s report included a meta analysis of the extant
literature on reading instruction in five areas the panel deemed importariyireading
which resulted in some general recommendations for instructibe areas included in
the meta-analyses were phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and
comprehension, arall were found to be critical in order for an individual to learn to read
(National Reading Panel, 2000)Vhile the debate continues over the NRP’s
recommendations and the methods used to determine them (Cunningham, 2001), it is fair
to say that most researchers and professionals would agree this listessang if not
sufficient representation of instructional requirements for literacyeaement, with
some potentially important instructional practices omitted becausedlesegarding
them did not meet the NRP’s criteria of being scientifically-based (Cumamg2001;
Krashen, 2001) The fact that the five areas of instruction map directly onto the WTP

model but do not reflect all of the constructs in the model supports this point of view.
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Emergent Literacy

Long before children begin to demonstrate skills in the three areas of the WTP
model, in fact from the time they are born, children learn about literacy throughuexpos
to print within their natural environment and seeing models of others using prirg & eal
Sulzby, 1992) They also learn the functions of reading and writing through active
engagement and interaction with the adults in their world (Clay, 20083 phase of
development is known asnergent literacyTeale & Sulzby, 1986) and represents a
viewpoint that is in direct contrast with previously embraced notions of reading
readiness, which were based on the belief that children needed to demonstiate certa
prerequisite skills to benefit from formal reading instruction (Tealau&lgy, 1992;
Yaden, Rowe & MacGillivray, 2000)

The emergent literacy perspective grew from Marie Clay’s observaifdhs
early reading and writing attempts of young children in the 1960s (Teale &Sulzb
1992) Clay felt that the readiness concept was unnecessary bedlacisédren were
ready to learn more than they currently knew (Clay, 200&)ether children
demonstrated readiness skills or not, their varied backgrounds meant thatitteslyadrr
school with more or less literacy experience, and as a result, childrerlyypeman
their literacy journey from different starting points (Clay, 200%)addition to starting at
different places, despite generalized stages of early litegacyihg, there was also a
great deal of developmental variation due to the fact that reading and wréiag w
emerging rather than acquired skills (Clay, 2005; Teale & Sulzby, 1@€9ay (2005)
noted that learning to read did not happen in an orderly way, and it would not happen at

all unless children had opportunities to participate in language and litetadtyesc
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Rather than being the passive recipients of instruction, children at emergent
literacy levels are active and involved learners who benefit from opportutatexplore
and interact with print (Senechal, LeFerve, Smith-Chant, & Colton, 2001y attempt
unconventional and/or unsophisticated writing and reading behaviors such as scribbling,
flipping through the pages of a book, or retelling a story to a stuffed animal apgigy a
their own “primitive hypotheses” (Clay, 2005, B), resulting in discovery and learning
To summarize, emergent literacy “comprises all of the actions, undergjarzdid
misunderstandings of learners engaged in experiences that involve print createh or us
(Koppenhaver & Erickson, 2003, 283), and these experiences are not only necessary
but “intimately tied to later literacy achievements” (Justice and Kamedér 2004, p231)

A Comparison of the Literacy Experiences of Students with and Without Disabilities

An examination of the literacy experiences and outcomes for individuals with
intellectual disability is both shocking and soberitinfortunately, it has been estimated
that only about 10 to 15% of individuals who have significant intellectual disability and
communication impairments develop reading and writing skills atthgrade level or
higher (Erickson, 2003)In 2000, Katims wrote that virtually every review of the
literature found individuals with intellectual disability read well belowardy their
chronological age, but also their mental.abke attributed this to “a serious lack of
literacy optimism” (p.12) for individuals with intellectual disability, résg in
instruction focused on functional rather than academic content and targetingsteyma
of an isolated set of subskills through decontextualized drill and pradtinte approach
is a far cry from the NRP’s recommended instruction in the five areas of ploonemi

awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and compreherSigan the low
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expectations for the literacy outcomes of individuals with moderate to seveiectotd
disability, one must consider the possibility that these expectations actoiadiibute to
the poor outcomes and result in a self-fulfilling prophecy (Kliewer & Biklen, 2001).

Conversely, an emphasis on the importance of high expectations, good
instructional practices, and frequent opportunities to engage in reading and vsriti
found in a retrospective study of adults with severe disabilities including casgenit
speech and physical impairments (Koppenhaver, Evans, & Yoder, 1B9d3e
individuals beat the odds by developing conventional literacy skills, and théytstri
their literacy success to high parent and teacher expectations, education@iropgsr
that were similar to their nondisabled peers, and their own determinéite@ems
reasonable to suspect that the teacher’s and parents’ attitudes as wetbtisrealu
opportunities conveyed a message to these individuals that becoming literate was not
only a possibility but an expectation, resulting in the self-efficacy andnietion
necessary to accomplish that goal (Good & Brophy, 1984).

Two critical questions that arise from these contrasting literacyiexpes are:
(a) how such low literacy expectations for individuals with moderate to severe
intellectual disability developed, and (b) how they continue to be maintaeel
possibility is the information that parents of children with moderate to sevellectial
disability receive from medical, psychological, and educational profeasi (Kliewer,
Biklen, & Kasa-Hendrickson, 2006 Consider the description of severity levels of
individuals with moderate to severe mental retardation, the term used by the
psychological and medical community for intellectual disability, found in the D&M

(American Psychiatric Association, 200@nly one severity level, mild, mentions the
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expectation of acquiring any academic skilifistorically, individuals at this severity
level were referred to as “educable” as contrasted with the descragdtigeoif “trainable”
which was used for individuals with a moderate severity rating (Amerisgchiatric
Association, 2000) Expectations listed for individuals at a moderate severity level
include the ability to develop some vocational and personal care skills, but with tegar
academics, the DSM-IV (2000) states that progress beyond a second gehde le
unlikely. Expectations listed in the DSM-IV (2000) for individuals in the severe category
include familiarity with the alphabet, simple counting, and learning how to ggtt r
some survival wordsClearly, these descriptions do not convey an expectation of
conventional literacy for most individuals with moderate to severe intadiedisability,
and are arguably socially imposed rather than based on biological limitg€ieser et
al., 2006).

Additionally, parents of young children with moderate to severe intellectual
disability may have few opportunities to meet or interact with liteadtats with the
same disability, making it difficult to envision this as a realistic exgpect An
unintentional side effect of low parent expectations is that the child may\weticese
feelings, resulting in decreased confidence and motivation to learn (Light &
McNaughton, 1993).

Another concern is that the care demands of children with moderate to severe
intellectual disability are often intense and make it difficult to find tine tand energy
for literacy activities When compared to self-help, communication, and medical needs,
literacy has been ranked as low priority by the parents and teachersloérchwith

moderate to severe disabilities including intellectual disability bcal@alsy, and severe
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speech and language impairment (Light & McNaughton, 19B3@%ed on information
provided by professionals and personal perceptions, parents may view literacy as an
unrealistic goal for their children and a poor use of their time and enéhiy
perception then impacts the frequency and quality of literacy learningiast(Light &
McNaughton, 1993)If children receive less exposure to literacy materials and
experiences, they have fewer chances to benefit from the early irtesacéicessary to
foster emergent literacy behaviors and less opportunity to develop conventeraallit
skills (Sturm, 2005) Thus, the self-fulfilling prophecy of poor literacy outcomes is
reinforced and maintained.
Barriers to Successful Literacy Learning

As previously described, individuals with moderate to severe intellectual
disability face many challenges that their peers without disabilities dacetThese
challenges can be categorized and described with reference to BeukethMimenda’s
(2005) Participation Model, which identifies several access and opportunity énaer
prohibit successful participation in communication-related activities subiteeacy
Some access challenges are intrinsic and a product of the capabiliiesrafividual
Examples might include problems with cognitive functioning, communication, motor,
and/or sensory impairment$hese challenges exist because of the nature of the
individual’'s disability and can often be addressed through adaptations and/or
modifications of curriculum and instructional materials as well as the essstive
technology (AT) and augmentative communication (AAOpfortunately, individuals
with moderate to severe intellectual disability also encounter numeroussextri

challenges that are created and maintained by otfi&ese include policy, practice,
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knowledge, skill, and attitude barriers that can be extremely difficult torgltenand
result in direct consequences to an individual’'s access to quality instructigke(Ban
& Mirenda, 2005).

Policy Barriers. Two policy barriers that affect students with moderate to severe
intellectual disability are access to AT, including AAC devices, andsadoethe general
education curriculum (Zascavage & Keefe, 20043sistive technology can be helpful
for students with cognitive, communication, sensory, and/or motor challengesédca
can provide independent computer access to electronic books, alternative keyboards fo
writing, and a means of expressive language (Erickson & Koppenhaver, X&tugh
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has mandated sangdar AT
for every student with a disability since 1997, the federal government has not provided
the funding to ensure compliance with this mandate (Zascavage & Keefe, 2004)
Consequently, students can be placed in a position where they must prove that they can
successfully use and benefit from technology before funding agencieslarg twil
purchase it Without the benefit of instruction and practice, this can be an impossible
demand for any child, let alone students with moderate to severe intellecalitgtis
and an immovable barrier in the path of literacy acquisition

Another potential policy barrier involves access to the general education
curriculum When policies support placement in segregated special education settings,
students with moderate to severe intellectual disability are in dangemngfibea
minimally literate environment with reduced instructional time (Klieeteal., 2006;

Mike, 1995; Zascavage & Keefe, 2004)iteracy instruction in segregated settings is

typically based on a personalized curriculum reflective of the beliefs opimd
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Education staff rather than the comprehensive approaches available to stugeneyal
education (Katims, 2000; Sturm, 200%Jowever, inclusion in the general education
setting may also be problematic because once students with moderate to severe
intellectual disability reach the upper grades, there is typically a nabrbatween their
literacy levels and those of their peers without disabilitiasorder to provide rather than
obstruct opportunities for students with moderate to severe intellectual dysgalicies
must address the need for comprehensive instruction at a literacy levelabe¢ssible
for older emergent readers and helps each student progress toward and ultcqatedy a
conventional literacy skills without dramatically reducing instructiomaétas is
currently the practice in special education settings

Practice Barriers. Practice barriers are procedures or conventions that are
assumed by families, school personnel, or society to be legislated polinytheye
actually are not (Beukelman & Mirenda, 200&xamples of practice barriers that affect
the literacy learning opportunities of individuals with moderate to sever&etitell
disability include the myth that students need to demonstrate a set of readingsgea
behaviors before they are ready for formal reading instruction; the adceggef
literacy instructional time used for transitions, personal care, sochatiasti or therapies
(Koppenhaver & Yoder, 1993; Mike, 1995); services such as speech and language and
occupational therapy that target nonacademic goals (Mike, 1995); and focus on a life
skills or functional curriculum rather than comprehensive literacy insbru¢iatims,
2000; Zascavage & Keefe, 2004)ue to the erroneous perception that these practices
are legislated, they are often accepted without question and compound the literacy

learning challenges faced by students with moderate to severe intéitbsaimlity.

23



Knowledge Barriers. A monumental obstacle to literacy acquisition for students
with moderate to severe intellectual disability is limited knowledge aboutigte
literacy instruction for this population (Katims, 200@ven when policies such as the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (U.SDepartment of Education, 2004) are put into
place, and practice barriers such as demonstrating readiness skillearated,
knowledgeable teachers are always a necessary component in delivedtigesfiteracy
instruction While many questions remain about the best practices for this population of
students, there is a growing body of evidence-based literacy interventiondifiduals
with moderate to severe disabilities, including intellectual disabilipp@€nhaver,
Hendrix, & Williams, 2007) Of concern, however, is whether this information is being
taught to preservice teacheia 2000, Katims completed an analysis of contemporary
professional textbooks written for general and special education teacheapoepaie
found that the majority of the textbooks recommended decontextualized and functional
approaches to literacy instruction with only minimal suggestions for intelgpate
comprehensive instruction

Although some newer textbooks claim to describe comprehensive literacy
instructional practices for students with severe disabilities (Ward, BeMaRyndak,
2006), closer inspection may reveal that students are placed in environments where
comprehensive instruction exists, but expectations for student achievemairt iew
For example, rather than requiring students to complete tasks that demaditstaate
acquisition, students are merely expected to particiggtamples include use of a
recorded message to call on classmates who complete the literdey-esltvity instead

of supporting the students with disabilities in doing @her examples of continued low
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expectations include working exclusively on a limited list of sight words hodsitng
pictures to express a message in the absence of opportunities to engage in sgéling a
writing. While placing students in a comprehensive instructional environment is a good
start, well-intentioned efforts to support successful participation by cangpletv-level
tasks may inadvertently continue to prohibit students from having the chance to ngage
literacy learning opportunities and truly acquire literacy skilleus, the ultimate goal of
making meaning from text remains elusive

Skill Barriers. As previously mentioned, access to AT and AAC can be a barrier
for students with moderate to severe intellectual disabititywever, even when students
have access to technology, many teachers feel ill prepared to manage it dostte,
Watts, Wojcik, & Fogal 2008; Zascavage & Keefe, 2004hen this problem is due to
insufficient training, it is a knowledge barrier, but when teachers anccstathue to
have difficulty implementing the use of AT or AAC even after receiving ecicand
training, this becomes a skill barrier (Beukelman & Mirenda, 20B&rause technology
changes rapidly and individuals have varying levels of expertise and comfog arehi
classroom teachers and staff often need ongoing support (Stoner et al.,\X0@8)
support is unavailable to bolster the skill levels of teachers and staff, this ghimres
classrooms that actually have AT and/or AAC devices, but this equipment is often
minimally or never usedFor students with moderate to severe intellectual disability, this
could mean the reduction or elimination of independent access to books, writing, and/or
expressive communication.

Attitude Barriers. The final type of opportunity barrier to literacy learning for

individuals with moderate to severe intellectual disability is an attitudesbarhis may
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be the most “subtle and insidious” (Beukelman & Mirenda, 2003.4d) type of barrier
because even when people believe that students with moderate to severe iftellectua
disability either do not need or are not capable of benefiting from comprehetesiaeyii
instruction, they may not express those views because they are considerey sociall
unacceptable (Beukelman, & Mirenda, 2005; Zascavage & Keefe,.200Bd¥e views
can be held by professionals, administrators, teachers and/or parentseeanthaff
educational settings for students, curriculum choices, and the scope and intensity of
literacy instruction (Kliewer et al., 2006; Zascavage & Keefe, 20G4)en that children
without disabilities receive years of comprehensive instruction to acantpk goals of
independent reading and writing, attitude barriers may represent & |easial
explanation for the reason we provide less comprehensive and intensive instruction to
children who have more challenges
Progression of Instructional Philosophies

During the 1970’s, the Developmental Model was a popular instructional
approach for students with intellectual disability (LiC#fice of Special Education
Programs, 2006)The Developmental Model was based on the premise that all
individuals progress through the same developmental sequence, but that students with
intellectual disability reached developmental milestones more slowlyt @t ad
(Brown, Branston, Pumpian, Certo, & Gruenwald, 197cording to this model,
teachers used the student’s mental age to plan educational programs withrchéorega
chronological ageTherefore, one might see an adolescent student receiving instruction
reflective of a preschool curriculum with minor adaptations (Qf8ce of Special

Education Programs, 2006), resulting in the use of precious instructional time for
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nonfunctional, artificial, and age-inappropriate activities (Brown et al., 18a@®had no
impact on the student’s ability to eventually lead an independent or productive adult life

The introduction of the functional skills curriculum was a direct response to the
unproductive and inefficient developmental approach for students with intellectual
disability. In contrast to moving through a prescribed developmental sequence and
working on bottom up activities, the functional skills approach was based on students
engaging in age-appropriate activities that would ultimately prepareftveam much
independence and productivity in their post-school adult lives as possible (Bebaf)
1979) Brown and his colleagues (1979) defined these functional skills as actions that
would need to be performed by another person if the person with disabilities were unable
to do them The premise was that the more functional skills a person had, the more
privacy, independence and control over choices that individual would have as an adult
Functional curricula addressed vocational, home, community, and leisure skills (U.S
Office of Special Education Programs, 2006) as well as the acquisition and liggeof t
skills in the natural environment to ensure generalization (Brown et al.,. 19/®)
regard to literacy instruction, this was often interpreted as working onremgihg of
signs and labels and filling out written forms (Joseph & Seery, 2004; Zascavagef& K
2004) rather than the comprehensive instructional approach recommended for students
without disabilities.

While the concept of a functional curriculum altered the approach to Special
Education in the late 1970s, federal legislation beginning in the late 1990’s radicall
changed the access and accountability standards for Special Education students

(Browder, Wakeman, Flowers, Rickelman, Pugalee, & Karvonen, 2007), and therefore

27



had a profound influence on a functional approdetr example, the reauthorization of

the IDEA in 1997 required that Special Education students participate and proghess in t
general curriculum (Wehmeyer, Lattin, Lapp-Rincker, & Agran, 2008 purpose of

this mandate was to ensure that Special Education students had access ¢ngirodall
curriculum and to include these students in assessment measures so thateteydie
high academic expectations (Wehmeyer e2ai03)

High standards and accountability were again addressed by the No €fhild L
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, which, as previously stated, required states to denmnstrat
achievement oéll students in reading, math, and science through assessment based on
state standards (Browder et al., 200@p to 1% of the state’s general population could
be assessed on alternate achievement standards, but those standards hadhéal be alig
with the state’s academic content, promote access to the generalhatharspecialized
curriculum, and reflect the highest achievement possible (Browder et al., 2007)

The importance of access to the general curriculum for students in Special
Education was further emphasized in the latest reauthorization of the IDEA, the
Individuals with Disabilities Educational Improvement Act (IDEIA) 2004 (LO¥ice of
Special Education Programs, 2008)though all Special Education students did not
have to be placed in general education classrooms, they were required to heséoacce
the content of the general curriculum, receive instruction from teachera/@riachighly
gualified to teach that academic content in any classroom, and participdéznatal
assessments based on grade-level content standards (Browder et al., 2007)

With the current demand for teaching evidence-based, academic contetiidrom

general education curriculum and participation in state-wide assessm@asiires, some
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special educators question how they will be able to find the time to work on functional
skills to prepare their students for post-school life (Browder et al., 200@nPatt
Polloway, & Smith, 2000) However, according to the Office of Special Education
Programs (2006), “there is functionality in academic skills’3{p When one considers
that literacy is made up of a set of skills that allows individuals with disebito
participate and function more fully and independently in educational as well as
vocational, home, community, and leisure activities (Ward et al., 2006), it fits within bot
an academic and functional educational prograaditionally, comprehensive literacy
instruction for students with intellectual disability meets the spetidiesioutlined in
NCLB, IDEIA, and the recommendations outlined in the NRP report

Certainly, providing evidence-based instruction has been of increasing concern
since the adoption of NCLB; however in the field of Special Education, the evidence base
is limited. One category of teaching approaches that has been investigated involves
“reductionist interventions” (Katims, 2000, 4¢) that use sequenced, hierarchical drill and
practice type instruction focused on isolated skills such as learning theetlpleter
sounds, word decoding, or sight warddthough it is important to determine whether
these interventions effectively improve the target skill, it is equally impbto consider
their effect on overall literacy development and acquisitiéor example, one meta-
analysis investigated sight word instruction for students with moderate amd seve
disabilities (Browder & Xin, 1998)Findings indicated that sight word instruction was
highly effective in teaching students to recognize a small vocabulary, but there w
insufficient evidence to demonstrate that this information generalized beyomnatds

that were taught directly or that this information was used function@lese findings
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highlight the fact that one must question the use of instructional time spent onvan acti
that does not lead to learning beyond the.tdskaddition, there is no guarantee that the
sight words teachers choose to teach actually help to prepare a student fohpolsiife
(Patton et al., 2000).
Evidence to Support Comprehensive Literacy Instruction

The following studies provide evidence that when given appropriate, systematic,
and comprehensive instruction with accessible materials, students witbctizi|
disability can improve their literacy skillsThe common goal in the following studies
was to provide participants with comprehensive instruction combined with meaningful
literacy experiences and rich communicative interactidiss contrasts with the
practice of teaching mastery of one isolated $&ily., memorization of the alphabet or a
list of sight words) to slowly progressing emergent readers in the hopaelahight
appear more age-appropriate (Kaderavek & Rabidoux, 2004). When compared to the
limited use of sight words, the literacy skills acquired by the participantese studies
not only increased, but those gains have the potential to move emergent readers and
writers with intellectual disability toward more conventional litetacy

In 1996, Katims conducted a study that included 4 elementary students with a
mean 1Q of 65 Katims believed that these students would demonstrate more
conventional reading and writing behaviors if they were immersed “in an aathedt
natural literacy-rich environment with the use of contextualized skillsuictgtn” (p.
154). Students had an opportunity to participate in oral language activities, guided
storytelling, reading environmental print on a logo poster, access to alatasgfor

self-selected reading, and daily opportunities to write letters and mesbagéey later
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shared by reading aloudParticipants were in this environment for an entire school year
and demonstrated gains in their concepts about print and word decoding as measured by
the Test of Early Reading Ability-2 (Reid, Hresko, & Hammill, 1989), stamllregs as
measured by a system developed by Leslie Morrow, and writing skillsviblaed from
scribbling into more conventional forms of printing and invented spelling (Katims, .1996)
Students with more severe intellectual disability participated in a nurhbévey
studies of literacy developmenDne such study involved 9 elementary students with a
mean chronological age of 9 years, 8 months and 1Q scores ranging from 40 to 76
(Hedrick, Katims, & Carr, 1999)These students spent a year in a self-contained
classroom that used ti®ur Blocks (Cunningham, Hall, & Sigmon, 1999) approach to
literacy instruction, an approach that has been effective for literaclogevent in
general education studentshe Four Blocks approach provided students with daily,
guided reading and phonics instruction directed by the teacher as well as prnottegs
instruction and opportunities for self-selected reading, which were moredotatded
activities When posttest results were examined, all students, even those with the label of
moderate intellectual disability, made gains in their ability to receguz understand
the concepts and functions of print, retell a story, decode unknown words, use invented
spelling, and read words in isolatioAlthough many of those skills are examples of
emergent literacy behaviors, the difference between them and sight wagditiecois
that emergent literacy behaviors involve active learning and problem solvingddabl
more conventional reading and writing (Kaderavek & Rabidoux, 2004; Teale & Sulzby,

1992).
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Evidence of literacy gains for students with intellectual disabilityirenfyom
moderate to severe and profound levels can be found in a study conducted by Erickson
and her colleagues (Erickson, Clendon, Abraham, Roy, & Van de Carr, ZI00&)
compared student pretest and posttest performance on a variety of emengemt titsks
to measure gains following 8 weeks of instruction using the commercial languige a
literacy programMEville to WEVville(AbleNet, Inc., 2004) The investigation included
23 students between the ages of 5 and 12 years in three different clasdroaddition
to intellectual disability, 16 of these children had complex communication neeéd®s a
used wheelchairs for mobility

In Erickson et al.’s (2005) study, there was no specific implementation protocol
for the intervention Instead, teachers received Wgville to WEvillecurriculum
materials and were asked to use them for at least 30-minutes everytday st
appropriate for their studentdEville to WEvillewas designed for students with
significant disabilities in grades K-6 and included lessons targeting language
development, reading and listening comprehension, writing development, reading
development, and literacy experiences that were extensions of activiéash of the
previously mentioned categorieRather than using repeated trials to achieve mastery of
a limited set of skillsMEville to WEvilleused repetition of skills across a variety of
activities Skills reappeared in different contexts with increased expectations for
independent use over tim&he goal was for students to be able to apply what they had
learned as new opportunities arose.

Although the outcomes from this study did not reveal a statistically sigmific

difference between pretest and posttest scores, the mean overall postésstvere
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higher across 6 of the 7 skills measur&tudents showed increases in emergent writing,
identification of both upper and lower case letters, concepts about print, rhyme
recognition, and phoneme blendingnother interesting outcome of this study was the
increase in the number of students who were unable to complete the pretest but did
complete the posttesChildren with significant disabilities are not often asked to
participate in formal assessments, especially with a completely uigiaadllt such as a
researcherThe increase in posttest completion is not only important because of the
diagnostic information it yields, it also suggests that the participants maylees®ped
a better understanding of their role in performing the tasks and a willingnesétya
participate Given that these outcomes for students with significant challenges éollaw
relatively short, 8-week intervention, the gains have an important “practycaficance”
(Erickson et al., 2005,.153).

Although reading instruction is part of a typical early elementaryatduam, once
students advance to the upper elementary grades and to secondary school, the reading
focus shifts from acquiring and honing the skill to using reading to learn newahateri
core subjectsMany upper elementary and secondary students with learning disabilities
continue to receive reading intervention in early skills such as phonics and decoding
through resource programs, but this is not typically available in the gedacaten
classroom In Special Education, it is often the case that teachers assume that if thei
students have not yet developed some level of conventional literacy by eadycatake,
it is not realistic to expect they will in the futur€eachers and IEP teams may decide to
work on one or two conventional literacy skills such as the alphabet or sight words so tha

the student appears more age-appropriate or functibhdbrtunately, because the
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student is still at an emergent literacy level, these isolated converiaskalare
meaningless (Kaderavek & Rabidoux, 200A}¥ the Browder and Xin (1998) sight word
meta-analysis showed, students with intellectual disability could leamadttts they
were taught directly, but they were unable to transfer that skill to new words the
learned words in new situatian$herefore, the utility of teaching isolated conventional
literacy skills to older students who are still at an emergent literaclisegeestionable.
Several case studies describe comprehensive rather than functional literac
programs implemented with older emergent readers, even adults, with modera&rdo se
intellectual disability One literacy program developed for Jordan, an 11-year-old boy,
was described during hi'4nd %' grade school years (Erickson, Koppenhaver, Yoder,
& Nance, 1997) Jordan had spastic cerebral palsy, and severe speech and physical
impairments in addition to moderate to severe intellectual disab@er a 2-year
period, his literacy program included word-level instruction using the Making Words
approach (Cunningham & Cunningham, 1992), writing with invented spelling, and self-
selected silent readingddditionally, Jordan gained access to a dynamic display
communication device, the Dynavox (Dynavox Technologies: Pittsburgh, PA), which
gave him the opportunity to generate speech by selecting preprogrammess pdirage
words, and/or using the alphabet to spdtirdan used the Dynavox to actively participate
with peers in academic portions of the day and wrote using invented spelling dassg cl
writing activities, but he completed his word instruction independently while thefrest
his class worked on spellingVord and phonics instruction were not part of tHeadd
5™ grade curriculum, yet Jordan still needed to develop and improve this area of.readin

In Jordan’s case, the integration of reading, writing, and language instriesgidted in
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improved spelling, increased writing, active engagement with books, and an increased
ability to use his Dynavox for communicatioBecause Jordan could not use speech to
communicate, his improved spelling and writing skills affected more than prsicit
and academic task§ hey allowed Jordan greater flexibility and independence to
compose messages on his Dynavox, one of his primary means of self-expression
Another case study describing use of a comprehensive but somewhat eclectic
approach to teach literacy to an adult was reported by Pershey and QDo) They
described the literacy gains of a 35-year-old woman named Christine overia 7-yea
period Christine was born with a severe heart defect and moderate intellectudltglisabi
Her parents were told that there were no school programs for their daughter, lsepthey
her at home and focused on teaching self-care and appropriate socialiomersicthe
age of 35, Christine told a supervisor at her sheltered workplace that she wantad to lea
to read and write, and instruction began with one of the therapists at her care center
Rather than having Christine memorize decontextualized letter-sound corresgsnaienc
a list of survival words, her teacher created literacy activities @sitigentic, connected
texts Instruction included reading in unison, echo reading, language-experience stories
that Christine dictated, decoding, writing to dictation, and use of invented spelling for
communication As Christine’s literacy skills improved, she became a more active
participant in her own learning by expressing preferences and making chmoéser
literacy learning goalsThrough informal assessment and work samples, she
demonstrated improved word recognition and spelling, and to a lesser extent, improved
comprehension of sentence and paragraph level téten explaining how an adult

with moderate intellectual disability at a preoperational Piagetiesh é®uld benefit from
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comprehensive literacy instruction, the authors stated that Christine “madeargapite
of her abilities as documented by testing” (Pershey & Gilbert, 20@27%, and
suggested that traditional measures such as IQ scores may not be gredietsirs of
the potential to acquire literacy.

Foley and Staples, (2003) conducted a study that provides a powerful example of
the benefits of literacy instruction for a group of adults with moderatevévese
intellectual disability These researchers worked with 5 adults between the ages of 22
and 35 who had 1Q scores ranging from 35 to Biktest results indicated that 2 of the
participants had emergent literacy skills, 2 had some beginning readiisg akdl1 was
in the process of transitioning to conventional reading and spelling

One interesting twist to this study was that communication and literacy
interventions took place at a sheltered workplace rather than a school orettinig s
The researchers provided participants with a comprehensive program thatdrdihede
instruction in guided reading and listening to improve comprehension strategies and
working with words activities to improve phonics and spelling for approximately 2 hours
during the course of each wedRuring work breaks, the researchers added high interest
and appropriate books and writing materials to the lounge, and the staff encouraged
participants to select a book or engage in writiAgditionally, the researchers added
appropriate print exposure to the work place and trained the staff to capitalize on
opportunities to help participants engage in literacy and communication astivitie

Each of the participants in this study made gains in both literacy and
communication skills In addition, the supervising staff at the workplace noticed this

development and began to expand the vocational choices for each of the participants
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including working in the community rather than in a sheltered environndin®
participants were reportedly “highly motivated” (Foley & Staples, 2003, p. 340) to
participate in the literacy lessons and began to engage in more spontaneays litera
activities By using a balanced and comprehensive literacy curriculum that included
relevant topics and systematic instruction, adults with moderate to sevéestunéd
disability made meaningful progress towards becoming conventional reexievgiters
Assuming these adults can continue to access interesting reading s#tatiare
appropriate for their text level, their motivation to engage in literacy aetwvill likely
continue and result in even greater improvement in their literacy skills (Cunnirggham
Stanovich, 1997).
The Impact of Comprehensive Instruction Combined with Age-Appropriate, Accessible
Materials for Adolescents

In 2004, the Center for Literacy and Disability Studies (CLDS) at the hiiye
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, in collaboration with 2 companies, AbleNet,
Incorporated and Don Johnston, Incorporated (DJI), embarkPdopect ConvergeOne
goal of the project was to create a set of comprehensive literacy leassriqilteachers
to use with older emergent readers based on AbleNet’'s sucdd&sfillie to WEville
(AbleNet, Inc., 2004%urriculum BecauseéMEville to WEVvillewas created for students
aged 6-12 years, the new curriculum needed to include books and activities thdillwere s
at emergent reading and writing levels but targeted topics of interestdtascentsTo
meet this goal, DJI authored 3 new sets of books for $tait-to-FinisIf Literacy

Starters (STFLShat built upon the content in tiMEville to WEVvillecurriculum.
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The STFLSbooks were a natural choice for this project for numerous reasons
They are universally accessible electronic and paperback books writterrategent
literacy level about topics of interest to older readé&rpartial list of STFLStopics
includes books about science, history, geography, sports, and adapted versions of works
by classic authorsThe STFLSlibrary also includes books about social concerns such as
dating, employment, and independence from parents (see Appendix A for a coraplete li
of STFLStitles). TheSTFLSauthors pay careful attention to the specific vocabulary used
as well as the complexity and variability of sentence structuress library of
commercially available books fills a void that exists for older emergaders by
providing them with books that they have the ability to read and books about topics of
interest

The lessons created fBroject Convergéargeted comprehensive instruction
through the use of word study (i.e., word wall, vocabulary), comprehension, and writing
activities (see Appendix B for examples of each lesson.typa)each set of 3 books,
there were a total of 45 lessons (5 word study, 5 comprehension, and 5 writing) each
designed to last 30-45 minuteAs with MEville to WEville theProject Converge
lessons did not focus on mastetgstead, they required students to use the skills they
were learning in a variety of contexts with increased independence expeetdine

The materials developed Rroject Convergevere evaluated in an 8-10 week
intervention study The investigation included 53 students in Florida and North Carolina
between the ages of 15 and 24| students attended one of two public, segregated
special education schools and had a diagnosis of moderate to severe intellectual

disability. Many students had additional challenges including motor and/or sensory
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impairments, complex communication needs, and disabilities such as autidimlcere
palsy, and Down syndrome

This component dProject Convergemployed a single group, pretest/posttest
design Prior to the intervention, a researcher administered the Universalgsgibte
Emergent Literacy Battery (Erickson et al., 2005) to each studém assessment was
comprised of tasks addressing emergent literacy behaviors such as canoceptsiat,
writing, letter identification, blending individual sounds to identify a pictured word, and
identifying pictures of words with the same initial sound and words that rhymed
Because many of the participants in this study were unable to verbalizartheirs,
acceptable responses included pointing to a picture, giving a yes or no response to a
variety of choices, or exhibiting a discrete response behavior during partisezdss
scanning This assessment was repeated for each student at the conclusion of the
intervention with progress measured by an increase in posttest s@eregth the
previously mentioneiEville to WEvillestudy, some students exhibited progress simply
by being able to complete the assessment at posttest when they were unabjgeie com
the pretest.

The outcomes dProject Convergeevealed a significant increase in posttest
scores}(52) =-2.915% = .005, and a Cohentsof .14, indicating a small effect from the
intervention (Erickson & Hatcl2008, January)Given the level of challenges that these
students faced, their history of extremely limited literacy progeess the short
intervention period, a small effect represented a meaningful gasddition to the
guantitative gains, teachers of the participants reported qualitative chiartgs their

students’ enjoyment of the literacy lessons and in their own increasedagiquescof
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their students’ capabilities (Erickson & Hatch, 2008, Janug&gme of the teachers’
comments about the study included, “It gave me a new insight into teachinggréddin

was fun to see the excitement on their (students’) faces,” “It tauglst thiat | thought

were very important to kids,” and “You just don’t think about kids getting into reading ...

but they really did.”

Throughout the course of the study, it was interesting to note the increased
engagement of students during the literacy lessons and the growing enthudiasim of
teachers After 2-3 weeks of intervention, teachers began to proudly display student
work in the school hallways and consistently sought out researchers to repastadtorie
student progress and contributions to class les9dasy students also pulled a
researcher aside to point out their work and/or to share a fa8difteSbook Clearly,
there were significant changes in both teachers and students following 4 liessons
focused on a library of 3 books§siven the impact of access to three books, what would
happen if classrooms had access to entire libraries of age and abilityregapriopoks
for both instruction and independent reading?

Observation fronProject Convergeevealed a variety of classroom library
scenarios, all of which showed an overall lack of appropriate reading métebakh
instruction and independent, self-selected read@gssrooms had either no books
available for students to read in their leisure time, books that were writterutdr
younger students, books that had interesting pictures but text that was too ddfitgt
reading level of the students, or some combination of the alWitbout interesting and
appropriate books, teachers lacked the materials they required to develop their ow

lessons wheRroject Convergended and students were in danger of not being able to
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maintain or expand their newly developed literacy skills as a result of compnehe
instruction or by engaging in independent, self-selected reading

While the outcomes d?roject Convergevere encouraging, they led to other
obvious questionsWould the gains these students achieved during the study be
maintained and perhaps even increased over time? Would teachers be able to support
their students in making progress when they were required to teach without thedfenefi
the prepared lessons providedPiroject Converge Since those lessons were effective
with their students, it was hoped that the teachers could integrate whatattmeg lento
their own instruction and somehow find appropriate books for instruction and
independent, self-selected readifthe aim of the current study was to address several
guestions that arose froRroject Convergéy providing students with intellectual
disability with daily exposure to a library of age and ability appropresding materials

The Benefits of Wide Exposure to Text

Wide Reading

When the National Reading PaiiRRP) released its review of the available
research and recommendations for reading instruction in April, 2000 (Nationah&eadi
Panel, 2000), several leading researchers were disconcerted by the omission of the
practice of wide, independent, or self-selected reading (Cunningham, 200ierKras
2001) The NRP (2000) evaluated independent reading as a possible contributor to
reading fluency and concluded that research “has not yet confirmed winetyeendent
silent reading with minimal guidance or feedback improves reading acleevamd
fluency” (p. 25) The NRP used stringent criteria to determine research that waseeligibl

for inclusion in their analysis, and this caused controversy since some resefaithiees
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NRP’s criteria were arbitrary (Cunningham, 2Q00xhers felt that wide reading studies
included in the NRP review were misinterpreted (Krashen, 2001) and certainlg, it wa
reasonable to question whether fluency was the only or most appropriate redtling ski
that wide independent, or self-selected reading might influence.

The practice of wide independent, or self-selected reading is defined as an
individual's exposure to a variety of texts by self-selecting the mistetrasome studies
this practice is referred to as print exposure (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990;
Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991) or independent reading (Applebee,. 1988)
Additionally, various studies differentiate between self-selected mgaidinng school
hours, as in the case of allocated class time for sustained silent readiregding that
students engage in outside of school (Anderson, Wilson, Fielding, 1988; Taylor, Frye, &
Maruyama, 1990) Because these distinctions are not consistent in the literature, unless
otherwise noted, all wide independent or self-selected reading, whether it ocaugs dur
or after school hours, is referred to as wide reading throughout this manuscript.

Wide Reading and the Relationship to Language and Reading Skills

Time spent in wide reading has long been considered worthwhile, but throughout
history, there has been a tendency to over interpret the positive effects widg heedin
had on society (Cipielewski & Stanovich, 199Fpr example, there is a link between
national levels of literacy and economic development, but is literacy the cause of
economic development or a consequence of it (Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1892)?
similar question arises when one considers the fact that avid readers, those agsoieng

the greatest amount of wide reading, tend to be good at reading compreh&usand
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readers engage in wide reading because they are good at it, or are they gadidat re
because they do so much of it (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998)?

In the field of cognitive psychology, the cognitive correlates approahden a
dominant theory in efforts to address these questions (Stanovich, West, Cunningham,
Cipielewski, & Siddiqui, 1996) This theory views cognitive processes as a determinant
or cause of reading abilityyet, it could be argued that reading actually develops
cognitive ability because it exposes an individual to a much richer vocabulary than
speech (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998) as well as providing contextual clues to
decipher the meaning of unfamiliar words (Snow & Tabors, 1998xts also contain
information that expands the knowledge bases of the reader, and reading provides the
opportunity to develop automatic word recognition through extensive practice
(Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990)n a summary of their studies, Cunningham and
Stanovich (1998) report that in all of their investigations, engaging in wide reading ha
shown significant results fall children, even those with limited reading and
comprehension skillsThus, it appears that rather than cognitive skills being a
determinant of reading ability, there is a reciprocal relationship (Stdneval., 1996)

Reading skills.Several studies have investigated the relationship between wide
reading and reading skills (Anderson et al., 1988; Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1992; Kuhn,
2005; Taylor et al., 1990)One reason to suspect that engaging in reading could improve
reading skill is the Input Hypothesis as proposed by Krashen (18f@Qargued that to
acquire competence in spelling and vocabulary a child needs comprehensible input in t
form of reading According to Krashen (1989), knowledge built through skill building

exercises such as memorizing spelling or vocabulary words was limitagsbeca
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conscious learning focused on form rather than the overall understanding and utilize
mental faculties that were not specialized for language learimngpntrast, successful
wide reading focused on overall understanding and employed language-|eaenitzd)
faculties

With regard to the impact of wide reading on overall reading growth, resesarche
have investigated the amount of time spent outside of school in wide reading (Anderson
et al, 1988), the amount of time spent in school that a child engaged in wide reading
(Taylor, et al.), and the number of children’s book titles recognized bydaashd proxy
measure of wide readindgVith one exception, the amount of wide reading predicted
significant growth in reading ability over tim&he single exception occurred in a study
by Taylor, Frye, and Maruyama (1990), in which there was no significant reldapons
found between the amount of reading a child engaged in at home and growth in reading
skill. This finding, however, may be a result of poor reliability of the measure used to
calculate time spent reading at home rather than the lack of a relationstegiinéome
reading experiences and growth in reading skill (Cipielewski & Stanpo¥8%?; Taylor
et al., 1990).

Researchers have also explored the relationship between wide reading and some
of the more specific skills required for readin@rthographic processing is a skill that
contributes to word recognition (Adams, 1990), an essential component in overalyreadin
comprehension (Cunningham, 1993; Gough & Tunmer, 1986 study investigating
the relationship between wide reading and orthographic processing, wide reading
contributed a significant amount of the variance in measures of orthograptesgng,

even beyond phonological ability (Cunningham & Stanovich, 199djh regard to
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measures of fluency, including word recognition, prosodic reading, and correst wor
read per minute, Kuhn (2005), found that students who received instruction based on
wide reading made “substantive” gains on pre and posttest measures (p. 127)
Language skills.As with reading skills, researchers have also examined a variety
of language skills and their relationship to wide readi@gomsky (1972) found
significant correlations between measures of wide reading and stagesaatisy
development in children between the ages of 5 and 10.yAarshildren’s wide reading
increased they demonstrated knowledge of more syntactically complercaniehe
author concluded that the correlation was due to the greater variety of vocahdlary a
sentence structures seen in text than those that are heard in 3pg#eheading has
also been associated with vocabulary, spelling skills and general knowledge
(Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991Wide reading as measured by a Title Recognition
Test (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990) was a significant unique predictor of spelling
ability, several measures of word and vocabulary knowledge, and general world
knowledge Interestingly, wide reading was also found to have a significant relationship
with listening comprehension if"4yraders (Hedrick & Cunningham, 1995) and amount
of growth in listening comprehension frofff ® 5" grade (Hedrick & Cunningham,
2002) Because listening comprehension of written passages involves the use of
semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic skills (e.g., making inferences) stiielses suggest
that wide reading has a role in the comprehension of connected text beyond word

recognition and increased vocabulary.
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Methods, Measures, and Designs Used to Study Wide Reading

The relationship between wide reading and various language and literagy skill
has been investigated in individuals that range from children as young as 5 yagas of
(Chomsky, 1972) to senior citizens (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1988 measures
used to collect wide reading data have changed over tine of the earliest measures
of reading volume was developed by Huck and included a multiple-choice quiz
pertaining to 60 popular children’s books, poems, and stories (Chomsky, Xauther
early measure was a checklist of children’s books that was completed by bdtlidhe c
and his or her parent(sinfortunately, the inclusion of 400 titles made this a lengthy
and cumbersome task (Chomsky, 197Rarent and child interviews as well as diaries
have also been used to obtain information about amounts of wide reading, but the
disadvantage to these methods was that they were time and labor intensive olgm
as well as to analyze data (Chomsky, 1972; Stanovich et al., 1996).

Other measures of wide reading have focused on having children complete a dail
record of the amount of time engaged in reading (Anderson et al., 1988; Taylor et al.,
1990) The problem with this approach was that it often involved teacher cooperation
and the use of precious classroom time to complete daily red@edbaps a more critical
concern was that children had to rely on recall to report reading activity fiem t
previous day or previous weekend, resulting in questionable reliability (Tadbr e
1988)

In response to these concerns, Stanovich and West (1989) developed two proxy
measures of relative print exposure for use with adults called the Authorrftexog

Test (ART) and the Magazine Recognition Test (MRThrough the use of a checklist
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containing actual author or magazine names as well as foils these researehted a
measure with adequate reliability that eliminated many of the prolasstxiated with
earlier wide reading measures (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998 ART and MRT
could be administered quickly in groups and yielded a numerical. sBerause foils
were included on the checklist, guessing or exaggerating the number of booksgead wa
not a temptation for the respondeidditionally, a respondent did not need to produce a
lengthy recall that could potentially tax memory and/or linguistic skilsrder to
demonstrate familiarity with a book (Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1992).

The ART and MRT inspired the researchers, Cunningham and Stanovich (1990),
to create an adapted title recognition measure that would be appropridfeafut &'
grade children They developed the Title Recognition Test (TRT), which included 40
titles of popular children’s books as well as foikn estimate of the internal consistency
reliability of this original version of the TRT was reported as .81 (coefftclpha)
(Hedrick & Cunningham, 1995)Since that time, adaptations of the TRT have been used
in a number of wide reading studies (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991; Hedrick &
Cunningham, 1995; Hedrick and Cunningham, 2002)e adaptations have involved
excluding books from the original TRT that were included in classroom instruction and
modifications to comprise a list of age-appropriate texts (Hedrick & Cunnind@0og)
Each modification was followed by analysis that continued to support the refiabilit
the TRT

In summary, despite the method used to gather data, measures of wide reading
have been correlated with increased performance in both reading and langusige skil

(Chomsky, 1972; Kuhn, 2005)'he amount of wide reading also predicted reading
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performance on various criterion measures of reading (Anderson et al., 1988;
Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991; Hedrick & Cunningham, 2002; Taylor et al., 1990).

How Might Wide Reading Apply to Adolescents with Moderate to Severe
Intellectual Disability?

The literacy skills of adolescents with moderate to severe intellectaddiliy
are greatly under-investigateds previously mentioned, current literacy instruction for
these students tends to be dominated by behaviorist approaches focused on drill and
practice of isolated skills (Katims, 200(jowever, as suggested by Krashen (1989),
knowledge built through these forms of skill building exercises is limited because
conscious learning focuses on form rather than the overall understanding aed utiliz
mental faculties that are not specialized for language leariiinig raises questions
about how adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disability mighegeput
that comes from an opportunity to practice literacy skills in the context ofre@ding,
their opportunities for exposure to numerous books about a variety of topics, and whether
access to wide reading would have the same positive impact on this population as it has
on other students.

Many children with moderate to severe intellectual disability arblarta read at
a conventional level even by the time they reach adolescdintge may have as much to
do the type of previous literacy instruction they have received as with the iofplaetr
cognitive impairments (Kliewer et al., 2006)\s for opportunities to engage in wide
reading, there is a mismatch between books that have an accessible tdat lvesle

students and books that are written about age appropriate tégiesresult, these

48



adolescent students are left with the choice of reading books that are too difficult
books that seem immature and/or uninteresting.

Until recently, teachers have coped with this problem by reading aloud, providing
books on tape, or identifying books with simple text about meaningful or humorous
topics and making them available for older readers (Fielding & Roller, 1@%Rgr
adaptations have included creating either written or electronic books for stabents
familiar events or topics of interedilot only are many of these attempts to locate or
create books for older students at beginning reading levels time consuming, sbhera of
may not provide the intended support for comprehendian example, listening to a
book read aloud will not provide access for a student if the text is above that student’s
listening comprehension level (Catts, Hogan, & Fey, 2003; Nation, Clarke, Marshall, &
Durand, 2004) Merely removing the burden of decoding does not guarantee text
comprehension.

Another approach to making books accessible to older beginning readers is the
practice of pairing or replacing text with picture symbols (Downing, 2086jtware
programs such as Boardmake6yMayer-Johnson, 2006), PixWriter v. 3 (Slater
Software, 2008), Unity for Writing with Symbols and Communichtdrint (Prentke-
Romich, 2004), and Writing with Symbols 2000 v. 2.6 (Widgit Software, 2002) allow the
user to type in running text and produce an associated picture symbol paired with each
word. Although this practice is intended to help students understand and become more
involved in literacy activities, it is questionable whether the picture synalctlslly
support the beginning reader in developing literacy sKillse outcomes of several

research studies that investigated the use of pictures to support the developmedt of wor
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identification in readers with and without disabilities indicated that chilgr@méd more
words in fewer trials when words were presented alone than when paired with pictures
(Pufpaff, Blischak, & Lloyd, 2000; Samuels, 1967; Samuels et al., 1974)

Pairing picture symbols with words may actually be confusing for a number of
reasons Symbols represent specific referents, which may include tangible geah as
objects, visible actions, or abstract concepts such as feelings or idedeifv&den &
Yoder, 1986) The ease with which a symbol can be interpreted in the absence of its
referent can range from transparent, which is a fairly obvious association, toceahs
or a somewhat obvious association, to opaque, which is difficult to interpret (Fuller &
Lloyd, 1991) Picture symbols that represent grammatical functions are likely opaque
and may not relate to the context of a stdfgr example, consider verbs, suctdasnd
is. By necessity, these words are represented by abstract drawingarbfteary symbol
or a sign (see Figure.1)f a student must learn to associate meaning with those abstract
representations, one must ask why not simply teach that student the alphabetig spelli
those words Although the alphabet is an abstract symbol set, the letter combinations are

a much more widely understood and conventional representation of. words

do is

Figure 1. Boardmaker picture communication symbols for the vetbsndis (Mayer-

Johnson, 2006).

50



Another difference between text and picture symbols relates to the multitude of
single words that have multiple meanings and/or perform more than one grashmatic
function While one word may have a consistent spelling, the context of surrounding
words provides clues for the reader about the semantic and syntactic functiotacf¢he
word. In the case of picture symbols, there are often multiple choices to represént sing
words Consider the worglay, which has a single spelling for both the noun and verb
interpretations Using picture symbols, this word might be represented by a drawing of
peopleplaying a game, kidplaying on a playground, someopkying music (e.g., an
instrument or a CD), or a picture of a schplaly. Additionally, the people represented
in these symbols may be stick figures or line drawings of a people with ay\argktin
tones and hairstylesThese are all valid ways to represent the word, but how do so many
different iconic representations of a single written word affect tha@er®@Unlike the
consistent spelling of the wopday, the reader may not be able to predict which version
of iconic representation will be useddditionally, without a standard, rule governed
system such as the alphabet, who makes the decision about which symbolic
representation of a word is the most appropriate? If the chosen symbol repaeserds
in a context that is either unfamiliar or different than what the readerysasteng, it
may actually impede rather than improve comprehension

There are a variety of commercially available symbol systefzartial list of
those used in software to create picture-supported text includes the Boardmajesr (Ma
Johnson, 2006), Widgit Literacy Symbols (Widgit Software Ltd., 2002), Communicate:
SymWriter Pictures (Crick Software, 2005), and Literacy Support Pic{Btater

Software, 2008), and Unity for Writing with Symbols 2000 and Communibatrint
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(Prentke Romich, 2004 Each symbol system has its own representation of individual
words and concepts with some representations being more similar acrdbarsetbers

(e.g., translucent symbols suchdag) versus opaque symbols suchisdgsee Figures 2

and 3) One potential problem that could exist for students would be learning a particular
symbol set in one classroom environment, then moving to a new classroom where the

teachers uses a different software program to symbolize text.

s

dog
I
I

Figure 2. Boardmaker picture communication symbols for the words, dog and is (Mayer-

Johnson, 2006).

Figure 3. Unity icons for the wordgjog andis (Prentke Romich, 1995
In contrast to the phenomenon of several picture symbols representing one word,
often times a single symbol is used to represent several words and/or muttidéates
of a particular word For example, when one looks up the PCS symbol for the igrd
in the Boardmaker library, there is a drawing of a small, medium, and large adjtrare

an arrow pointing to the largest square (see Figur@His same symbol is also used to
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represent the wordbjggest a derivation of big, and the synonyax,ge. Another
example is one of the symbols for the wgabd(see Figure 5), which also serves as the
symbol for the phras@rd place an interpretation that may be based on the relative
words, good, better, and begtithough this may seem somewhat similar to the concept
of a single spelling for a word with multiple meanings, one major differenaesiiog the
same symbol to represent multiple words is likely to reduce the number of syambols
person needs to access due to space limitations in communication systemsand/or t
quickly locate a symbol to facilitate communication rate and efficieBecause these
types of picture symbols were developed to replace and/or augment oral conti@munica
rather than written language, it makes sense that there would not be an emphasis
developing a large symbol vocabulary to represent synonyms, word derivations, or a
variety of morphosyntactic forms (e.g., she versus her, me versddsewever,
synonyms, word derivations, and syntactically accurate words are impaortaritten
language and are often critical to expressing and comprehending the intersdadene
Therefore, it seems likely that using the same picture symbol to represensvar
synonyms, word derivations, or morphosyntactic forms would result in confusion and
decreased comprehension of the written information.

big biggest
T ~a

o]

Figure4. The single Boardmaker picture communication symbol, which is used to

represent both the worbig, and its derivatiorhiggest(Mayer-Johnson, 2006).
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good third place
N % %
4

Figure5. The single Boardmaker picture communication symbol used to represent the

word, goodand the phras¢hird place(Mayer-Johnson, 2006).

Although there have been investigations concerning the effect of pairing picture
symbols with words on word reading, there are currently no studies about ttie effe
picture supported text on overall reading comprehension or the development of concepts
about print (e.qg., directionality of print, one-to-one correspondence between spoken and
written words, understanding that text rather illustrations convey the meaAisig)
pointed out in a research to practice brief prepared by The Center faclitard
Disability Studies at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill (no)daterent
practice, common sense and anecdotal reports indicate that the use of pictuteduppor
text for emergent level readers may lead to increased interest, attentexpéordtion of
written materials, and perhaps the development of some concepts about print (e.g.,
knowing where the cover of the book is, practice turning the pages, pretend reading)
However, these are only impressions and without empirical evidence, teauters a
professionals cannot be certain of the effects of pairing text with pictlires practice
should be used with caution, and professionals need to be sure that by pairing pictures
with text, they are not inadvertently impeding upon the potential benefits of wilagea

of text
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High Interest Books for Older Beginning Readers

Given the difficulties of creating interesting books for older emergenters and
the lack of evidence associated with the value of pairing text with symiisi$pitunate
that there is now a series of books on the market written for adolescent studentsdwho rea
at the most beginning levelén 2004, Don Johnston, Incorporated began marketing a
library of books called the Start-to-Finfshiteracy Starters§TFLS. This library now
includes a total of 54 books that are written on core curriculum topics such as science,
geography, history, and social studies, as well as stories about adolescent cuaterns
as sports, dating, high school, and self-advoc&sfer to Appendix A for a complete
list of STFLStitles. The books are short in length, contain high quality photographs, and
include vocabulary and text that is appropriate for older students despite their beginning
reading levels Additionally, each book can be purchased in an electronic version with
the option of mulitmedia presentatiokven if students cannot yet decode the text, they
can benefit from listening to these books because the language comprehensimsdema
are unlikely to exceed their emergent literacy or receptive langaagls IRemoving the
decoding demands when books are at an appropriate listening comprehension level may
help a struggling decoder’s overall comprehension (Curtis, 1980).

Although theSTFLSbooks have been on the market for the past 3 to 4 years,
there was no existing research concerning how daily exposure to theseignttsehate
to reading improvementT he results fronfProject ConvergéErickson & Hatch, 2008,
January) indicated that following the use of 3 of §id-LSbooks with 40 related
comprehensive literacy lessons adolescent students with moderate to sellectuite

disability made significant gains in their emergent literacy skiBlased on the
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correlations and the significant unique contribution of wide reading to various reading
and language skills reported in the literature for students without dishilttseemed
reasonable to expect a similar relationship when adolescents with moderaer¢o se
cognitive disabilities had an opportunity for daily exposure to a variety of bavksde
the total of 51STFLSbooks might not be considered extensive enough for students to
engage in wide reading, this library represented the largest collectgye @nd ability
appropriate books for adolescents at the most beginning reading levels. As such,
providing daily reading opportunities of tBd FLStexts was the closest approximation to
wide reading possible using a commercially available library for this ptomulef
students. Besides investigating daily reading opportunities, an additionet ke
between previous wide reading studies and the current study was that text egggsure
listening to a book, reading a book as part of class curriculum) was measured versus
confining the investigation to independent reading of self-selected mat@edause the
STFLSfilled an existing void of reading materials for this population, listening to a book,
familiarity through class lessons, and self-selected readingalldrehaviors of interest.
Conclusion

In reviewing the history of educational approaches used with individuals with
moderate to severe intellectual disability, there have been many atteragtiress their
learning needsThe developmental approach focused on educational tasks that were
commensurate with the student’s mental age, but resulted in little preparataoiulfior
life (U.S. Office of Special Education Programs, 2Q08he emphasis on functional and
life skills curricula was a response to this concern and an attempt to beptarepr

individuals with moderate to severe intellectual disability for increasegemdience and
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post-school life (Brown et al., 1979nfortunately, functional and life skills curricula
were undefined, and what was considered functional for students was left open for
interpretation With regard to reading, a functional curriculum was often interpreted as
learning a list of sight words selected by the teacher, the family, ahd/teP team
(Joseph & Seery, 2004; Zascavage & Keefe, 20B#search has shown that sight word
instruction did not generalize beyond the words that were taught directly and that the
words learned were not used functionally (Browder & Xin, 1998yen the skills
necessary to read text with comprehension and the instructional recommendaations f
children without disabilities, confining reading to sight word instruction haetyned
like an effective approach to literacy instruction for any student, let aldoneens with
learning challenges

In the 1990s and continuing into the new millennium, federal legislation such as
NCLB and the reauthorizations of IDEA 1997 and IDEIA 2004 began to mandate that
students with special needs have access to the content of the general curricgiwe, re
instruction from teachers who were highly qualified to teach that acadentent in any
classroom, and participate in alternate assessments based on graceatevs
standards (Browder et al., 2008everal studies have shown that when provided with
systematic comprehensive instruction, students with moderate to sevédeetuné!
disability can acquire some measure of literacy (Erickson et al., 20@&sé&ni, et al.,
1997; Hedrick et al., 1999; Pershey and Gilbert, 2002).

Even when students with moderate to severe intellectual disability reymode
instruction, one problem continues to exist for older emergent redtiesslifficult to

find books that contain text these students have the ability to decode and comprehend that
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are written about topics of interest to older studemigically, older emergent readers

must choose between books with simple text that are written for very young mlaifdie

books that are interesting but too difficult to read with comprehensierther of these

are acceptable choice$he availability of a new library of books, t8d FLSby Don

Johnston, Inc., provides one solution to this dilemBeacause three books from this

series had previously been used in combination with 40 comprehensive literacy lessons to
develop emergent literacy skills in adolescents with moderate to sevelertotd|

disability (Erickson & Hatch, 2008, January), this study sought to investigatéebes e

of daily opportunities to choose and read books from the entire libr&VifSbooks

on literacy development
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CHAPTER 3
Purpose of the Study
This study was designed to investigate the effect of providing daigsadto a
wide variety of age and ability appropriate books,Stat-to-Finislf Literacy Starters
(STFLS by Don Johnston, Inc, to adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual
disability. Because many adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual tisehi
at an emergent level, there is a mismatch between books that are availabte @a the
topics of interest and books that they have the ability to read with comprehenfkisn
results in limited opportunities to engage in self-selected reading of avaniégy of
books, a practice that has been associated with increased word recognition, wcabular
prosodic reading, and listening comprehension skills in individuals without dissbili
Additional goals of the study were to ascertain whether previous teacher exfmsur
comprehensive literacy lessons developed for books similar to those used in the current
study would result in greater literacy gains for students of those teamtto see if a
relationship existed between the number of books read by students and their pegormanc
on a literacy assessment.
Methods
Research Hypotheses
This study employed a pretest/posttest, quasi-experimental nested tdedegermine
the benefits of providing adolescent emergent readers with moderate toistiketual

disability and their teachers with daily access toSmeLSlibrary. Students were



assigned to one of two groups based on their teachers’ participation in a previous study
Project Convergé€Erickson & Hatch, 2008, Januarylpuring Project Converge

teachers used three of tB& FLSbooks with an implementation plan comprised of 40
comprehensive literacy lessons developed specifically for those.bdbkditeracy

lessons focused on word study, comprehension and writing activities (see Appendix B)
Students whose teachers did not participatraject Convergevere assigned to group

1: STFLSonly. Students whose teachers used the 40-literacy lesson implementation plan
in Project Convergevere assigned to group @TFLSwith previous but not current

access to an implementation mad&he specific hypotheses tested were:

Hypothesis One. Classroom differences in literacy learning opportunities and
materials that exist between groups at pretest will be eliminated by ttlesion
of the intervention.

Hypothesis TwoAll participants, independent of group membership will show a
significant increase in their reading abilities as a result of the use ST tHieS
library whether or not teachers have had previous access to an implementation
model.

Hypothesis ThreeStudents in Group 2, whose teachers had previous access to the
implementation model, will demonstrate significantly greater gainsl sealing
measures than students in Group 1, whose teachers did not have previous access
to the implementation model

Hypothesis Four. Students in Group 2, whose teachers had previous access to the

implementation model, will check out books for independent reading with greater
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frequency than students in Group 1, whose teachers did not have previous access
to the implementation model
Hypothesis Five There will be a predictive relationship between the number of
books read and performance on all reading measures for all participants
independent of group membership
Hypothesis SixStudent performance on an adapted title recognition test including
titles of STFLSbooks as well as plausible foils will correlate positively with the
total number of texts read as recorded in personal reading logs
Participants and Setting
Site.
This study was conducted in a public separate special education school serving
students with moderate to severe intellectual disability located in theld@etlanont
region of North CarolinaDuring the period of the study, the school served 126 students
between the ages of 5 and 22 years with moderate to severe intellectuiétydisBhe
ratio of students to teachers was 3:1, and 67% of the students were eligible @or fre
reduced lunch A breakdown of students by ethnicity at this school and school averages
across the state of North Carolina is shown in Tabl€He research site included 6
secondary classrooms that completed the 40-lesson implementation nexgéat

Convergeand 4 that did not
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Table 1

Ethnic Representation for Research Site as Compared to North Carolina State Averages

Ethnicity Research Site Averagefor NC Schools
African American 48% 30%
Asian 5% 2%
Caucasian 44% 55%
Latino 2% 10%
Native American 1% 1%

Teacher Participants

A total of 10 teachers were recruited to participate in this study, and @.agiee
were certified to teach special education, and only 2 of the 9 teachers haalighér t
students who were enrolled in general education progré&sis group, they had an
average of 15.22 years of teaching experience with a range that extendeddrdtn 2 t
years.

As mentioned earlier, the teacher participants were divided into two groups based
on their previous experience with t8&FLSbooks and the 40-lesson implementation
plan used irProject Converge.There were 4 teachers who comprised Group 1 of this
study, those who did not participateRrnoject Converge Although all 4 of these
teachers were at the research site wPraject Convergevas conducted, they had a
variety of reasons for not participatingjwo of the teachers worked with students that
were 19-22 years old, older than the original age randgerégect Converge Once the
student participant age range was extended, these teachers were offdeatifed the

opportunity to participate, and neither teacher provided an explandi@nother 2
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teachers in Group 1 had different assignments during the peridértdjatt Converge
took place One teacher worked in a K-2 setting; therefore her students were too young
to be included The other teacher worked as a school counselor and did not have her own
classroom At the time of the current study, the last 2 teachers had been reassigned to
teach high school aged students

Three of the 5 teachers who made up Group 2, those with previous experience,
were initially recruited to participate FProject Convergdecause their students had
significant disabilities and were between the ages of 8 and 18 y&&es learning about
Project Converggetwo additional teachers at the school site petitioned to be included
despite the fact that at 19-22 years old, their students were older than thegangeige
Students in these two classes worked together frequently, as one of the petitioning
teachers was responsible for teaching these students LanguagedAttie ather for
teaching Math and Scienc&iven the paucity of literacy research involving this
population of students, the principal investigator obtained permission to extend the age of
participants and included these teachers and their studdhigj@t Converge

A comparison of the teaching experience between the 2 groups of teachers
revealed several similaritieS he range of teaching experience in Group 1 was 3 to 30
years, with a mean of 15.25 yeafor Group 2, the range of 2 to 26 years was slightly
more restricted, but the mean of 15.2 years of teaching experience wasderdrbal to
Group 1 Each group included 2 teachers who had taught for 4 years or less and 2
teachers who had taught for 24 years or méi@ specific details on each teacher

participant, refer to Table 2.
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Table 2

Professional Experience of Individual Teacher Participants

Teacher Group

CB 1
Al 1
FR 1
KT 1
BH 2
MH 2
JM 2
RM 2
LW 2

Y ear s of
Experience

30

24

25

19

26

Current Class Description

Age Range: 15-19 yrs.
Intellectual Level: Moderate

Age Ranget6-22 yrs.
Intellectual Level
Severe/Profound
Age Rangd:2-18 yrs.

Intellectual Level: Moderate

Age Rangel7-21 yrs.
Intellectual Level:
Severe/Profound
Age Ranget8-21 yrs.

Intellectual Level: Moderate

Age Rangel2-14

Intellectual Level: Moderate

to Severe
Age Rangd2-16

Intellectual Level: Moderate

to Severe

Age Ranget6-21

Intellectual Level: Moderate

to Severe

Age Ranget9-21

Intellectual Level: Moderate
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Past or Current
Experience Teaching
Students with:
Emotional Disturbance,
Learning Disabilities,

Mild to Moderate
Intellectual Disability
Autism, Severe-
Profound Intellectual
Disability

Autism, Moderate and
Severe-Profound
Intellectual Disability
Severe-Profound
Intellectual Disability

Autism, Moderate and
Severe-Profound
Intellectual Disability
Autism, Severe-
Profound Intellectual
Disability

Autism, Mild,
Moderate and Severe-
Profound Intellectual
Disability

Autism, Severe-
Profound Intellectual
Disability, as well as
Medically Fragile
Students

Autism, Learning
Disabilities, Moderate
Intellectual Disability,
as well as General
Education



Student Participants

Forty-three students between the ages of 12 and 21 participated in the study and
were assigned to 1 of 2 groups based on their teachers’ previous experience with the 40-
lesson implementation plan usedAroject Converge As a requirement for enrollment
at the research school site, all students had a documented intellectualtyisatbié
moderate to severe/profound range as measured by a standardized Bgtasise
intellectual disability often coexists with other conditions, a number of student
participants had accompanying communication, motor, and/or sensory impairments
Since the reading technology used in the study had a universal design, these students
were welcomed and encouraged to participdteey added to the external validity of the
study by representing the range of students typically found in self-cahtpeeial
education classrooms for individuals with moderate to severe intellectuailitisa

Both groups of students included some adolescents who particip&exjant
Convergeand some who did no©Of the 14 participants in Group 1, 7 participated in
Project ConvergeGroup 2 included 24 students who participateBrnoject Converge
and 5 who did notRefer to Table 3 for a breakdown of demographic information by
group.
Table 3

Student Participant Demographic Information

Group 1 Group 2

n 14 29

Male 12 22

Female 2 2
Free or Reduced Lunch 43% 69%

Race/Ethnicity

African American 21% 38%

Asian 0% 7%
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Race/Ethnicity (Continued) Group 1 Group 2

Caucasian 65% 48%
Latino 7% 7%
Multi-racial 7% 0%
Special Education Qualifying Condition
Autism 36% 41%
Moderate Intellectual Disability 21% 35%
Severe/Profound Intellectual Disability — 14% 3%
Multiple Disabilities 29% 21%
Additional Complex Communication Needs 71% 41%

Sample Size

A total of nine certified special education teachers participated isttidg To
determine the sample size of student participants, a general forfaulenultivariate
research, N = 3kp was used, where N was the itataimple size, k equaled the number
of groups, and p represented the numbef variables (Huberty, 1994)n this study, k
equaled 2 since there were twgroups (with and without exposure to the
implementation model iRroject Converge and p equaled 7 for the number of
dependent variables resulting from the battery of assessments: théVlaa@isitie
Reading Test-Fourth Edition (GMRTMacGinitie, MacGinitie, Maria, Dreyer, and
Hughes, 2000), the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Bg&eigkson,
Clendon, Abraham, Roy and Van de Carr, 2005), and the researcher constructed Title
Recognition Test (TRT) (Cunningham and Stanovich, 1988)ng this formula, the
estimate for sample'size was 42
Pretest and Posttest Procedures for Student Participants

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test - Fourth Edition (GMRMacGinitie et
al., 2000), the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy BattengKson et al., 2005),

and an adapted version of a Title Recognition Test (Cunningham and Stanovich, 1990;
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Hedrick & Cunningham, 2002) were used with the student participants at pretest and
posttest All assessments were administered to individual students by the researeh
trained research assistant who had experience with students with disabilities

The GMRT was selected as the measure of early conventional reading
achievement for a variety of reasons, including the national standardization@odsig
testing of reliability and validity, as reported by the publish@hen compared to other
well-established norm-referenced tests such as the lowa Testiof3&dls and the
Stanford 9, the GMRTyields a correlation coefficient of around 0.8, which demonstrates
adequate reliability (Hirsch, 20Q7pdditionally, the GMRT has been determined to be
a valid measure of reading ability, and test scores in early grades hawshbe®nto
predict scores in later years (Hirsch, 2007he GMRT® measures the core reading skills
identified by the National Reading Panel and the International Readingi&ssncand
the range of levels that can be tested begin at pre-reading and extend thedfigh tw
grade

In the current study, 5 student participants completed Level 1 of the GMRT
which included word decoding and silent reading comprehension sulidestgto the
brief intervention period and reports in the literature of the GRBing used as a
criterion-referenced test (Hirsch, 2007), raw rather than standard seeesised to
calculate gains from pretest to posttegSorrect responses received a score of one and
incorrect responses were scored a3 e passages on the comprehension subtest were
comprised of both expository and narrative genfasidents were asked to read 2 to 3
sentences at a time, and then identify one of 3 pictures that illustrated thagn&ani

what had just been read’he response format was particularly appropriate for
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adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disability becaudenitdiequire
verbal skills Additionally, if a student did not have the motor control to point to the
desired response, a communication partner could scan the choices and watch for the
student to demonstrate a predetermined response behavior

To assess the emergent literacy skills of all student participantestercher
chose the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battéhys is a comprehensive
measure of early reading skills, specifically, concepts about pritingyralphabet
identification, identifying words with the same initial sound and words that rhysneld,
phoneme blendingThe Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery has been used
in two previous studies includirigroject Convergewhere it yielded coefficient alphas of
r = .83-.87 In the current study, the Universally Accessible Emergent LiteBattery
yielded coefficient alphas of r = .77-.88 bothProject Convergand the current study,
scores from the alphabet identification subtest were excluded because taeyive
positively correlated with the other emergent literacy subtests, thusigdhe internal
consistency of the measurkt appears that in the samples from these 2 studies, students
may have memorized the alphabet in a rote manner rather than learning how to use the
alphabet in the way it is taught to typically developing readers, as a tool fargeadi
spelling, and/or phonemic awareness activitigs a result, knowledge of the alphabet
was unreliable as a measure of emergent literacy understanding

As with the GMRT, the accessibility of the Universally Accessible Emergent
Literacy Battery made it particularly appropriate for the paodicts in this study
Responses could be directly accessed by pointing or adapted for scanningmr yes/

responses, so a student did not need to not have verbal speech to complete the
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assessmentRaw scores were used to measure gains from pretest to posttest with a total
of 42 points possibleWith the exception of the writing sample, which was scored on a
scale from 1 (uncontrolled scribbling) - 5 (conventional letters with phonemimgpel
correct responses earned 1 point and error responses were scored as 0.

During the concepts about print (Clay, 2005) subtest, students looked at a
commercially available book designed specifically for the.tdsle pages in the book
had been manipulated with text or pictures inverted on some pages, text written from
bottom to top and right to left, and other deviations from traditional bobksks
included demonstrating how to orient and progress through a book, indicating the
directionality of print, and understanding that the text rather than the pictokedepthe
meaning in a boakFor the writing sample, students received an accessible writing tool
and paper and were asked to write about the topic of their cHdigeng the alphabet
identification subtest, students were asked to identify a specified letteaffield of
three choicesThree phonemic awareness tasks made up the remainder of the
assessment~or the initial same consonant subtest, the examiner said a target word while
showing the student a matching picture communication symbol (PIG@)student was
then asked to identify the word with the same beginning sound from a field of 3 PCS
symbols that the examiner pointed to and nanTdtwe procedure for the rhyming subtest
was similar to the initial same consonant subt&sie examiner named a target word
while pointing to a representative PCS symbithe student was then asked to identify
the word with the same ending or rhyming sound as the examiner named and pointed to
the 3 PCS symbol choice the final subtest, sound blending, the examiner asked the

student to listen to some sounds and put them together in his or her head to make a word
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The student indicated his or her response by identifying a PCS representation aitthe w
from 3 possible choicesAll words used in the sound blending subtest had a consonant-
vowel-consonant structuré&see Appendix C for sample pages of the 3 phonemic
awareness subtests from the Universally Accessible EmergeradyitBattery

Finally, an adapted title recognition test (TRT) was used as a proxsureez
wide text exposure (see Appendix. [§everal versions of TRTs have been used in
studies with students without disabilities (Cunningham and Stanovich, 1990; Hedrick and
Cunningham, 2002)The TRT was a preferred method for measuring wide text exposure
because it has low cognitive and language demands, and it eliminated sosigdlglde
responses by including foils

Based on examples cited in the literature (Cunningham and Stanovich, 1990;
Hedrick and Cunningham, 2002), the researcher created a TRT specificakhe fior this
study Two forms of the test were constructdgiach included 25 of the 51 book titles
from theSTFLSlibrary and 13 foils The foil titles included 17 titles that tISTFLS
publisher, Don Johnston, Incorporated, had either not yet released, revisedted rejec
and an additional 9 titles that were created using morphosyntactic and semantic
constructions similar to existing title®rior to finalizing the list of titles, one of the
STFLSauthors reviewed and approved the foils created by the researcher as bdamg simi
to the existing titles Additionally, a university professor who was unfamiliar with the
STFLSlibrary reviewed both forms of the TRT and was unable to identify the foil.titles
Next, real and foil titles were separated, alphabetized and assigned a basgzkton
that sequenceThe assigned numbers for each set (i.e., real titles, foil titles) were then

run through a random number generator two times, then assigned to Form A or Form B
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based on the position within the final sequengk odd numbered items from the real

title and foil sets were placed on Form B and even numbered items went on Fortin A, wi
both forms listing titles alphabeticallyor the purposes of this study, only the 38
randomly selected items on Form A were used.

Student participants were administered the TRT as a class during pndtest a
posttest measureg&ach student received a test form, and the class was instructed by a
member of the research team to either mark or let their teacher knowa yessmake
a discrete response such as a head nod) the names of books they.h&tudsads were
also told that some of the titles on the list were pretend or made up, and that they would
lose points if they selected those titl&tudents were reminded to only indicate titles
they were sure they knevA member of the research team then read each of the titles on
the test form aloud while classroom teachers and staff assisted studeotsdmgetheir
responsesScoring was based on the procedure used by Hedrick and Cunningham
(2002) The proportion of incorrect responses was subtracted from the proportion of
correct responses resulting in a possible scoring range of -1 #tfltetest, the
researcher knew whicBTFLStitles, if any, each student had been exposed to from her
experience withProject Converggeand scores were based on that informatfeimce all
students in the current study had access to the &TkeSibrary during the course of
the intervention, posttest responses were counted as correct or incorrect basetthi@en whe
the student identified real or foil titles, respectively
Pretest and Posttest Procedures for Adult Participants

Pretest and posttest procedures for the adult participants included an adapted

version of the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation (ELL@@h (& d
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Dickinson, 2002) and a researcher constructed teacher interViewgoal of both of

these measures was to obtain a pre-intervention baseline and document post-onerventi
changes in classroom environments, teacher beliefs and attitudes towac liter
instruction for their students, as well as the availability of literaayieg opportunities.

The ELLCO is a field-tested observation tool designed for kindergarten through
3 grade classroomdt was selected for use in this study because although the student
participants were adolescents, they read at the emergent and eady lggeds targeted
in the ELLCQ Adaptations used in the current study included the replacement of the
Teacher Interview with a researcher-constructed interview and thedelé6 items that
were not appropriate for the literacy instruction of adolescent studgpeifically, the
deleted items included the provision of books, props, and writing tools in classroom areas
designated for block and dramatic play. Raw scores were calculated fromtdepiosal
of 116 points.

The portions of the ELLCO used in the current study included a Literacy
Environment Checklist, a Classroom Observation Rating Scale, and a Libetagties
Rating Scale The psychometric properties of the ELLCO were obtained through the
publisher, Paul HBrookes Publishing Company (2008), and were calculated on
information obtained from a sample of 616 classrooms over a 6-year.p€rnacbach’s
alpha scores for each section of the ELLCO were (a) Literacy Environrhenklist
total score = .84, (b) Classroom Observation total score = .93¢phitieracy Activities
Rating Scale total score = .7Zhus, the internal consistency of all sections of the
ELLCO ranged from good to excellerAdditionally, inter-rater reliability for each

section of the ELLCO ranged from 81 to 90% when novice observers received training
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from an experienced observeklthough this researcher would be considered a novice
observer with regard to the ELLCO, 4 of the 18 administrations of the checklist (i.e., 2
pretest and 2 posttest) occurred under the supervision of an experienced observer.

The teacher interview contained a total of 18 questions divided into 4 topic areas
Specifically, the interview topics addressed the teacher’s professigalence, the
amount and types of books available to students in their classroom libraries, the
frequency and type of literacy instructional activities in their clasmad how often
students engaged in self-selected readiftyee of the questions required a simple yes or
no response, and one question required the teacher to select 1 of 3 possible Theices
remaining questions were open ended with prompts listed for the interviewer if the
teacher had difficulty with a responsee Appendix E for the content of the teacher
interview.
Inter-Rater Reliability

For all of the assessment measures in the current study, one of 7 volunteers
recruited by the researcher assisted with secondary scdrrege volunteenscluded 4
licensed speech-language pathologists, 2 university professors with ddetgmees in
Education, and 1 licensed physical therapfdt had at least 2 years of professional
experience working with students with moderate to severe intellectubllidysaPrior to
administering the assessments, team members reviewed and practiadcthtestration
with another adult

After all assessments had been completed, inter-rater reliabglgylatermined
using point-to-point agreement between two raters on at least 15% of all asgessm

Percent of exact agreement was calculated by dividing the number of agteem
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between raters by the total number of agreements and disagreements, thenmgubyply
100.

Since the GMRT® and the Universally Accessible Emergent Literatey
were administered individually, 2 raters scored them consecutiVlly primary rater sat
next to the student and administered the test, while the second rater sat atettabkam
and observedEach rater scored assessments individually, without knowledge of the
other rater’s scoring decisianfnter-rater reliability was calculated for 15% of the 86
administrations of the Universally Accessible Emergent LiteracteBat6 pretests and 7
posttests) and ranged from 90 to 100% agreement, with an average of 6:84te
GMRT®, inter-rater reliability was calculated for 20% of the 10 test admatistrs (1
pretest and 1 posttest) and ranged from 98 to 100% agreement with an average of 99%
Disagreements among raters occurred when students made unexpected bodytsoveme
that raised questions about the intent of the choice and/or when a student’s selection of
response was uncleaFor example, if a student touched more than 1 picture symbol
when responding to a question, concerns arose as to whether the intended response was
the £'symbol the student selected, the last symbol or neiff@towing calculation of
inter-rater reliability, discrepancies were discussed among &atdra final decision was
determined based on mutual agreement.

Inter-rater reliability for the TRT was calculated for 22% of the 74 tetdb
administered (8 pretests, 8 posttesB&@cause the TRT was administered to classes
rather than individual students, scoring occurred after all testing had bepletamin
Tests examined for inter-rater reliability were randomly setedEach student

participant was assigned a number between 1 andH@se numbers were then run
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through a random number generator 2 times, one time for each administration of the
TRT. The top 8 numbers of each of the 2 random generations were then matched with
the codes of the student participants to be scored by a secondntgerater reliability
ranged between 95 and 100% agreement, with an average score af B#éPépancies
occurred when students made unclear marks on their response forms that extended into
more than 1 response box, were near but outside of a response box, or were written so
lightly that it was unclear whether the mark was intentioba$crepancies were resolved
by discussion and consensus.

Four of the 18 administrations of the ELLCO were examined for inter-rater
reliability (2 pretest and 2 posttesihe range of point-to-point agreement was 88 to
99% with a mean of 94%Because the researcher was a novice observer with regard to
the ELLCO, she deferred to the opinion of the second rater, an expert observer, to resolve
scoring discrepancies.
Intervention

For approximately 7 weeks or 31 school days, teacher participants were asked to
make theSTFLSbooks available to their students for at least 30 minutes each day either
through instruction, self-selected reading or a combination of theB&cause the
STFLSbooks were available in both paperback and electronic formats, teachers were
asked to read the Literacy Starter Guide to become familiar with theasefand learn
how to customize access for individual read@pecific instructions included making
the reading technology and paperback books accessible to students during unstructured

class times and for any specified self-selected reading #dditionally, teachers were
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encouraged to use tiB FLSmaterials during literacy instruction, but no suggested or
prescribed lesson plans were provided.
Data Collection Methods and Instruments

To track the instructional use of books, teachers kept a log of the texts they used
during literacy lessonsThe form consisted of a table prepared by the researcher with
space to list book titles and a brief explanation of the purpose for that readingtfor ea
day of the week Teachers were also asked to keep any lesson plans or instructional
materials they created-or example, a teacher book log might show that a class read the
bookNot Until You're 16Stemach, 2006) to predict the ending (purpose for reading) on
a Monday Additionally, the teacher might provide the chart students completed while
engaged in the lessoifo see a blank teacher book log, refer to AppendiXtie
researcher collected teacher book logs at the end of efameék of the intervention

To measure student reports of text exposure, each student received a reading lo
placed in a personal folder near the classroom librahe logs had a list of all of the
STFLSttles and columns for each day of the we&kudents were asked to check off the
title of each book they selected to read or listen to during the school' daghers and
staff supported students who were unable to complete the task independently imgecordi
the books they chose for self-selected readifite researcher collected student book
logs at the end of each week of the interventiBefer to Appendix G to see a blank
student book log.

The information from the student books logs was compared to an adapted version
of a TRT (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991; Hedrick & Cunningham, 208&)ce a

TRT had not been used with students with moderate to severe intellectual glisabilit
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was unclear whether this population of students attended to books titles and/or if they
remembered themTo gather initial information regarding the validity of using a TRT

for this population, students completed a TRT prior to receiving access3Sa S

library, and it was expected that the students would recognize no more than 3tkeseal i
on the test At the completion of the investigation, the students completed another TRT,
with the expectation that the number of real book titles that the students recognized
would increase.

Treatment Fidelity

One of the goals of this study was to determine how teachers and students
independently used an accessible libraFfzerefore, the treatment criteria were not
particularly stringent Treatment fidelity measures included verbal confirmation of
teacher completion of the Literacy Starter Guide, which described how toaSERLS
instructionally, at least 2 observations of each teacher conducting a liesaow, bi-
weekly collection of teacher book logs, and weekly collection of the student book logs.
Planned Analyses

Several statistical analyses were conducted to address the hypothesggtus
research Results were considered significant when they fell at or below an alpha of .05
Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Mac.

Hypothesis OneClassroom differences in literacy learning opportunities and
materials that exist between groups at pretest will be eliminated by ttleision of the
intervention.

Raw scores from the ELLCO were used in an independent satesten the

mean pretest as well as posttest scores of the 2 groups of teachersonAlligitinean
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scores of the various sections of the ELLCO were compared by group to detéenine t
areas of greatest difference prior to the intervention.

Hypothesis TwoAll participants, independent of group membership will show a
significant increase in their reading abilities as a result of the use 8T tHeSibrary
whether or not teachers have had previous access to an implementation model.

The initial plan for addressing this hypothesis was to use a multivariatsianaly
of variance (MANOVA) to analyze the data set according to the treatynaun
(independent variable = group) to determine if there were significantegitfes on the
dependent variables, which included the gains scores from the five subtests of the
Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery and the shag¥escore of the
GMTR®. However, after calculating the coefficient alphas from the pretest attégios
performance of all participants on the Universally Accessible Emekgienacy Battery
(r=.77-.83), it was determined that the subtests were correlated highlyhendug
considered a single rather than multiple dependent variablesefore, a one-tailed
paired samplestestwas used to compare the pretest and posttest performance of all
student participantsBy coincidence, all students whose literacy levels were appropriate
to complete the GMRT® were in Group 2, and a separate paired sdftgdesas used
to evaluate their gains from pretest to posttest.

Hypothesis ThreeStudents in Group 2, whose teachers had previous access to
the implementation model, will demonstrate significantly greater gairadl reading
measures than students in Group 1, whose teachers did not have previous access to the

implementation model
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An independent samplégestwas used to compare the performance of students
between groups and determine whether their gains scores on the Univicsalgible
Emergent Literacy Battery (dependent variable) differed s@amfly by group
membership (independent variabl&ince all students who completed the GMRT® were
in Group 2, performance on that measure could not be compared across groups.

Hypothesis FourStudents in Group 2, whose teachers had previous access to the
implementation model, will check out a variety of different books for independent
reading with greater frequency than students in Group 1, whose teachers did not have
previous access to the implementation model

A one-tailed independent samptegstwas planned to compare the frequency
with which students in Group 1 and Group 2 checked out different books.

Hypothesis FiveThere will be a predictive relationship between the number of
books read and performance on all reading measures for all participantsoheteef
group membership

Linear regression was planned to determine whether participants’sgaies on
the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery (ddpat variable) could be
predicted by the number of different books read, as reported in the student reading logs
(independent variable)Because only 5 students completed the GRRErformance on
that measure was not included.

Hypothesis SixStudent performance on an adapted title recognition test
including titles ofSTFLSbooks as well as plausible foils will correlate positively with the

total number of texts read as recorded in student reading logs
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Pearson product moment correlation was planned to compare performance on the

TRT with the total number of books read as recorded in the student reading logs
Summary

This study was designed to investigate the effect of providing daigsaco a
variety of age and ability appropriate books to adolescents with moderate to severe
intellectual disability Additionally, the study sought to determine the additive impact of
instruction provided by teachers who had used 40 literacy lessons the previousrsemest
that were based on a comprehensive approach to literacy instrudsorg one
commercially available assessment, one assessment that had been used@ug previ
studies, and a researcher-constructed assessment, the literacy gairmips2fr
adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disabilities wereimeéasd
compared Further analysis was planned to investigate differences in teachergsactic
attitudes, and beliefs concerning the value of literacy instruction for thisgimpubf

students
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CHAPTER 4
Results
The purpose of this investigation was to determine the effect of providing ongoing
opportunities for students with moderate to severe intellectual disabilityetachivith a
variety of age and ability appropriate texg&udents were divided into 2 groups based on
their classroom teachers’ experience with 40 comprehensive literacydaessed in a
previous study at this research sRegject Convergeand three books from tf&tart-to-
Finish® Literacy Starter§STFLS library used in this studyMultiple analyses were
conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Mac to test the six hypotheses in the current inmestigat
and are described in the remainder of this chagt#tranalyses were based on an alpha
of .05.
The Instructional Context
The first hypothesis guiding this investigation involved the classroom
environment and instructional opportunities provided by the 2 groups of teachers.
Hypothesis One proposed that classroom differences in literacy leappogunities
and materials that existed between groups at pretest would be eliminaibed by
conclusion of the intervention. Two assessments were completed to describe the
instructional context of the study and to determine the presence of any aignific
disparities between the classroom environments and literacy learning oppestuniti
afforded to the 2 group of student participants both before and after the intervention

These included the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observdilcn@fe



(Smith and Dickinson, 2002) and individual teacher intervieBescause these
assessments were administered before and after the intervention, teegtergded to
capture changes in the classroom environment, teacher attitudes anchbeligfthe
value of literacy instruction for their students, and the type and amount of instructiona
activities provided to the student participants.

ELLCO and Teacher Interviews

Raw scores from the ELLCO were analyzed in a variety of ways to make
comparisons between teachers in Group 1, those who did not participatgeict
Convergeand Group 2, those who did participatd’moject Converge Additionally,
data were analyzed to determine the overall growth of all teacheripamtgin
providing literacy learning opportunities. The ELLCO pretest and posttestidtal a
subsection scores for both groups of teachers are included in Table 4.
Table 4.

Mean Pretest and Posttest Total and Subsection Scores for the ELLCO

Group 1 (n=4) Group 2 (n=5)
Literacy Environment
Checklist
Pretest 13.0 18.0
Posttest 16.5 21.4
General Classroom
Environment
Pretest 21.75 24.2
Posttest 24.0 26.6
Language, Literacy and
Curriculum
Pretest 14.5 20.8
Posttest 26.0 314
Literacy Activities Rating
Scale
Pretest 3.0 5.2
Posttest 5.25 7.8
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Total Score Group 1 (n=4) Group 2 (n=5)

Pretest 52.0 72.0

Posttest 70.2 87.2

Prior to conducting an independent samptiestto test for mean differences
between the two groups at prefélse data were screened to ensure that they met the
assumptions for this analysis, specifically, equality of variances andahdistribution
of data Next, an independent sampteestwas performed to compare the mean
ELLCO pretest scores of the 2 groups of teach&hss was of interest to document the
similarity and disparity of classroom environments and teacher prabgt@sen the 2
groups at the outset of the studihe results revealed a significant difference, with the
teachers in Group 1 scoring lower than the teachers in Group 2, as indicated by a mean
difference and standard error difference of -18.2 and 6.769, respediiveky-2.689p
=.016 This suggested that the literacy learning environments in the classrooms of the
teachers in Group 1 did not offer the same depth and breadth of literacy materials and
artifacts as did the classrooms of the teachers in Group 2

Next, the mean scores of the various sections of the ELLCO were compared to
determine the areas of greatest disparity between grdiney were the Literacy
Environment within the classroom (mean difference of -6.0 points) and the Language,
Literacy and Curriculum scale (mean difference of -6.3 poir@gjestions included in
the Literacy Environment Checklist focused on two areas, books and wiitlitly
regard to books, areas investigated included the availability and appeal sdraafa
book area, the number and variety of books in the classroom, and the accessibility of
books to studentsWriting items addressed the types of writing materials, supports, and

models available to students as well as evidence of student work displayed within the
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classroom Three of the 4 teachers in Group 1 had few or no books that could be
independently accessed by students and little to no student writing displayed héthin t
classrooms In contrast, 4 of the 5 teachers in Group 2 had accessible books available for
their students, and 3 of the 5 teachers in that group had samples of student writing
displayed in their classrooms and the surrounding hallways

The Language, Literacy and Curriculum scale from the ELLCO required the
observer to rate the teacher’s facilitation of oral language, reading amdywrit
opportunities and instruction, and the integration of curriculum with classroomiastivit
Although oral language facilitation was an area of strength for the tsaoh@roup 1, 3
of the 4 teachers did not provide structured reading or writing lessons, and/disdittle
evidence of any type of literacy curriculum in the classroom activifiess represented
a marked difference from the teachers in Group 2 who were conducting guided reading
lessons several times a week if not daydditionally, two of the teachers in Group 2
consistently provided writing opportunities and displayed student work.

Teacher interviews prior to the initiation of the study were consistémthe
ELLCO observationsTwo of the 4 teachers in Group 1 reported that their students
would destroy books if they were available without adult supervision and that they did
not feel it was appropriate for their students to work on writingiact, one of the
teachers thought that due to his students’ unpredictable behaviors, it might be dangerous
for them to have access to pencils

At the conclusion of the study, an independent santjiestwas conducted to
compare the ELLCO posttest scores of the 2 groups of teadRessilts from this

analysis yielded a mean difference and standard error different®.®fand 8.42,
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respectivelyf(7) = -1.805p = .114, and did not reveal a significant difference between
the groups While there was not a significant difference between the two groups of
teachers at posttest, it was important to note that both groups of teachessehthe&
total ELLCO scores at posttest, with Group 1 increasing 20 points (pretest=52,
posttest=72) and Group 2 increasing 17 points (pretest=70.2, posttest=87.2).

Again, comments from the teacher interviews and teacher reading logs edpport
the results of the ELLCOALt the conclusion of the study, all teacher participants were
providing guided reading lessons at least 2 times a week and made books continuously
accessible to their students for free independent rea&iegeral global themes were
noted in the teacher comments including their surprise at the level of compwahens
demonstrated by the students during literacy lessons, how much students enjaygd havi
their own copy of a book during guided reading, the care that students took of the books,
the variety of topics the students found interesting, and the pride their studered s@em
be taking in their new reading abilitie$hree of the 9 teachers reported that they felt
participation in the study had improved their teaching and made them feel emgower
Additionally, six of the nine teachers said that they were now committed toaioigfi
the practice of providing regular literacy instruction and commented thanhtve
viewed literacy instruction as necessary and critical for their students

To summarize, the ELLCO revealed that there were significant diffexence
between the classroom environments and teachers who participated in the two groups at
the outset of this studyThese differences were consistent with the information provided
by teachers in the interviews, and must be considered when interpreting the findings

related to the additional research hypotheses guiding this investigetoovever, the
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fact that ELLCO scores for both groups increased by posttest and a sigrdffterence
was no longer present suggested that both groups benefited from the intervention in terms
of its influence on the language and literacy environment in the classrooms
Results of Student Participant Measures

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of providing
students with intellectual disability with access to a library of age laifity appropriate
books over a period of 31 dayBurthermore, the study was designed to determine
whether teacher-participation in a 40-day intervention that provided them witls &@ces
similar books and prescriptive, comprehensive literacy lesson plans influenced thei
students when the teachers only had access to the books themBelgds/potheses
were posed relative to these purpodésst, descriptive data reflecting student
performance on the pretest and posttest measures will be proVided each of the
hypotheses and associated analyses will be described. below

Descriptive Statistics

During the two weeks prior to the initiation of the 31 days of intervention began,
all students completed the Universally Accessible Emergent Lité&ys®gssment Battery
and the Title Recognition Teskn addition, some participants (n=5) whose teachers
reported had conventional reading skills, completed the Gates-MacGiraing & est
(GMRT®). Each of the assessments was repeated during the two weeks following the 31
days of interventionResults for all participants are reported in Table 5 for all

participants and for each graup
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Table 5

Mean Scores on Pretest and Posttest Measures

All (n=43) _  Group 1 (n=14)

Universally Accessible Emergent
Literacy Assessment Battery
Pretest 17.42
Posttest 20.21
Title Recognition Test
Pretest .05
Posttest .08
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test
Pretest

Posttest

The Impact of Access to the STFLS Library

13.64

15.36

-.002

-.02

Group 2 (n=29)

19.24

22.55

.06

A1

37.4

44.2

The second hypothesis looked at all student participants as a single group and

their pretest to posttest scores on the Universally Accessible Emeigeaty Battery

Specifically, Hypothesis Two held that all participants, independent of grooybenship

would show a significant increase in their reading abilities as a reshi okt of the

STFLSlibrary whether or not teachers have had previous access to an implementation

model

A one-tailed paired samplésestwas used to determine if the gains in reading

abilities of all student participants as measured by the total raw pestbess for student

participants on the Universally Accessible Emergent LiteracyeBaithicreased
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significantly from pretest to posttesbince the posttest raw scores from the Universally
Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery were not normally distihua logl10
transformation was completed, resulting in normal distributitime log 10
transformation was selected because it is a particularly effectirod®® use to
normalize positively skewed distributions (Field, 200Bh additional log10
transformation was completed for the Universally Accessible Emekgenacy Battery
pretest scores and the assumption of normally distributed data wab/sirej the
transformed scores, a one-tailed paired samgkestresulted in a mean difference of
2.79 with a standard deviation of 4.82, which indicated a significant mean gain for all
student participants from pretest to postt€df) = 3.794p = .00Q The overall effect of
the intervention for all student participants was calculated using the foron@afen’s
d. Specifically, the mean pretest score for all participants was stdatriiom their mean
posttest score and divided by the standard deviation of pretest. stheesverall effect
of the intervention was smadl,= .30

A separate one-tailed paired samptesstwas conducted to determine if the 5
students who took the GMRTmnade significant gains from pretest to postt&sicause
the assumptions for the planned analysis were met, raw scores werd lhisedsults
revealed a mean difference of 6.8 points, and a standard deviation.oA8.@8h
performance on the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacyrgattee score from the
GMRT® t-testindicated a significant mean gain from pretest to post{d3t: 2.146p =

.049
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The Impact of Teachers Who Participated in Project Converge on Student
Outcomes

Several teachers at the site selected for this investigation padctipad 40-
lesson intervention study in the semester immediately preceding the impddiore of
this study Five of those teachers volunteered to participate in the current study and
comprised group.2It was believed that student participation in the classrooms of these
teachers would benefit more from access t&XRELSLibrary because their teachers
would be more skilled at using the books, value them more, and provide more
opportunity and encouragement for their students to access the books

The third hypothesis guiding this investigation was intended to compare the
performance of the students in the two grouppecifically, Hypothesis Three stated,
students in Group 2, whose teachers had previous access to the implementation model,
would demonstrate significantly greater gains on all reading measunestaiaients in
Group 1, whose teachers did not have previous access to the implementation model

A one-tailed independent samptegstwas used to compare the performance of
students between groups and to determine whether their gains scores on thellyniversa
Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery (dependent variable) eliffeignificantly by
group membership (independent variablBgcause all students who completed the
GMRT® were in Group 2, performance on that measure could not be compared across
groups The assumptions of normally distributed data and homogeneity of variance were
met; therefore, raw gain scores from the Universally Accessiblegemiekiteracy
Battery were used in the analysiBhe results showed a mean gain and standard

deviation for Group 1 of 1.71 and 3.99, respectivélgr Group 2, the mean gain and
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standard deviation were 3.31 and 5.16, respectivéliynough Group 2 made a larger
mean gain than Group 1, the results of the independent sartgdedid not indicate a
significant difference in gain scores between grot(g4) = -1.017p = .158.

In order to better understand the differences in gains between Groups 1 and 2, an
effect size for each group was calculated using the formula for CatheBisecifically,
each group’s mean pretest score was subtracted from their mean gosttestnd
divided by the standard deviation of within group pretest scdresults indicated that
both groups achieved a small effect, with a Cohdwvalue of .19 for Group 1 and .36
for Group 2 However, students in Group 2 who had access t81ld Sibrary and
were taught by teachers who had previous experience with the compreheesey li
lessons used iRroject Convergachieved nearly double the effect of the students whose
teachers did not have previous experience with the comprehensive literacy.léssons
other words, these effect sizes suggested that having access to age tgrapabapriate
texts resulted in literacy gains for adolescents with moderate teegatatectual
disability in a brief, 31 day period, but when access to books was coupled with
instruction provided by teachers who had experience with comprehensiveyliterac
instruction, the effect was even stronger.

To further investigate the effect of the intervention for students from Group 2, an
effect size was calculated for the 5 students from that group who comple@HIRiE®.
Using Cohen’sl formula as previously described, students who took the GMRT®
achieved a medium effed € .47) This finding not only supported the observation that
access to age and ability appropriate texts for adolescents with modesatere

intellectual disability delivered by teachers who had experience with conmgrede
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literacy instruction could result in meaningful gains, it suggested that théwés@ven
stronger for students who were at an early conventional reading level.

The Impact of Teachers Who Participated in Project Converge on the Quantity of
Book Reading

Because the 5 teachers who taught the students in Group 2 had participated in
Project Convergeluring the semester prior to this investigation, they had previous
exposure to 3 of th8 TFLSbooks These teachers observed how much their students
enjoyed the books durirgroject Converggeeven students that teachers believed would
not be interested in reading or literacy activitidslditionally, the Group 2 teachers saw
their students make significant gains during an 8-week intervention pdiatefore, it
was suspected that the teachers in Group 2 might have higher expectations about thei
students’ ability to enjoy and benefit from tB&FLSbooks, and as a result, provide more
access to the books as well as more encouragement to read and explore.the titles

To examine this, Hypothesis Four stated that students in Group 2, whose teachers
had previous access to the implementation model, would check out a variety ehdliffer
books for independent reading with greater frequency than students in Group 1, whose
teachers did not have previous access to the implementation. madé 6 reports the
descriptive statistics for all participants as a whole and for each grpagassy
Table 6
Mean Number of Different Books Checked Out by Students

All (n=43) _ Group 1(n=14) Group 2(n=29)
Different Books Checked Out 11.63 6.07 14.31
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A one-tailed independent samptegstwas planned to compare the frequency
with which students in Group 1 and Group 2 checked out books; however, the data were
count data with a Poisson distribution rather than a normal distribultoerefore, a
Poisson loglinear regression for count data was compldteel scale for this regression
was set using Pearson’s Chi Square statistic to estimate the varrahtes aesults
indicated that as hypothesized, the students in Group 2 did check out different books with
significantly greater frequency than students in Group 1 (Wald Chi-Square = 13.838,
df=1,p =.000) These results suggested that students in classes with teachers who
participated irProject Convergeeceived a different level or type of encouragement to
engage in independent reading of books than did students whose teachers had not been
exposed to the implementation madel

The Impact of Wide Reading

Given that wide reading has been correlated with both increased language and
literacy skills, particularly, improved orthographic processing, spellingn€y, prosodic
reading, and correct words read per minute (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990; Kuhn,
2005), the fifth hypothesis guiding this investigation sought to determine if this
relationship extended to adolescents with moderate to severe intellectuditgisdbe
fifth hypothesis stated that there would be a predictive relationship betwesmtiber
of different books read and performance on all reading measures for all patsicipa
independent of group membership

Linear regression was used to determine whether participams’ ggres on the
Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery (dependentbiajiaould be

predicted by the number of different books read, as reported in the student reading logs
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(independent variableBecause only 5 students completed the GMR@&@formance on
that measure was not includetihe results of the regression indicated that the number of
different books read predicted scores on the Universally Accessible &mértgracy
Battery, b =.074t(42) = 1.228p = .226 However, the number of different books read
did not explain a significant proportion of variance in scores on the batfery,0R5,

F(1, 42) = 1.509 p =.226.

An additional investigation was attempted to see if varying amounts of different
books read could predict gains scores on the Universally Accessible Enigtgeay
Battery To prepare for this analysis, a frequency distribution of the number of differe
books selected was completed and the data were divided into 3 different cattégurie
included data from students who read 0-5 different books (n = 14), 6-10 different books
(n = 16), and 11 books or more (n = 13he range of different books read extended
from 2 to 45 Next, 2 of the 3 categories were recoded into dummy variables for
comparison with the reference category, 11 or more different booksAdatear
regression was run using the gains scores from the Universally Accdssibigent
Literacy Battery as the dependent variable and the 2 dummy variables andetdpe
variables Results indicated that the number of different books read accounted for only
4.4% of the variance in the gains score of the Universally Accessible Emerggatyi
Battery Additionally, there were no significant differences between students wii@+ea
5 different books and those who read 11 or more different bpoks783) or students
who read 6-10 different books and those who read 11 books or prer211) with

regard to predicted performance on the Universally Accessible Eméitgmacy
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Battery In summary, the number of different books read was not a significant predictor
of gain scores on the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacyrpatte

The Use of a Title Recognition Test with Students with Intellectual Disability

Measuring the quantity of books students have read is a challenge that has been
addressed for students without disabilities using a title recognition t@shifigham &
Stanovich, 1991; Hedrick & Cunningham, 1995; Hedrick and Cunningham,.20b&)
current study employed an adapted title recognition test constructed frguse of
assessing the quantity of reading the student participants engaged in duBhgithe
intervention There was no prior evidence to indicate whether or not the title recognition
test (TRT) would be effective for this population due to a myriad of language, gegniti
and memory problems experienced by individuals with intellectual disabilitgrefore,
a log of the specific books the students read was also employed

This final hypothesis was intended to investigate the effectiveness of ThasTR
an indicator of wide reading for students with intellectual disabilitthe TRT was an
effective tool for this population of students, performance on the measure should have
been positively related to the actual number of books students read as recorded in the
logs Specifically, Hypothesis Six posited that student performance on an ad#pted ti
recognition test (TRT) including titles &TFLSbooks as well as plausible foils would
correlate positively with the total number of texts read as recorded in steddirtg
logs

Pearson product moment correlation was used to compare performance on the
post TRT with the total number of different books read as recorded in the studiamg rea

logs. The correlation, which was based on 31 cases for whom the TRT was available at
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posttest was not significam(29) = .009p = .48Q To determine whether dividing
participants into categorical groups based on the number of different books réad mig
differ in the strength of their relationship to performance on the post TRT, another
correlation was run with the different books read variable recoded into 3 values to
represent low exposure (0-5 different books), moderate exposure (6-10 different books),
and high exposure (11 or more different book&)e number of different books that
students read during the intervention spanned from 2.t3 & results of this correlation
indicated that there was a significant relationship between the dasgonounts of
different books read and posttest performance on the pRTQ48) Based on this
significant correlation, a one-tailed linear regression was conductedresults of the
regression indicated that the low, moderate, and high categories ofrdiffenks read
predicted scores on the TRT, b = .06§80) = 1.720p = .048 The categorical values of
different books read explained a significant proportion of variance in scores onthe TR
R?=.093,F(1, 29) = 2.96 p =.048 To summarize, there was a predictive relationship
between the categorical amounts of different books read and performance &Tthe T
Summary of Findings

The findings from the analyses employed in this study indicated that providing
age and ability appropriate books to adolescents with moderate to severe utiellect
disability resulted in significant gains in literacy skills for both eraet@nd early
conventional readersAdditionally, the effect of access to these books, as measured by
Cohen’sd, was increased when students were placed in classes taught by teachers who
had previous exposure to 40 comprehensive literacy less&nejact ConvergeThose

were the students who comprised GrougA2 additional increase in the effect of the
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intervention was noted in those students from Group 2 who were able to read at an early
conventional level at the outset of the investigation, as judged by their ability ptetem
the GMRT".

Additional analyses were conducted to determine the influence of group
membership on the frequency with which students chose to read a variety of different
books Significant differences were found between the grogiadents in Group 2 read
different books with greater frequency than the students in Group 1.

Finally, several analyses were run to determine the relationship Ipetivece
number of different books that students read and their performance on a reading test and
a TRT. The number of different books read by students was not significantly resated t
their posttest scores on the Universally Accessible EmergentdyitBattery or the TRT
However, when the different books variable was recoded into 3 values to represent low,
moderate, and high exposure, the relationship was both positively correlated and

predictive of posttest performance on the TRT.

96



CHAPTER 5
Discussion
This study accomplished the purpose of determining that daily reading
opportunities of a variety of texts had a positive influence on the literacy gains of
adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disabititg brief, 31 day intervention
period, access to age and ability appropriate books resulted in a mean significeage
on the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery (Erickstandon, Abraham,
Roy, & Van de Carr, 2005) and a small effect, .30, for all student participant¥Vhen
literacy gains were analyzed by group, the additional impact of regenstruction from
teachers who had been exposed to comprehensive literacy instruction was revealed
Students of those teachers had nearly double the effec86, when compared to
students whose teachers had not been exposed to comprehensive literacy ingtraction,
.19, Furthermore, when students of teachers who had been exposed to comprehensive
literacy instruction read at an early conventional level, the impact of @aitinrg
opportunities was even greatdrs .47. These findings will be discussed in the context
of Beukelman and Mirenda’s (2005) Participation Model.
Breaking Barriers
The Participation Model developed by Beukelman and Mirenda (2005) that was
outlined in Chapter 2 described 5 areas where learning opportunities were ofted limi
for individuals with disabilities They included barriers in policy, practice, knowledge,

skill and attitude This model was applied to the literacy opportunities afforded to



adolescents with moderate to severe intellectual disability and provided atdonte
understanding the gains made in this brief intervention period by a group of students who
do not have a history of rapid or extensive literacy development (Erickson, 2003; Katims,
2000) While not all areas of the participation model were studied directly in thenturr
investigation, there are several ways that changes in factors retapagitipation in
literacy may explain the varying effects of daily reading opporesitr the 2 groups of
students.

Policy and Practice Changedn segregated special education settings, policy
often dictates that the curricular focus must be on functional life skillsr ridudue
academic instructianWith regard to practice, this usually translates to student
educational placement in educational environments that are not print rich and offer
reduced or extremely limited literacy instructional time (Klievigzklen, Kasa-
Hendrickson, 2006; Mike, 1995; Zascavage & Keefe, 200épachers, parents and
administrators often accept this as an appropriate educational environment based on the
belief that this is the best or the only option for students with moderate to severe
intellectual disability.

In the current study, all of the participants attended a public separate aotool
were placed in self-contained special education classtoBnm to implementing the
intervention, the Environmental Language and Literacy Classroom Obiserva
(ELLCO) (Smith & Dickinson, 2000) was completed for each of the 9 participating
classrooms and confirmed the presence of several environments that lackezsaiblacc
classroom library and had a paucity of other print and literacy-related resotihe

ELLCO results revealed that 3 of the 4 teachers who comprised Group 1, those who did
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not have experience with comprehensive literacy instruction from participation in a
previous studyProject Convergehad few or no books that could be independently
accessed by their students as compared to only 1 of the 5 teachers in Gibugents

in the classrooms that comprised group 1 had limited to no opportunities to interact with
or explore texts, which may explain the difference in both the pre and posttest
performance of Groups 1 and 2 on the Concepts About Print tasks on the Universally

Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery (see Figure 6)

Concepts About Print Pretest
* & — — Concepts About Print Posttest

12.59

10.07
1
O _
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T T
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Groups

Figure 6. Group Pretest and Posttest performance on the Concepts About Print Tasks
from the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy BatteryciSon, Clendon,

Abraham, Roy, & Van de Carr, 2005).
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The daily use o6 TFLSbooks during the intervention in these classrooms
reflected a change in practice for all 4 teachers from Grouotvever, because 3 of the
4 teachers in Group 1 put the books away after reading time was completed, and they
were not available again until the following day, students in those classrooms did not
have as much of an opportunity to benefit from interacting with the texts as thetstude
from Group 2, where 4 of the 5 teachers left the books out for continuous student access.

Another accepted practice in special education is the use of truncateahdirill
practice instructional approaches to literacy, such as sight word reddirsginstruction
is delivered without addressing the additional skills that are necessary &ilezdly
with comprehension (Katims, 2000As defined in the Whole-to-Part Model of Silent
Reading Comprehension (WTP) (Cunningham, 1993), students need to be able to identify
words through mediated as well as automatic means, comprehend the language of text,
and process connected text with fluenBeveloping these skills requires instruction that
is comprehensive rather than truncated or isolated

In the current study, all students had daily access tBtdreto-FinistfLiteracy
Starters (STFLS)In addition to daily self-selected reading opportunities, each of the 9
teachers in the study chose to use some d1d.Sbooks instructionally The number
of different titles teachers used instructionally ranged from 2 to 17 during th&y31
intervention, and the average frequency of lessons ranged from 1 to 4 times pereeeek (s
Table 7) During instruction, students had the opportunity to listen to the written
language in each book and to use oral language or communication boards to answer
guestions, make choices and comment on topics related to th®texiding consistent

literacy instruction in this type of group environment represented another erettioge
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for all of the teachers in Group 1 and was a continuation of the practice change that
teachers from Group 2 experienced when they participaterbjact Converge.The rich
interactions that occurred around the literacy lessons provided students with the
opportunity to develop their vocabulary, general knowledge, listening comprehension of
written language, and appropriate use of books (e.g., orientation of book, turning pages,
and directionality of print) The fact that on average, the teachers in Group 2 provided
instruction with more frequency (3.3 lessons/week as compared to 2.5 lessons/week) and
across a greater variety of books (8.4 books as compared to 6.75 books) may have
accounted for the larger overall gain made by Group 2 on the Universallgsitulee
Emergent Literacy Battery.

Table 7

Instructional Use of STFLS Books

Teacher Group Average Number Total Number Different
L essons per Week Titles
1-1 1 2 17
1-2 1 4 2
1-3 1 2 5
1-4 1 2 3
Group Totals 1 2.25 6.75
2-5 2 1 12
2-6 2 4 3
2-7 2 3.5 8
2-8 2 4 5
2-9 2 4 14
Group Totals 2 3.3 84
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Knowledge and Skill ChangeBecause the research shows that most professional
textbooks for preservice special education teachers recommend decontectaiatiz
functional approaches to literacy instruction, (Katims, 2000), it was no surprigkisha
was the approach advocated by the majority of teachers in Group 1 at the olset of t
study. While there was no direct assessment of change in teacher knowledge arakill a
result of the current intervention or participation in Project Converge, the ditsén
the ELLCO at pretest suggested that the teachers in Group 2 started tlentidewith
knowledge and skills about creating a print rich environment and supporting successful
literacy interactions that were not present in Group 1. For example, thergreater
numbers of books and writing materials available to students in the classrooms of
teachers from Group 2 at the outset of the study. These teachers also inabrporate
reading instruction and writing opportunities into their class lessons. The icésren
the instructional environments across the two groups decreased markedlebg tfe
the study, resulting in overall ELLCO scores that increased for both groupsreutave
longer significantly different.

Other evidence demonstrating differences in the knowledge and skills of the
teachers across the two groups was found in the teacher logs. Careful inspectiam of thos
logs revealed that teachers in Group 1 were more likely to use fewer bookdrtatios
while teachers in Group 2 were more likely to use more books that covered a greater
variety of topics. Specifically, 3 of the 4 teachers in Group 1 used 5 or less books
instructionally across the entire intervention that addressed only 1 or 2 topics. eBecaus
they had increased their frequency of literacy lessons, this meant thersemcGroup 1

were providing repeated exposure to small group of books. In contrast, 4 of the 5
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teachers in Group 2 used 5 or more books instructionally that covered 3 or more topics
over the course of the intervention. This provided students in Group 2 with more
opportunities to see and learn about the variety of information available §1T HeS
books.

Shifts in Attitude When Beukelman and Mirenda (2005) described the various
types of barriers that could limit learning opportunities for individuals withodisas,
they referred to attitude as the most “subtle and insidious” (p. 144) type of bahisr
was because people may have attitude barriers but realize they arg socatieptable,
and as a result, they do not express thenthe current study, there was no direct
assessment of shifts in teacher attitudes about the value of literaagtiostfor their
students. However, an examination of the posttest ELLCO scores for both groups of
teachers revealed a change in the way teachers organized theaoctessand
instructional time to provide more literacy learning opportunities. Speéyfitaith
groups of teachers increased the numbers and types of books available to students within
their classrooms and incorporated daily self-selected reading opposguritiitionally,
all teachers in the study began to provide guided reading and listening commnehensi
lessons using th8TFLSbooks on a regular basis, with a range extending from teachers
who taught an average of 2 lessons per week to teachers who taught an average of 4
lessons per week.

One could contend that these changes do not represent a shift in attitude about the
value of providing literacy learning experiences and opportunities to adokesatnt
moderate to severe intellectual disability. Rather, these changes neagydcavred

simply because the teachers agreed to participate in this study, andéarctiers now
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had access to a greater variety of books to provide to their students. Howeverdit shoul
be noted that the only intervention requirement of the study was to make the books
available to students for 30 minutes each day. Choosing to use instructional time for
guided listening and reading lessons was a choice all teachers madedieaayrkesser
extent. Therefore, it appeared that all teachers felt it was worthitheiand effort to
provide guided listening and reading instruction on a regular basis, which was a sta
contrast to the functional approach advocated by the majority of the teacheosin1Gr

at the outset of the study.

Intrinsic Traits. As a group, individuals with moderate to severe intellectual
disability have certain challenges the affect literacy acquisitionadteetnature of their
disability. Cognitive deficits, communication challenges, and global development delays
can all impact the rate of literacy learningistorically, medical and educational
professions have focused on these challenges and gone so far as to make pyoslamati
about the literacy learning potential and limits for individuals with modeoatevere
intellectual disability One need only refer to thgiagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental DisorderdDSM IV) (American Psychiatric Association, 2000) to see the limited
literacy predictions for this populatiotHowever, other than a history of low
achievement, it is not clear what the basis of these expectations isdKl&Wklen, &
Kasa-Hendrickson, 2006 Could they be as much a result of inappropriate or limited
instruction as of intrinsic learning limits?

Findings from the current study supported the contention that individuals with
moderate to severe intellectual disability can demonstrate emergeagyliggrowth in a

short period of time when provided with appropriate instruction and reading materials
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As a group, the 43 adolescents who participated in this study made significantgan
given 31 days of ongoing access to age and ability appropriate texts, as thbgshee
Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battehy addition, students whose teachers
had experience with comprehensive literacy instruction experienced tveadythe

effect of the intervention as students whose teachers were unfamiliar wipnet@mnsive
instruction

One explanation for the varying magnitude of the intervention effect could be that
the students in Group 1 began the intervention with a lower mean pretest score than
Group 2 (13.64 as compared to 19.2%ihis may have indicated lower cognitive abilities
or literacy learning potential, although exact IQ scores for studentshekavailable to
the researcherTo address this issue, 5 of the students from Group 1 with the lowest
pretest scores were identifiediheir mean pretest score was 5.8 and individual scores
ranged from 1 to 9 point3Nhen the posttest gains of the same students were examined,
they had a mean gain of 2.0 points, which was higher than the mean Group 1 gain of 1.29
and the mean gain of Group 2, 1.9his provides evidence that students who began the
intervention with extremely low literacy skills, due to low cognitive levialstfective or
limited literacy instruction, or some combination of both, were at leasipablesof
responding to the intervention as students with higher baseline literacy skills.

Another intrinsic trait that each student brought to this study was the previous
type and amount of literacy instruction he or she receiVédile the influence of the
participating teachers’ experience with comprehensive literatyat®n has been
discussed, it is also important to consider that some of the students in the cudgent st

participated irProject ConvergeAs a result, these students received a semester of
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comprehensive literacy instruction prior to this stu®pecifically, 7 of the 14 students
in Group 1 (50%) and 24 of the 29 students in Group 2 (83%) participaRedjact
Converge.lt is reasonable to suspect that the literacy skills they gained denopect
Convergeanfluenced the additional gains they made during the current.study

To address this issue, student gains were analyzed with reference to their
participation inProject Convergas well as their teacher’s participation (see Figure 7)
Of the 4 groups of students, those who participated in and were taught by teachers f
Project Convergenade the largest mean gain, 3.92 poifdisis was followed by
students who patrticipated Rroject Convergdut were taught by teachers who did not,
with a mean gain of 2.71 pointStudents who did not participatefnoject Converge
but were taught by teachers who did made the smallest mean gain of .400 Poats
group of students who along with their teachers did not particip&meojact Converge
made a mean gain of .714 poinfhese results indicate that the students who had
received previous comprehensive literacy instruction were able to befiende® the
intervention in the current study than students who had not been previously exposed to
comprehensive literacy instruction, particularly when taught by teachhersiad

experience with and continued to use comprehensive literacy instruction.
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Figure 7. Pretest and Posttest results of students grouped by the status of their
participation and their teacher’s participatiorPioject Convergga previous study that
employed comprehensive literacy instruction.

One final consideration related to intrinsic abilities involved the most prafficie
readers in this study, those students from Group 2 who read at an early conventional
level, as measured by their ability to complete the Gates-MacGingigifReTest
(GMRT®). These students entered the study with the most developed reading skills and
experienced the largest effect of the interventibn,.47. They achieved a mean posttest

gain on the GMRY of 9.75 points, with the range of gains scores extending from -5 to
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14. All but one student achieved an increased score at posttest, which is quitealdenar
given the lack of experience all of the participants had with standardizedtast the
relatively brief duration of the study

These students’ results were interesting for two reasbims first related to the
availability and instructional use of appropriate curricular materigtte students who
completed the GMRT had relative strengths in the areas of word identification and print
processing, but what they lacked were comparable written language congwahe
abilities This was evident when looking at their percentage of accuracy on the 2 subtests
of the GMRT®. At pretest, these students achieved 51% accuracy on the word
identification subtest as compared to 40% accuracy on the comprehension subtest. The
language comprehension deficits of these students became more appargnt as the
attempted to answer questions about. t&ktis occurred whether someone had read the
text to these students or they had read it themselves.

During the course of the current study, these early conventional readers
participated in guided reading comprehension lessons based on what their teachers had
learned durindgProject Converge Prior to reading, teachers provided background
information that helped the students understand and relate to the targeTheglalso
set an explicit purpose for each lesson, so that students understood specificalhewhat t
were trying to listen for or understanBecause the target books were about topics the
students were interested in, and the books had language and vocabulary that was at an
appropriate listening comprehension level, these students completed the guideyl readi
lessons with increasing accuracy as the intervention progreRsider than continuing

to read words that had no meaning when connected, these early conventional readers
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were beginning to develop their written language comprehension skills and badster t
area of weakness that had previously prohibited successful reading comprehension
Results of the GMRY confirmed this observation as students achieved equal mean
posttest gains of 8% on both the word identification and comprehension subtests of this
measure Not only were these early conventional readers continuing to develop their
word identifications skills, they were now also developing their comprehension.
Another point of interest involving this group of students was the extent to which
their higher baseline literacy skills affected their response to theentesn Reading is
a generative skill (Clay, 2005)n most cases, once an individual can read well enough to
do so independently, simply engaging in more reading results in an accumulation of skills
and improved reading abilitiesHowever, as previously discussed, this group of early
conventional readers lacked language comprehension skills, and without specific
instruction to improve this area, repeated reading did not improve their comprehension
Because these early conventional readers also had a history of litestagtion in
special education classrooms, they may have lacked the rich emergaay liter
experiences that are necessary to build the foundation for later literaeyeanknts
(Justice and Kaderavek, 2004he self-selected reading and instructional opportunities
afforded through this intervention gave the early conventional readers a thaxpdore
a variety of high interest books and to engage in rich oral language discussions about
them According to teacher reports, these students did not have that type of literacy
experience prior t@roject Convergand the current interventiomherefore, it appeared
the once the area of relative weakness was addressed, and these students had

opportunities to explore and interact around high interest books at an approprigte abili
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level, they may have been able to capitalize on their reading skills in a walyehaiver
baseline readers were not yet able to.

Overlap of Barriers: A Cascading EffecAlthough Beukelman and Mirenda
(2005) described 5 different types of extrinsic barriers that could impede the
opportunities of students with disabilities, none of these exists in isolation, nbegre t
discrete Many of the examples cited earlier could be interpreted as a more than 1 type of
barrier For example, consider the use of a functional literacy apprdacbuld be a
practice barrier if it was accepted without question, yet it could also bevdddge
barrier if it was used due to a lack of awareness of the benefits of comprehibaisiog
instruction A functional literacy approach might also indicate a skill barrier if ehtea
felt that he or she did not have the skills to develop or use comprehensive instruction
Finally, a functional literacy approach could be an attitude barrier #chée felt sight
words were all his or her students were capable of learning.

When an individual puts up any one of these 5 types of barriers to learning, other
areas are typically affected\gain, consider the example of a functional literacy
approach, which continues to be well represented in many special educatioyoohass
Do teachers use that approach so frequently because they are unaware of other,
potentially more effective literacy approaches (knowledge barrier)caube it is a
commonly accepted practice (practice barriedy?ce teachers make a decision to use a
functional literacy approach, the intrinsic abilities of their students@rgromised
Research shows that sight word instruction does not generalize beyond the words
explicitly taught (Browder & Xin, 1998)This in turn reinforces the attitude that

individuals with moderate to severe intellectual disability have limitedaltty learning
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potential Thus, an erroneous assumption about the intrinsic abilities of this population is
perpetuated based on the domino effect of extrinsic barriers erected lnyeaaing
professionals The consequences of extrinsic barriers and their cascading effect can be
dire. It is essential that professionals examine the literacy choices #iey fior students
with moderate to severe intellectual disability to determine whethgiatleebased on fact
or impressions, and to be certain they are the most effective approachtesdoy li
development No child without disabilities could become a proficient reader if given
only functional literacy instructionWhy would we expect students who have intrinsic
learning and communication challenges to benefit from less rather than equeaitor m
reading instruction than students without those challenges?
Influence of Age and Ability Instructional Materials

The provision of age and ability appropriate books to adolescents with moderate
to severe intellectual disability was one of the unique aspects of this $tadthe first
time, the adolescents at this research site had daily access to a wityeofdeiets that
they could explore, and in some cases, .réattitionally, the vocabulary, language, and
sentence constructions used in 8ld-LSbooks were appropriate for emergent and early
conventional level readers, which was also beneficial when teachers taufga gui
reading and listening lessonknproved test scores indicated that students benefited from
access to th8TFLSlibrary. Evidence collected through observation and teacher
interviews revealed the specific aspects that made a difference fantstadd their
teachers.

A consistent theme throughout the postintervention teacher interviews was how

much the students enjoyed tB€FLSbooks Teachers mentioned that students liked the
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high quality photographs, the story lines, and the variety of tofilesy also commented
that the students liked seeing picture of kids who looked like them, in terms of age, and
racial and ability diversity Many teachers were surprised at the interest their students
had in theSTFLSbooks, because they had not shown a previous interest in.books
Finally, teachers commented on the care their students took T #leSbhooks One
teacher reported that her students stacked the books in a neat pile and inspected the books
after every use to make sure they were in good conditpparently, her class was
disrupted when a student found that a staple had come loose in one of the books and was
trying to find the person responsible.

TheSTFLSbooks also appeared to have a positive impact on at least 7 of the 9
teacher participantsAs opposed to decontextualized drill and practice, observations of
the literacy lessons using tB& FLSbooks revealed loud, interactive and vibrant
exchangesAdditionally, teachers and students alike appreciated the fact that each
student in the class could have his or her own copy of the book during instrdaotion
lessons observed in these classrooms, students actively participated hyngnswe
guestions, making comments, and suggesting ideas to alter the stories by changing som
of the characters to those of the teacher or students in the Aaasgroup, students
laughed, had discussions, and at times, raised their hands excitedly to provide a.response
Students at the most beginning reading levels enjoyed shouting out the repeatefl line
some of the booksBecause repeated lines were based on the context of the story rather
than a recurring pattern, it appeared that the students were engaged and conmgrehendi
the plot as they said the line at the appropriate.titn@as also interesting to see

teachers include the students who were nonverbal in a more participatory eughthr
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the use of voice output communication devices and overlays with a variety of response
choices.

When the researcher visited the school site, teachers would often approach her to
report specific books the students particularly enjoy&ithough some titles were
consistent across multiple classrooms, others were unique to a particulaifbiassas
at least partially due to the books teachers chose to use instructidfallgxample, one
teacher commented that she was not going to use any T feSbooks about history
because her students would not have the ability to relate to theHumsgever, a teacher
directly across the hall with similar students reported that the history bavks w
favorites among her class, especially with the b@&ysother teacher expressed her
surprise when one of her class’s favo8{EFLSbooks was an adaptation of a Mark
Twain story When teachers honored the idea of students being able to self-select books
from the entire library, they were often surprised at what their students ifoi@nesting
and what they could comprehend.

Unexpected Findings and Limitations

As with any research project, this study had some limitations, sometedxpec
some nat The first unexpected finding was the ineffectiveness of the Title Reagnit
Test (TRT) It did not work as a proxy measure of wide readiRgrformance on the
TRT was not a significant predictor of performance on the Universally Abéess
Emergent Literacy Battery, nor were individual TRT scores sigmiflg correlated with
the actual number of books students read as recorded in the student book logs.

On the surface, it appears that a TRT does not work well with students with

moderate to severe intellectual disabilitjowever, the majority of the participants in
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this study were at an emergent literacy level, and the number of early conaénti
readers was too few to have the power to detect the effectives of the nieathise
population This is an area that needs more exploration.

The brevity of the intervention presented another limitatidithough as a group,
all students made significant gains from pretest to posttest, a longer intenvaeeriiod
might have yielded even stronger effect sizédditionally, it would have been
interesting to see a if longer intervention period might have resulted in bettemmst
for the students who had not participate®iject Convergeluring the previous
semester While it was suspected that the outcomes for these students would be lower if
they were taught by teachers who did not participaRraject Converggethe low
outcomes for these students who were taught by teachers who did partichratedh
Convergewas an unexpected findind\ longer intervention period and/or more
participants may have resulted in enough power to detect a significant improament
posttest for Group 1 and significant differences between 4 groups of: (1) stutierdgiw
not participate ifProject Convergg@laced with teachers who did not participate; (2)
students who digarticipate inProject Converg@laced with teachers who did; (3)
students who did not participatePnoject Converg@laced with teachers who did
participate; and (4) students who participateBroject Converg@laced with teachers
who also participated

The Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery alscepted limitations
due to ceiling effectsThe maximum score on the Universally Accessible Emergent
Literacy Battery was 42 point$-our students earned pretest scores of 39 or higher, so

there was little room for improvementhe growth of these students was captured on the
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GMRT®, which showed significant mean gains at posttest, but the tests for group
differences and group effect sizes were based solely on the resultdJofivkesally
Accessible Emergent Literacy Battery

Language is another area where growth may have gone undocumented.
Therefore, the lack of a language measure represents another limitatiersafdy.
Given the relationship between language and literacy skills (Snow & Tabors, 19883; Tea
& Sulzby, 1992) it seems reasonable to expect that the increase in the 2 group mean
scores on the Universally Accessible Emergent Literacy Batdoning the
intervention may have been accompanied by an increase in language comprehension.
Because nearly half of the student participants were unable to use speechtteimee
face-to-face communication needs and did not have an augmentative communication
system, it would have been difficult to measure expressive language; however, a
receptive language measure may have yielded valuable information.

A conscious decision to increase the external validity of the interventiotecesul
in an expected decrease in experimental cantrogjiving teachers the option to make
books accessible to their students for 30 minutes each day through self-sebatiteg] re
instruction, or a combination of the 2, it was impossible to track the exact combination of
exposure each student had or the amount of time specifically allocated faiseiéd
reading The teacher reading logs indicated the titles of books used instructionally and
the focus of individual lessons, but the skill with which teachers deliveredtlitera
instruction using th&TFLSbooks varied, and the quality of these lessons was not
measured systematicallyrinally, no measures were employed to capture how often or

how enthusiastically teachers encouraged their students to engage itesétidseading
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on a day-to-day basisVhen student logs indicated only a few books were read, it was
not possible to tell if this was due to the student’s genuine lack of motivation to read
and/or minimal encouragement by the teacher to explore the available boaies
information in any on of these areas might have better explained the diffénethe
effect size between groups.

The final limitation of this study was the potential differences thatedkiin the 2
groups of teachers beyond the one group’s previous participatitnojgct Converge.
For example, 2 of the 4 teachers in Group 1 were offered the opportunity to partitipate i
Project Convergéut declined for reasons they did not discloSkis may have been due
to doubts that literacy instruction was important for their students and/or skeptinat
their students had the potential to benefit from the intervenAdthough these teachers
voluntarily agreed to participate in the current study, lingering doubts maaffaeeed
the intensity with which they delivered the intervention
Future Directions

While the current study adds evidence to the small but growing body of
information about effective literacy instruction for individuals with inteélla€ disability,
many guestions remairn this study, daily reading opportunities resulted in literacy
gains for students with moderate to severe intellectual disability, buxalcereethods
that teachers used to expose their students to a variety of age and abilityiaigpropr
books were not well definedn the future, it would be helpful to investigate the effect of
daily reading opportunities of a variety of texts under more controlled condiames
approach would be to stipulate the exact amount of time allocated for freegraadin

contrasting the number of books students read when teachers simply offered asadi
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an option versus requiring sustained silent readAlthough the ultimate goal is to have
students choose rather than be required to read, students from this population historically
have not had exposure to a wide variety of bodksustained silent reading requirement
might actually help these underexposed readers discover books of interest as well as
selection of reading as a preferred activity.

Another approach might be to define a specified time for daily independent
reading while mandating the number of books teachers use instructionally iftenaayl
lessons Instead of having self-selected reading or a literacy lesson fill thpendent
reading requirement, these would be separate activitigguld be interesting to see if
the number of different books that teachers used instructionally while studenteeingag
daily free reading predicted outcomes on a literacy measure.

Finally, it would be extremely interesting to replicBt®ject Convergevith the
addition of a group of students who received the specified comprehensive literaog less
while having access to the entB&@ FLSlibrary for self-selected reading each d&ince
there is evidence that these interventions worked when delivered sequentiallylditoe
important to investigate the effect of receiving the interventions concurrently

Conclusion

This study investigated the benefits of providing adolescents with moderate to
severe intellectual disability daily access to a library of age antyaplpropriate books
Gains from the intervention were measured with the Universally Acce&siidegent
Literacy Battery, an assessment that has been used in 2 previous FRedielss
indicated that as a group, participants made significant gains in only 31 days of

intervention The additional effect of being taught by a teacher familiar with
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comprehensive literacy instruction was also analyzed by comparing thespgattes of
29 students whose teachers who had used 40 comprehensive literacy lessons during a
previous studyProject Converggto the gains of the 14 students whose teachers had not
been exposed to the comprehensive literacy lessdliisough there was not a significant
difference between the gains of the 2 groups, students whose teachers hiad used t
comprehensive literacy lessons achieved nearly twice the effect fronteéheention as
the students whose teachers had not seen the comprehensive literacy lessons
Furthermore, an analysis of the gains of a subgroup of students who were early
conventional readers and were taught by the teacherdfroject Convergeevealed an
even larger intervention effect

There are several clear implications from these reskitst, students benefit
from access to interesting books that are written at their literacy leNgbrically, this
has been a problem for older students who are beginning reddheng typically have a
choice between reading books that they can decode but seem immature, or choosing
books that look interesting but are too difficult to redtie STFLSlibrary offers one
solution to this dilemma by providing books about topics of interest to adolescents that
are written at an emergent literacy lev&eachers and students need access to this type
of library, and schools need to find the funding to providélawever, as helpful as the
STFLSbooks are, there are currently only 54 books in the entire libMoye books
with these specifications are needed to build a complete library

The other major implication from this study is the importance of comprehensive
literacy instruction Preservice and practicing teachers as well as administrators need to

be informed of the research concerning effective literacy instructiomudersts with
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moderate to severe intellectual disabiliunctional approaches to literacy and sight
word programs continue to dominate both research and practice; however, sight word
instruction does not result in generalization, nor are the limited reading skdi®ded
through sight word instruction used functionally (Browder & Xin, 1998)contrast,
there is a growing body of evidence that supports comprehensive literaagtiostifor
students with moderate to severe intellectual disability

Preservice and practicing special education teachers need instructiothieditye
behind a comprehensive literacy approach as well as training in how to deliver
comprehensive instructiorThis includes having access to appropriate curricular
materials such as tf&IrFLSbooks for adolescent students

Finally, teachers and administrators must question the assumptions #ey ma
about the literacy potential of students with moderate to severe intellecalilitly,
especially as these students become adolescEis study provided evidence that these
adolescent students are not too old, not are they too cognitively impaired to gaay lite
skills. Like any child, with or without disabilities, if we as teachers fail to provide
effective literacy instruction, these students will not learn to.rétmvever, it is
imperative that we realize the lack of literacy acquisition is not due tceimhliémits
within the studentRather, it is due to a failure to provide effective comprehensive

literacy instruction
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Appendix A:

Alphabetical Listing ofStart-to-Finisl{ Literacy StarteBooks
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A Blast from the Past

My Job

A Butterfly is Born

My One and Only Date

A Fish Story

My Town-Long Ago

A Person or a Plant? My War
A School of Fish My Week
An Answer for Everything Nine Planets

Better Butter

Not in this House

Big Trouble Not Until You're 16

Can It! Off to Africa

Dead or Alive Off to War

Don’'t Bug Me Oh, Brother!

Down in the Dumps One Life Left

Famous Out of Here

Free is Good Play Ball!

Giants in the Desert Run for Your Life!

Hall of Fame Shop Til | Drop

Hot and Burning Sign It

| Can Do That Six Legs and Counting
| Choose Africa Snowballs in the Desert
| Made a Frog The Adventures Of Mark Twain

Let's Do Plants

The Desert Ship

Life Is Not Fair

To the Moon

Look How Things Change

Trading Faces

Loretta Gets a Zebra

Wear a Helmet

Memo

When Your Work is Done

Missing

Wonders of Africa

Money Talks

Working on the Weekend
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Appendix B:

Sample Comprehensive Literacy Lessons Usdtaject Converge
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F:Jm us Students learn about the word “ask.”
ﬂ‘ INTR e EINERTHERN BN
word study
Part One
LESSON 1 (T) Students are introduced to the waord “ask”

* The teacher shows students the “ask™ vocabulary card.

Overall Goal:
Learn the meaning of the * The teacher leads students in reading the word three to
vocabulary word “ask.” five times.
Part One * Students create questions to ask one ancther and they are
FIATERITALE recorded on chart paper.
pap

* LITERACY STARTERS

- “ask™ vocabulary card = Students identify items in the classroom that they ask for
* |tems in the classroom that during the day.

students “ask"” for during

the day * The teacher asks the students to say what they would do if
= Chart paper they wanted each item.
Part Two = The teacher says “What would you do if you wanted a (book)?"
PMATHERIALES
« LITERACY STARTERS * Swdents say “Id ask for it”

- “ask” vocabulary card I _—
* aville - V0viIle: UECEODELALEN LEEEEN:

- Unit | Re48 Part Two
* Chart paper Students select items or actions that they might ask for when
= Five sentence strips or they are feeling mad or sad.

index cards
« Marker * The teacher places the “mad" and “sod" symbols at the top

of the chart paper and asks students o identify them.

PRERARATIEN:
Make two columns on the chart * The teacher then says items or actions one by one and lets
paper, labeling ene column Mad the student choose what column to put them under.
and the ather column Sod. The items or actions include:

® g tissue * a hug * awak - some chocolate = to be left alone
Cut out the symbols from Unit |

Ri#48. * The teacher puts the responses under the chosen feeling
symbol. The teacher explains to students that since people

Write the following on are all different, there are ne right or wrong ways to feel

sentence strips or index cards: when asking for these things.

a tissue

a hug * The weacher should explain why each of the items might help

a walk when someone is mad or sad.

some chocolate

to be left alone * After the students have placed the choices under a symbal,
the teacher asks if there are any other items or actions that

0 they want to talk about,

Unit | | Fameas
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Famous
[+ )
/H“/ﬁﬁ’?shérﬁ"i (1)

Overall Goal:

Identify the emetions/facial
expressions that the characters
show in different situations,
based on the story, pictures,
and the reader’s own
background knowledge.

MAIRHE BIAIEES

* LITERACY STARTERS
- Famous book or CD

o ElGvillesw WIGEvle:

- Completed Feelings book
(created in lesson from
Unit | p.63)

- Unitl R#48

= Chart paper {two sheets)
= Scissors
* Glue or ape

DREDARATIEN
Make one copy of Ri48
and cut out the symbels.

Label the chart paper
Expressions.

Unit | | Fameas

Students read to identitfy feelings.

REESRERRENBINEY

Build Background Knowledge with “eville i Cikville:
Show students the Feelings Book they made and help them
remember what it was about. Tell students, “Mot everyone looks
the same when they feel o certain way.”

* Reread the book together. While reading, the teacher asks
students to name or identify how they would look if they
were feeling the way the feelings are described in the book

* The teacher shows students the symbals cut from Ri#48 and
asks them to name each feeling and show how they lock
when they are feeling happy, sad, mad, scared, and tired.

= As the students say the names of the feelings and show how
they look, the teacher puts the symbols up on the left side
of the chart.

Building Background Knowledge Another Way:

Tell scudents, “We all have lots of feelings and our foces often
show or express how we feel Not everyone looks the same when
they feel a certain way."

* Write Feelings at the top of the chart, and ask students
to show how they look when they are feeling happy, sad,
mad, scared, and tired.

* As the teacher calls out each feeling and the students show

their faces, the teacher writes the feeling words down the
left side of the chart paper.

124



Eamous
wriking lesson
LESSON 1(T)

Overall Goal:
YWyrite one or two words to
describe a classmate as part
of a class cheer

MIATERIAEET

* LITERACY STARTERS
- Famous book or CD

= Chart paper (three pieces)

= An appropriate writing
tool for each student

RREDARATIEN

Create a template on a piece of
paper with blanks that students
will fill in to write a class cheer.
There will be one verse about
each student in the class with
the following lines:

(Student's name) is a student in
our class. (Hefshe) is very
(Heishe) works hard to learn at
school, (Hefshe) is very cool!

Make a copy of this sheet for
each student in the class.

On a piece of chart paper, make
a large copy of the class cheer
but write it for teachers and
staff members. For example,
{Teacher's name) is @ teacher in
our class. (He/She is very

HeiShe works hard to teach at
school, (Hefshe) is very cool!

o

Unit | | Fameas

Students write to describe
their classmates.

REECNERWRITINES

* The teacher shows students the book, Famous, and tells

the class, “These are all students at ene scheol, just like you are
all students at this school The book tells us things about the
students. [t describes them. Look at Jake. The book describes [ake.
It tells us that he is sad about missing the bus.The book describes
Zack. It telis us that Zack is sod about his lunch. Let’s think about
words we could write to describe the students and teachers in
this closs. We will use them to create a class cheer”

* The weacher hangs up one piece of chart paper.
Tell students,“Let’s start by writing 0 word that describes me.
First, I'll write my name. Then, you tell me words that describe
me, Tell me words that tell something about me.”

* The teacher writes the words that students say.

* The teacher writes the name of each student in the class,
then lists the words that students say about each student.

= After the lists have been created for each persen in the
room, hang up the piece of chart paper with the cheer
written on it

* The teacher reads the first line with his or her name and
asks students to say or choose a describing word they like
best, Once a decision is made, fill in the blank and read the
verse back to the students.

* The teacher tells the class that they will each write their
own class cheer. The teacher provides each student with a
copy of the cheer. Students are asked to write the names of
each of their classmates on the first blank line of a verse,
then choose a word from the list to describe that student
and write that word or phrase on the second blank line.
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Appendix C:
Sample Pages from the Phonemic Awareness Subtests of the UniversaigiBlece

Emergent Literacy Battery
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“Listen to the beginning sound in the word
Sam. I'm going te decide which of these
words has the same beginning sound as Sam."

(Point to the pictures while saying the werds.)

“Listen- sun, pig, balloon.
Sam and sun both begin with the sound
so I will point to the sun. Now yveu try.

 on page to comtinue)
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these words rhymes w
that means the word has the same
jam. "

end with the sound
the picture of ham.”
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n te the word bat. Now

(Point to the pictures while saying the
ords.)

"Fish, moon, cat. Wi
rhymes with bat?"

During the practice items only, say “try
agarn, "and re-ask the question until the
student finds cat.
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v try.

What werd do you put these
sounds together -

Silently paint to the pictures pan, peg, pin.

During these practice items only, say "7
agarn” and re-ask the question until the
student finds pan.

[CLICK on poge to comfimae, )
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Appendix D:

Title Recognition Test
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Name:

Date:

Title Recognition Questionnaire- Form A

Book Title

Check hereif you have read
or looked through thisbook.

1. A Blast From the Past

A Butterfly Is Born

A Pirate’s Life for Me

About Face

An Answer for Everything

Better Butter

Big Trouble

Going West

Gone Fishing

10.

Hall of Fame

11.

Hot and Burning

12.

| Can Do That

13.

Let's Do Plants

14.

Life Is Not Fair

15.

Life, Liberty and Happiness

16.

Loretta Gets a Zebra

17.

Memo

18.

Missing

19.

Money Talks

20.

My Job
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Book Title

Check hereif you have read
or looked through thisbook.

21.

My Week

22.

Not in This House

23.

Out of Here

24.

Piracy

25.

Rain, Rain, Go Away?

26.

Ride That Bike

27.

Run for Your Life!

28.

Sky Colors

29.

Snowballs in the Desert

30.

Tall Ships

31.

Tea Party

32.

Trading Faces

33.

The Adventures of Mark Twain

34.

Wear A Helmet

35.

When Your Work Is Done

36.

Working on the Weekend

37.

Win the War

38.

You Never Know
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Appendix E:

Teacher Interview
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Teacher Interview
Name: Date:

The following interview includes questions about the availability and use of reading
materials for students with moderate to severe intellectual disabdity.going to ask

you questions aboutchassroom library. For the purposes of this intervieaclassroom

library refers to any type of reading material (e.g., books, magazines, newspapers, books
on the computer, books on tape) that students may independently select to read or explore
as a free choice activity in your classroom.

Section I. Section | includes questions about your teaching experience.
1. About how many years have you been teaching?

2. Tell me about the students in your current classroom.
Prompt: For example, so any of them have:
o0 Intellectual disability
Physical disability
Sensory deficit (e.g., vision, hearing)
Nonverbal communicator
Pervasive Developmental Disorder
Any other type of syndrome or disorder?

O 0O O0OO0Oo

3. What teaching certifications do you have?

Section I1. This section includes questions about the types of booksthat are
availableto studentsin your classroom to select for reading as a free-choice activity.

4. About how many print or electronic books are in the your classroom library?
Prompt:

0 lessthan 10

o 11-25

0 26-50

0 more than 50

* At Post-Intervention Interview: Has the number of type of books changed as a result
of participating in this study? If so, how?

5. I'm interested in whether your students have access to assistive teghBalogu
have any electronic books in your classroom and software programs that seagioig r
and/or writing?
Prompt:

o0 Screen readers such as Read:Outloud, WYNN, or Kurzweil

o Talking word processors such as Write:Outloud or IntelliTalk
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o Word prediction programs such as Co:Writer

If so, how many of the students in your class use this assistive technology, and how ofte
do they use it?

* At Post-Intervention Interview: Has this changed as a result of participating in this
study?

6. | am going to name some different types of books, and you can just say "yes” or “no
indicate whether this type of reading material is available to the studerdari

classroom. I'll also be asking whether these materials are in papeel&ttronic

formats.

Type of Book Traditional | Electronic/ | Nonein this
Paper Computer classroom
For mat Access
fiction

nonfiction (e.g., history, biography,
science)

“how to” books (e.g., cookbook, craft
book)

student created books (e.g., “About Me”
books, books picturing and describing
events or personal interests)

magazines

newspapers/newsletters

7. Knowing that it is often challenging to find books with appropriate text levels, to wha
extent do you feel students with moderate to severe cognitive impairmestlesciual
disability can comprehend the reading material in their classroomyftbrar
Prompts:
o All of them can comprehend all of the reading material.
o All of them can comprehend most of the reading material.
o All of them can comprehend some of the reading material. Can you estimate that
percent of the books you think most of them can comprehend?
o Some of them can comprehend some of the reading material. About how many of
your students cannot comprehend the available books?
o They cannot comprehend any of the reading material.
o Reading comprehension is not an appropriate goal for my students.
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8. To what extent do you feel that the students with moderate to severe cognitive
impairments/intellectual disability have access to reading miétian the classroom
that is of interest to them and nondisabled students of the same chronological age?
Prompts:

o All of the material is interesting.

0 Most of the material is interesting.

o0 Some of the material is interesting. Can you estimate a percentage of the material

that would be of interest to your students and their nondisabled peers?
0 None of the material is interesting.

9. Who purchased the majority of the books for your classroom library?
Prompts:
o You
The school
The school district
The books were already in the classroom
The books were donated
Someone else

O 0O O0OO0O0o

10. Who chooses the book titles for your classroom library?
Prompts:
o You
The Media Specialist
The Assistive Technologist
The school
The Special Education Department
Other:

O 0O O0O0Oo

Section I11. This section includes questions about how books are used in classroom
literacy instruction.

11. How often are books used in literacy or class lesdomsfpts:
0 At least once daily
0 2-3times per week
0 Once a week
o0 Less than once per week
* At Post-Intervention Interview: Has this changed as a result of participating in this
study?

12. When you use a book for literacy or class lessons, how often is the same book read?
Prompts:

o0 More than 5 times

o 3-5times

0 2times

o Once
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13. In literacy or class lessons, are the books used to specifically addredowiadg
activities? Has this changed over the course of the study?

o listening comprehension yes no
o silent reading yes no
0 vocabulary yes no
0 writing yes no

Section IV. Thisfinal section has questions about how your students use books asa
choice or self-selected activity.

14. How often do students in your classroom have an opportunity during the school day
to choose a book from the classroom library and réadmpts:

0 At least once daily

0 2-3times per week

0 Once a week

0 Less than once per week

* At Post-I1ntervention Interview: Has this changed as a result of participating in this
study?

15. Do your students have the following options at school:

o0 To take home a book from the class library? yes no
o To visit the school library? yes no
o To visit the community library? yes no

16. About how many of the students in your classroom take advantage of the opportunity
to take home a book?
Prompts:
o All of the students
Almost all of the students
About half of the students
A few of the students - Can you estimate a number?
None of the students
This is not an option for my students.

o 0O O0O0Oo

17. Is there any additional information about your classroom library or the use of
reading material with students that you would like to tell me?

18. I'm wondering if participating in this study has made a difference in:
o Your instructional practices, and if so, how?
0 Your students’ interest or use of books?
o0 Your thoughts about what your students are capable of learning in terms of
literacy?
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Appendix F:

Teacher Book Log
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T

TEACHER:

WEEK OF:

Day of the Week Book Title Purpose of L esson
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday

Friday




A4

Attendance

Student

10/15

10/16

10/17

10/18

3

10/

9 10/

2 10

23 10

124  1(Q
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Appendix G:

Student Book Log
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Name: Week of
Book Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday | Did you like
the book?

1. A Blast from the Past yes no
2. A Butterfly is Born yes no
3. A Fish Story yes no
4. A Person or a Plant? yes no
5. A School of Fish yes no
6. An Answer for Everything yes no
7. Better Butter yes no
8. Big Trouble yes no
9. Can It! yes no
10.Dead or Alive yes no
11.Don’t Bug Me yes no
12.Down in the Dumps yes no
13.Famous yes no
14.Free is Good yes no
15.Giants in the Desert yes no
16.Hall of Fame yes np
17.Hot and Burning yes no
18.1 Can Do That yes no
19.1 Choose Africa yes no
20.1 Made a Frog yes no
21.Let’s Do Plants yes no
22.Life Is Not Fair yes no
23.Look How Things Change yes NO
24.Loretta Gets a Zebra yes no
25.Memo yes no
26. Missing yes no




14!

Book Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday | Did you like
the book?

27.Money Talks yes np
28.My Job yes no
29.My One and Only Date yes no
30. My Town-Long Ago yes no
31.My War yes ng
32. My Week yes no
33.Nine Planets yes no
34.Not in this House yes no
35.Not Until You're 16 yes no
36. Off to Africa yes no
37.0ff to War yes no
38.0h, Brother! yes no
39.0ne Life Left yes no
40.Out of Here yes np
41.Play Ball! yes no
42.Run for Your Life! yes no
43.Shop Til | Drop yes no
44.Sign It yes no
45. Six Legs and Counting yes no
46. Snowballs in the Desert yes no
47.The Adventures Of Mark Twain yes no
48.The Desert Ship yes no
49.To the Moon yes no
50. Trading Faces yes no
51.Wear a Helmet yes no
52.When Your Work is Done yes no
53.Wonders of Africa yes no
54.Working on the Weekend yes no
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