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During the past 20 years there has been a marked decrease in the amount of time students with 
disabilities spend outside of general education classrooms (Snyder & Dillow, 2010). Whereas in 
1989, 31.7% ofstudents with disabilities spent 80% or more ofthe school day in general education 
classrooms, by 2007 the number of students doing so had grown to 56.8% (Snyder & Dillow, 
2010). Because students with disabilities spend larger portions of the school day inside general 
education, these classroom are more academically diverse today than at any time in the preced­
ing 20 years. Given these facts, access to the general curriculum requires that general and special 
educators use instructional activities and practices that support a broad range ofstudent abilities. 
For many teachers, their pre-service training was not designed for nor prepares them for the 
realities of instructing diverse learners1 within the same classroom. 

As research has shown, student academic outcomes are highly dependent on the quality of 
instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Sanders & Horn, 1998; Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Weng­
linsky, 2000; Westbury, 1993). Fundamental changes in how classroom teachers think about and 
conduct the business of teaching and learning are extremely difficult to generate, and harder to 
sustain (Elmore, 1996; Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002; Knapp, 1997; Supovitz, 
2006). Schools and teachers regularly make surface changes-adopting new textbooks, curri­
cula, or information reporting system -but such changes rarely impact teaching and learning 
once the classroom door has been closed (Elmore, 1996). In part this is due to the egalitarian 
(City, Elmore, Fiarman, & Teitel, 2009), autonomous, and discretionary (Mehta, 2006) character 
of education in the United States and the organizational structures that conserve the status quo 
and thereby circumvent reform efforts (Skrtic, 1995, 2005). Nevertheless, meaningful access to 
the general education curriculum requires deep changes in how teachers conduct themselves and 
relate to their students in the classroom (Mellard & Deshler, 2004), and how they interact with 
one another, other professionals, and the community. One such educational reform framework 
that has shown promise is response to intervention (R.TI). 
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Response to Intervention as School-wide Reform 

Response to Intervention is a school-wide reform logic model used to tailor instruction to better 
match each student's need. It is also referred to as Response to Instruction or multi-tiered sys­
tems of support, which generally signify the same logic model. There are numerous approaches 
to RTI being written about in academic and professional literature. All of these seem to have 
five practices in common: universal screening, intervention, progress monitoring, use of data to 
make decisions, and at least three increasingly intense tiers of support. These five practices are 
the defining features of response to intervention. Although these five elements are common to 
the various approaches to RTI, some approaches have additional elements in their implementa­
tion design (e.g., fidelity estimation of individual interventions, etc.). How these practices are 
implemented in schools are what we refer to as the technical aspects of RTI, these will not be 
discussed here. 2 By virtue of the tiered support structure and prevention logic, RTI is a school­
wide framework. As such, the effects ofRTI should be realized at the school level. 

School-wide RTI operates on three basic assumptions: (a) teacher instruction is the most pow­
erful predictor of student success; (b) all students can learn; and (c) schools must provide all stu­
dents a beneficial education, which begins with preventing failure. Therefore, decisions made by 
teachers about student instruction should be data driven and responsive to student need. RTI in 
this manner can also reduce the number of children who are identified as having a learning dis­
ability when their academic difficulty is actually due to cultural differences or lack of adequate 
instruction (Cortiella, 2005). When implementing the RTI framework, high quality instruction 
is the primary focus at each tier. This is because instruction is the basic foundation of the logic 
model. 

Multi tier system ofsupport. Most RTI conceptual models have three to five tiers of support for 
students. Key to the RTI model is the concept that different students require differing levels of 
support according to their needs; and, that schools should use a multi-tiered approach to provid­
ing these differing levels ofsupport. The first tier of instruction is referred to as core or universal, 
which indicates that all students within the school are supported by this tier. The goal of uni­
versal supports is to provide the highest quality instruction and curriculum while screening all 
students to identify those at risk of failure. As the tiers increase-from one to two, and two to 
three-the level ofspecialized support and instructional attention increase also. These tiers exist 
to provide a framework for preventing student failure and for appropriately supporting students 
so all can benefit maximally from the instruction they receive. RTI is distinct from the three­
tiered model previously applied to education in which general education, Title I supports, and 
special education were stacked on each other; school-wide RTI supports are fluid and integrated 
across funding streams, support providers, and instructional settings. 

A Systems-Focused View of RTI 

This chapter considers three topics relevant to the implementation and enculturation of school­
wide RTL The first section will focus on professional learning and systems of support that scaf­
fold the learning of new practices by teachers. If the goal of reform is to improve the quality 
of education that students receive, then teachers ought to be targeted first for support because 
education cannot improve if instruction remains the same. To accomplish this, copious support 
from other skilled professionals is needed (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). Also 
presented in this section is a conceptual framework for job-embedded coaching supports. 

The second section will focus on organizational supports provided by school district adminis­
trators and school leaders. Supporting teachers as they improve the quality ofinstruction requires 
that leaders scaffold the organizational reforms and the pedagogical changes made in each class­
room, school, and district office (Sailor, 2009). The focus of changes within the organization 
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must be carefully planned, executed, and adapted to meet the unique needs of each school while 
maintaining sharp focus on improving the educational experience of all children. 

The third section will focus on the meaning of high quality instruction for every child. This 
is the linchpin that determines success or failure ofRTI. Much has been written about instruc­
tional practices positively impacting student achievement, and volumes of research justify these 
claims, however little is known about how teachers in classrooms instruct their students once 
the classroom door has been closed. There is a need for large-scale instructional-epidemiological 
studies ofmethods and practices used by teachers. Findings from these studies would inform pol­
icy decisions and allow school and school district leaders to wisely target their resources to move 
their staff from where they are today to where they need to be tomorrow. In that spirit, results 
from one small-scale descriptive study will be presented. Methods used in this study may serve as 
a model for additional research to understand the state of instruction in other schools and districts. 

Ongoing, Job-Embedded Professional Learning and Support 

Prior to 2000, the dominant approach to professional development, or in-service training, con­
sisted of a series of workshops spread throughout the school year that lasted several hours to 
several days (Little, 1989). These one-shot workshops were intended to help teachers learn new 
pedagogy from emerging educational research. Often, professional consultants traveled from 
district to district facilitating these in-service trainings for teachers and other service providers. 
However, as research indicated that the workshop model was ineffective at achieving transfer of 
new pedagogy into classroom practice (Bush, 1984; Knight & Cornett, 2009; Little, 1993; Show­
ers, 1982, 1984) job-embedded professional development supplanted the consultant-workshop 
model. 

Job-embedded professional development occurs in the context where one practices their pro­
fession. For nurses this learning occurs in hospitals and clinics whereas for teachers job-embed­
ded learning occurs in schools and classrooms. This type of learning is most effective when 
it focuses on problems of practice that have been identified by teachers (Darling-Hammond, 
Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009; Elmore, 2004; Fullan, 2007). There are several 
prominent types of job-embedded professional development that have emerged in the litera­
ture, they include lesson study, professional learning communities, critical friends groups, and 
coaching (City et al., 2009; Cornett & Knight, 2008; Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Dunne, Nave, 
& Lewis, 2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Knight, 2007; Watanabe, 2002). Moreover, leading 
systems change experts in both general education and special education have suggested that 
ongoing, job-embedded support is a critical element of any school reform (Darling-Hammond 
et al., 2009; Elmore, 2004; Fullan, 2007), including implementation of Response to Interven­
tion (Lenz, Ehren, & Deshler, 2005; Sailor, 2008/2009, 2009), Positive Behavioral Interventions 
and Supports (Sugai et al., 2010), and other reforms (e.g., Bean Draper, Hall, Vandermolen, & 
Zigmond, 2010; Biancarosa, Bryk, & Dexter, 2010). 

School districts around the United States and local education agenciess abroad are investing 
heavily in school-based coaching programs as their primary means ofprofessional development. 
Since 2000, coaching has increasingly been at the forefront of the implementation strategy for 
major reform policies in the United States including Reading First, Striving Readers, and the 
professional development provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act. As Darling-Hammond 
and colleagues aptly stated, coaching is "one of the fastest growing forms ofprofessional develop­
ment today" (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009, p. 11). Until recently, policy and systems change 
experts have advocated for coaching on the basis ofprescriptive literature and practice alone, not 
from rigorous research of the effects of coaching on teachers or student learning. 

To date, there is no undergirding unified theory to explain the learning principles and 
mechanisms of coaching. Although several approaches to coaching have described a "theory of 
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action" (e.g., Costa & Garmston, 2002; Knight, 2007; West & Staub, 2003), it appears somewhat 
disconnected from other theory, or cannot be applied to other approaches to school-based coach­
ing. Presented here is a unified theory, a theory that relies on established social and cognitive 
psychology by incorporating existing learning theories into the teaching and learning process of 
schools. This unified theory can be applied to multiple approaches ofschool-based coaching and 
can therefore be used as the basis for comparative research between various approaches. At least 
in part, the lack of theoretical grounding for coaching has impeded research on the effects. With 
the following description of a conceptual framework, we intend to diminish this impediment. 

Conceptual Framework for Coaching 

The conceptual framework for coaching is depicted graphically in Figure 14.1. Our four-part 
framework has three active processes. The four parts of the framework are (a) coaches, (b) teach­
ers, (c) students, and (d) context with each playing an important and unique role in the modera­
tion ofnew skill acquisition by teachers. The three active processes that occur between the coach 
and teacher are (a) job-embedded learning, (b) modeling and observing of skilled practice, and 
(c) collaborative feedback. Within each of these three processes is an empirically supported the­
ory oflearning that guides this model ofprofessional support. When taken as one unified theory, 
coaches work collaboratively with teachers to develop high level instructional skills that can in 
turn support high quality curriculum. As such, the effect of the coach on student level outcomes 
is moderated by multiple teacher variables, including the teacher's content knowledge, curricular 
knowledge, professional training, and mastery of diverse instructional methods and activities. 

Job-Embedded Learning. The first process of the conceptual framework recognizes the 
inherent differences in instruction from classroom to classroom. In recognizing the importance 
of these differences, situational learning theory (Lave, 1988; Lave & Wenger; 1990) roots the 
process of job-embedded learning. According to this learning theory, social interaction is a 
critical element of situated learning. Learners must become involved in a community ofpractice 
embodying belief, behavior, and implicit skill. With exposure over time to these complex social 
interactions, there is a gradual acquisition of knowledge and skill as the more novice learner 
adopts the practices of the more skilled expert within the context of everyday activities. When 
applied to coaching, this means coaches and teachers work within the school and classroom. This 
theory places great emphasis on the micro-cultures that develop in schools and classrooms and 
the importance oflearning new practice in the midst of these environments and micro-cultures. 

COACHES CONTEXT 

Modeling and Observing 
Skilled Practice 

ysupported with 

Collaborative Feedback 

,I( Learn 
Skill 

students learn 
by mutual 

.. ► 
manipulation 

of content 

Figure 14.1 Conceptual framework for coaching as a model of job-embedded support 
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Modeling and Observing Skilled Practice. The second process of the conceptual framework 
recognizes that knowledge workers learn new skills through observational learning of other 
skilled and knowledgeable peers. According to Davenport (2005), knowledge workers are 
individuals who are highly skilled, educated, and experienced; their work involves the creation, 
distribution, analysis, or application ofknowledge. These valuable workers engage is regular and 
spontaneous problem solving, decision-making, and collaboration in the course of their work. 
In short, knowledge workers are thinking for a living; and, they are found in multiple sectors of 
industry. Teachers are knowledge workers because they work to create knowledge within their 
classroom. 

Often, the skills that knowledge workers possess are difficult to learn due to the complicated 
and sometimes innate character of the processes used to create, analyze, and apply knowledge 
for effective problem solving and decision-making. Therefore, knowledge workers often rely on 
observational learning to improve their practice. To ground this type of observational learning 
we rely on social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). Social learning theory states that people learn 
new behavior through observational learning of social factors in their environment. If new skill 
is observed or demonstrated, and positive outcomes result, the behavior is more likely to be 
modeled, imitated, and adopted into the practice of others. 

Collaborative Feedback. The third process of the conceptual framework recognizes job­
embedded professional learning for teachers is inherently an informal educational process. When 
learning is informal, traditional methods of curricular learning are less effective. To address this, 
we turn to dialogue as the means to informal learning (Freire, 1972). Dialogue is "a kind of 
social relation that engages its participants" (Burbules, 1993, p. 19) for the purpose of creating 
new understanding. This is an exploratory process whereby the direction of conversation is 
shaped equally and mutually by those involved, by the coach and the teacher. This mutual 
shaping allows each person involved in the dialogue to form new insights by reflecting on their 
experience of an event important to them. When applying this to the coach-teacher interaction, 
feedback is gleaned during the dialogical exchange between two professionals. Dialogue requires 
mutual trust, respect, willingness to listen, and readiness to risk one's opinions as an "ideal that 
can orient our practical and political lives" (Bernstein, 1983, p. 163). Bohm and his colleagues 
suggested there are three basic conditions for dialogue: (a) suspended assumptions, (b) viewing 
each other as peers or colleagues, and (c) initial facilitation to guide the dialogue (Bohm, Factor, 
& Garrett, 1991a,b; Bohm & Peat, 1987). 

Effects of Coaching on Teaching Practice and Student Learning 

Currently, coaching programs primarily focus on either content coaching or instructional coach­
ing (Lockwood, McCombs, & Marsh, 2010). Both of these approaches to coaching use on-site 
specialists to support classroom teachers who are learning new pedagogy or implementing new 
instructional models or curriculum. Content coaches tend to focus on content specific elements 
of teaching-and-learning (West & Staub, 2003) whereas instructional coaches focus on general 
instructional practice, classroom management, teaming, and the use of data to inform instruc­
tion (Knight, 2007). Regardless of the specific approach to coaching or the content area to which 
it is applied, several key differences exist between this form of professional development and 
previously used models. Namely, the coach is school-based, works collaboratively, and primarily 
works with teachers one-on-one or in small groups for prolonged periods of time. It is this job­
embedded feature that allows for substantial and ongoing changes to occur in the professional 
practice of teachers. This is a key element ofRTI adoption and implementation. 
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Organizing Schools for Instructional Effectiveness 

As special education leaders contemplate ways to improve services for students with disabilities 
in their LEAs, they should consider three factors that are generally involved in the change pro­
cess. Two of these elements (technical problems and adaptive problems) have been described by 
Ronald Heifetz and his colleagues from the Center for Public Leadership at Harvard University 
(Heifetz, 1994; Heifetz & Linsky, 2002). Technical problems are generally ones that can be 
addressed by applying a specific procedure or going through a set of steps to solve the problem. 
For example, within an RTI model, one of the technical problems/challenges is determining 
when to move a student from one tier of instruction to another. This challenge can be addressed 
by spelling out and applying a specific progress monitoring and decision-making routine. 

An adaptive problem, on the other hand, requires people to change their attitudes/opinions 
or their values. In short, for these kinds of problems to be solved, people must change how 
they think about and do their jobs-a much more difficult challenge to address. Again, within 
a RTI framework, special educators may be asked to perform their roles in markedly different 
ways-ways that may conflict with how they were trained or how they initially perceived their 
professional identity. It is critical for school leaders to differentiate the types ofproblems that they 
are facing (i.e., technical or adaptive) because the nature and the relative ease or difficulty of the 
solution(s) may be dramatically different. 

The third factor that plays a central role in influencing the change process is strong sense 
of the overall moral purpose of schooling. Pullan (2003) writes about the "moral imperative" 
for school leaders. That is, seeing that a foundational part of their role is to ensure that the sys­
tems they lead are deeply focused on practices enabling all students to learn, reducing the gap 
between high and low performers, and ensuring students are prepared to be successful citizens 
and workers. 

Using the above three factors as a backdrop against which school leaders should approach 
school improvement, and in light of the information presented in the previous section on job­
embedded supports, a logical question to ask is what specific strategies can school leaders use to 
bring about significant change in the quality of instruction on a sustained basis? The following 
section provides a bulleted summary of the relevant professional literature on leadership strate­
gies that support improvements in the quality of instruction. The final two bullet points (prin­
ciples of change and the central role of the district) are discussed in greater detail in the last part 
of this section. 

Leadership Strategies that Support School Improvement 

The most heavily weighted strategies that have emerged from the professional literatures that 
leaders can leverage to improve student achievement are the following: 

jealously guard the learning time in core academic areas of reading, writing, math, and sci­
ence (Odden, 2009); 
recognize the importance of and plan for additional learning time and increased individual­
ized instructional time for struggling students using experimental and/or clinical teaching 
methods (Ehren, Deshler, & Graner, 2010): 
base teacher evaluations on effective use of instructional activities and learning arrange­
ments shown to positively impact student success (Hulleman & Cordray, 2008); 
foster collaborative teaming, planning, and problem-solving that examines data in reference 
to individual student progress and instructional practice (Lenz & Adams, 2006; Odden, 
2009); 
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promote learning across professionals within the organization to build capacity through 
continuous growth (Bain, 2007; Fullan, 2007; Supovitz, 2006); 
ensure that every human and financial resource is aligned between district and schools is 
benefiting students, and is being used fully (Marzano & Waters, 2009; Sailor, 2009); ' 
make staffing decisions (both course assignments and retention decisions) and master sched­
ule decisions (what classes are offered at what time and how many periods) based on student 

. academic and social needs and not teacher preferences or seniority (Weisberg, Sexton, Mul­
hern, & Keeling, 2009); 
recruit skilled professionals who are willing ,o collaborate with others, and encourage those 
who are unwilling to learn, to improve their practice, or to collaborate with others to leave 
the profession (Odden, 2009; SMHC, 2009); 
adhere to known principles of organizational and individual change when articulating 
strategic plans and when working on school improvement agendas (Deshler, Deshler, & 
Biancarosa, 2007; Fullan, 2010); and 
recognize and leverage the central role that should be played by the district in bringing 
about improvements at the school level (Marzano & Waters, 2009; Zavadsky, 2009). 

Because less attention has traditionally been given to the last two factors in the above listing, 
they will be elaborated in the sections below. 

Adhere to Known Principles of Change 

While most efforts to change schools are well-intentioned, often they are hastily adopted and 
initiated through a top-down approach thus ignoring many principles of organizational change 
(Fullan, 2010). When educators are subjected to one reform after the other, they acquire what 
Morgan (2001) refers to as "change fatigue." Deshler and colleagues (2007) propose three prin­
ciples of organizational change that can be used at the school and district level to build a founda­
tion for successful changes. A brief synopsis of each follows. 

Organizations and People Must Be Ready to Make Change. Determining readiness to 
undertake a change effort is an essential first step. Among the things that will signal a readiness to 
change are: (a) a compelling need to change; (b) key stakeholders acknowledge an understanding 
of the need to change; (c) there is strong leadership commitment as evidenced by words and 
actions; (d) those involved in the change effort possess the necessary skills, attitudes, and 
dispositions to make it successful; (e) the existing organization has the systems and processes 
in place to support the change; (f) the capability exist to deal with the responses of various 
stakeholders to the proposed change (some ofwhich may be ones of resistance); and (g) there are 
not competing events or initiatives that will detract from or hamper the implementation of the 
proposed change. 

The work of Spillane and his colleagues (e.g., Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002) have under­
scored the importance of readiness from a slightly different perspective. Specifically, their 
research has described the importance of "human sense-making" in understanding and imple­
menting proposed changes. 

Successful implementation of complex policies usually necessitates substantial changes in 
the implementing agents' schemas. Most conventional theories of change fail to take into 
account the complexity of human sense making.... Sense making is not a simple decoding 
of the policy message... (but) an active process of interpretation that draws on the indi­
vidual's rich knowledge base of understandings, beliefs, and attitudes 

(p. 392) 
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Hence, those who are the targets of change initiatives must be given the opportunity to "make 
sense of" the proposed change by being able to ask questions, provide input, become proficient 
with required new skills, and figure out the adjustments in their newly assigned role. 

Key Stakeholders Must Be Engaged in Decision Making. An effective strategy for engaging 
people in the change process is to form teams that have a clear charter and a set of objectives to 
accomplish. Well-run teams involve people in creating solutions. When stakeholders are involved 
in making certain types of decisions, they gain some ownership in the initiative and hopefully 
find a stake that will help them through the transition- they must personally or professionally 
make. Among the kinds ofdecisions that teams or committees can participate in making include, 
deciding interventions to implement and in what sequence; what should be piloted and how; 
how success will be measured; and what professional development and/or coaching will be 
needed. 

Central to most RTI models are decision-making teams. While there are a variety of ways 
that leadership within schools can be structured, having key teachers and administrators cen­
trally involved in a decision making body that is responsible for improving the literacy perfor­
mance of all students in the school is foundational to improving student outcomes on essential 
metrics. This team should be responsible for reviewing performance data on the student body, 
making decisions about professional development offerings that would support staff in address­
ing student needs, determining ways to implement and monitor the effectiveness of targeted 
interventions, etc. When responsibility for addressing the literacy needs of the school is given 
to a team with this specific charge, ownership of the problem is shared and the probability for 
progress is enhanced. 

Self-Assessments That Measure Progress Toward Key Goals Must Be Used to Define 
Success. The literature on change and improvement, whether at the organizational or individual 
level has multiple references to the important role feedback plays in accelerating improvement 
when it is provided in a timely fashion. Several school improvement initiatives have described 
the powerful role that feedback plays in improving student outcomes either academically or 
behaviorally (e.g., Goldenberg, Saunders, & Gallimore 2004; Horner, Sugai, & Horner, 2000). 
Alan Bain's (2007) research on the self-organizing school also has feedback as one of the central 
design characteristics of schools that are successful in improving student outcomes. Specifically, 
these schools see their feedback systems as a way that a complex system "talks to itself" In 
Bain's framework, the whole system learns to interact through the constant exchange offeedback 
among individuals with the overall benefit accruing to the system as a result. Feedback is seen 
as the mechanism that makes it possible for teachers, administrators, and staff to grow in their 
capacities and for the system to produce emergent solutions. For individuals within a system to 
embrace feedback as a central function for growth and improvement, it is foundational that three 
features are present: (a) transparency (i.e., instructional decision making and implementation 
is openly observed and discussed); (b) non-judgmentalism (i.e., candid discussion focuses on 
specific teaching practices without judging the person), and (c) supportive coaching (i.e., a means 
must be provided whereby individuals can improve their practice) (Fullan, 2009). 

Recognize The Central Role Played by the District 

School improvement efforts are generally conceptualized as taking place at the classroom or 
school level. This is understandable and consistent with Elmore's call for focusing on the instruc­
tional core. However, there is growing evidence that well-functioning school districts that do 
things to support and facilitate the implementation of evidence-based instructional practices can 
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have a significant impact on student outcomes. This fact has been strongly underscored by exam­
ining the increasing number of school districts that are dramatically changing the performance 
of multiple schools in their district and not merely having a handful of schools achieve. Specific 
examples of school districts accomplishing this are those awarded the Broad Prize from the Eli 
and Edythe Broad Foundation. Since 2002, these prizes are given to urban school districts that 
demonstrate the greatest overall performance and improvement in student achievement while 
reducing gaps among low-income and minority students. 

In an analysis of the most recent award winning districts, Zavadsky (2009) identified a set of 
common characteristics that defined how they beat the odds in raising the performance of their 
students. The shared characteristics were: (a) an adoption ofa long-term view and resisting temp­
tation to veer off course or get pulled in too many directions; (b) a clear definition of what stu­
dents are to know and be able to do; (c) steps to ensure that teachers felt supported and respected; 
(d) adoption and execution of a few strategies very well with a laser-like focus on teaching and 
learning; and (d) alignment of all appropriate elements that support instruction across all organi­
zational levels of the district to produce a seamless educational program for students. 

Zavadsky draws the following conclusion about the central role of the district in promoting 
school success: 

The district serves as a key force or driver for pulling the pieces together. This concept is 
a departure from research in the 1990s that characterized districts as overbureaucratized 
organizations that impeded more than helped schools and teachers ... districts [are) making 
a shift from a fragmented operational focus to building a common base or vision and then 
building the infrastructure to support the vision ... the central office is a logical centralized 
catalyst for building commitment and alignment across district levels ... [as it) focuses on 
student improvement and raising standards (by setting the vision), continually reviewing 
and redefining instruction, emphasizing the use of data, and aligning operations and sup­
ports around common goals. 

(pp. 5-6) 

Marzano and Waters (2009) conducted a meta-analysis of the empirical literature to deter­
mine the effects ofdistrict behavior on student achievement. As they worked to answer two basic 
questions, they came to very similar conclusions as did Zavadsky (2009). The two questions they 
sought to answer were: (a) What is the strength of the relationship between district-level admin­
istrative actions and average student achievement? (b) What are the specific district leadership 
behaviors that are associated with student achievement? They identified 27 studies that met their 
review criteria. These studies included data from 2,714 districts, approximately 4,500 ratings of 
superintendent leadership, and 3.4 million student achievement scores. 

Their answer to the first question was a computed correlation between district leadership 
and student achievement of .24; this was statistically significant. In explaining this correlation 
Marzano and Waters said: 

consider an average superintendent (i.e., he is at the 50th percentile in terms of his lead­
ership skills). Also assume that this superintendent is leading a district where the average 
student achievement is also at the 50th percentile. Now assume that the superintendent 
improves his or her leadership abilities by one standard deviation). Given the correlation of 
.24, we would predict that the average student achievement in the district would increase 
by 9.5 percentile points or to the 59.Sth percentile. 

(2009, pp. 4-5) 
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Thus, these findings suggest that when district leaders are carrying out their leadership responsi­
bilities effectively, student achievement across the district is positively affected. 

The answer to Marzano and Waters (2009) second question also overlaps with some ofZavad­
sky's (2009) conclusions. Specifically, they found there to be five district-level leadership "respon­
sibilities" or "initiatives" with a statistically significant correlation with student achievement. 
These five factors were: (a) ensuring collaborative goal setting; (b) establishing non-negotiable 
goals for achievement and instruction; (c) creating board alignment with and support of district 
goals; (d) monitoring achievement and instructional goals; and (e) allocating resources to support 
the goals for achievement and instruction. 

In light of the findings from both the Zavadsky (2009) and Marzano and Waters (2009) stud­
ies, as school leaders ponder ways to improve student outcomes, it is essential for them to consider 
the role of the district in their strategic planning. This is especially true in places where an RTI 
framework is being implemented. Because of the primary emphasis that RTI leaders have given 
to classroom and school-level implementation factors, we can now see that it is important to give 
consideration to the roles that districts can play to ensure optimal implementation of this model. 

High Quality Instruction for Every Child 

School and district leaders play a central role in ensuring every child, including those with 
disabilities, are in a school environment that embodies the very best that is known about high 
quality instruction. Foremost among the casks facing school leaders are the following, ensure: 
(a) teaching behaviors manifested by classroom teachers align with the professional literature 
on instructional effectiveness; (b) teachers have time to engage in collaborative planning with 
other teachers to optimize learning for students across teachers, settings, and curriculum content; 
(c) professional development and coaching supports prepare teachers to use effective teaching 
behaviors at high levels of proficiency; and (d) there is an internal alignment of responsibility, 
expectations, and accountability for the implementation of teaching behaviors that lead to a bet­
ter education for a greater number. 

Rosenshine and Stevens (1986) synthesized the work ofseveral leading scholars (Gagne, 1970; 
Good & Grouws, 1979; Hunter & Russell, 1981) on effective teaching practice that described a 
general model of effective instruction 35 years ago, which was rooted in information processing 
research, and the emerging research on explicit and direct instruction. The six teaching func­
tions they described were, "1. review, check previous day's work (and reteach, if necessary); 2. 
present new content/skill; 3. guided student practice (and check for understanding); 4. feedback 
and correctives (and reteach, if necessary); 5. independent student practice; and 6. weekly and 
monthly reviews" (Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986, p. 379). In the intervening years since Rosen­
shine and Stevens described these functions, educationalresearchers have established a clear link 
between skilled instructors and increased student academic outcomes (Hattie, 1999; Sanders & 
Rivers, 1996). This type of "process-product" research indicates that explicit, direct, and scaf­
folded instruction has a positive effect on academic outcomes (Brophy & Good, 1986; Swanson 
& Deshler, 2003). Moreover, in 2003 Hattie used a complex statistical modeling strategy to 
estimate sources of variance within student achievement outcomes. Hattie found that teacher 
knowledge and practice account for approximately 30% of the total variance found in student 
achievement, while student factors account for approximately 50%. The student's home life, 
school, and peers account for the remaining 15% to 30% of variance. Beyond what students 
arrive prepared to do, teacher effects are the largest single contributor to student achievement. 

Teachers impact student academic success by virtue of the control they exercise over a set of 
coordinated instructional and management activities. To meet the needs of all learners, teachers 
must effectively plan and manage the instructional period, keep students engaged in the learn-
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ing, create opportunity for individualized instruction, and match instructional activity to the 
skill being learned and the knowledge level of the students. Although much is known about the 
efficacy of various teaching approaches, curricula, school-wide initiatives, and the influence of 
parenting on student achievement (Hattie, 2009), there remains a paucity ofdescriptive literature 
that characterizes adoption of best practice. The remainder of this section will summarize the 
findings of a recently conducted review of the empirical literature on effective teaching variables 
and the findings of a small-scale descriptive study designed to measure the degree to which 
instructional variables are found in settings where students with disabilities are taught. 

Findings from a Small-Scale Descriptive Study of Classroom Instruction 

There is relatively little known about how high school teachers manage their classroom or engage 
students in the content. As a preliminary analysis of how this information could be gathered, 
an observational time study of typical high school instruction was designed and conducted in 
the spring of 2010 (Cornett, 2010). Three types of instructional settings were observed. The 
first setting observed, adapted classrooms, use the same curriculum as regular education classes; 
however, the instructor is a certified special educator and all students enrolled in the class are 
qualified for special education services. McCall and Skrtic (2009) have referred to these classes 
as "special regular classrooms." Students in these adapted classrooms receive credit that applies 
toward earning a regular diploma. The second setting observed, co-taught classrooms, ate taught 
by a general education teacher and a certified special educator (Hudson, 1990; Schulte, Osborne, 
& McKinney, 1990). In these classes, the general educator was primarily responsible for teaching 
the content with the special educator acting in a support capacity. The third setting observed, 
resource classrooms, are taught by a certified special education teacher; all students enrolled in 
the class are qualified for special education services (Wiederholdt, 1974). The defining features 
of resource rooms vary considerably. Some are designed to somewhat mirror the general educa­
tion curriculum with added supports. Others are designed primarily to support the acquisition 
of critical skills to meet individual student needs or to provide instruction to small homogeneous 
groups of students (Kozleski, Mainzer, & Deshler, 2001). 

Across the content areas, teachers were observed using momentary time sampling (MTS) rela­
tive to focus area: student engagement, transition time, learning arrangement, and instructional 
activity. Two independent observers conducted the observations over a three-day time period; 
one served as the primary data collector and the second as the inter-observer agreement da:ta 
collector. Data collection was conducted in real-time using MTS, beginning when the teacher 
started instruction and ending when the teacher stopped instruction. Data was collected dur­
ing each interval in each of the four focus area such that four observations were recorded dur­
ing every 30-second observation interval. In total, approximately 8,000 individual observations 
were recorded. Inter-observer reliability was 95.6%. 

Hattie's (2009) synthesis of 815 meta-analyses summarized the efficacy evidence of several 
teaching approaches. When examining effect sizes reported in educational research, Hattie found 
that 90% were reported to be positive. Of the remaining 10% of effects, half were expected to 
be negative (e.g., high student mobility). In brief, this suggests that almost everything positively 
impacts student achievement. Given this, how do educational leaders differentiate between what 
works and what works best? Hattie reported that the average effect size ofall measured influences 
in education was d = .40. He suggested that effect size of d = .40 should therefore be used as the 
hinge point, or benchmark, for indicating whether or not an educational innovation exceeds the 
typical average effect of teachers. Effect sizes that exceed the hinge-point of d = .40 fall within 
the "zone of desired effects" (p. 19). However it is important to note that this benchmark value 
"is not a magic number... but a guideline to begin discussions about what we can aim for ifwe 
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want to see students change" (p. 17). In effort to make the results of this observational descrip­
tive study meaningful and interpretable, the findings will be presented alongside mean effect size 
calculations performed previously by Hattie, when available. 

Student Time-on-Task. Research on classroom management indicates a variety ofinstructional 
activities and classroom management techniques can reduce the likelihood of student problem 
behavior and enhance student achievement (Doyle, 1986). McNamara and Jolly (1990a,b) 
investigated ways to increase on-task behavior while reducing off-task and disruptive behaviors 
of 12- and 13-year-old students, they concluded that, "when disruptive behavior is dealt with by 
the promotion ofon-task behaviors then all types ofoff-task behavior, from innocuous to grossly 
disruptive, are reduced" (1990b, p. 248). When off-task and disruptive behavior are reduced, the 
opportunity for student learning increases. Results from the descriptive study indicated that on 
average students were on-task 83.9% of all intervals, with no significant difference between the 
three instructional settings (Cornett, 2010). According to Hattie's (2009) synthesis, the average 
effect size of time on task is moderate (d = .38) but does not fall within the zone ofdesired effects 
(i.e., according to his operational definition an effect size of d = .40 or greater). Karweit's (1984, 
1985) syntheses indicated time on task is not analogous to engagement; engagement results 
from several co-varying factors that include classroom management, lesson design, instructional 
pedagogy, student enthusiasm for the content, student respect for their teacher, and others. In 
secondary schools, some students choose to stay overtly on task during instructional time in 
order to avoid reprisal from the instructor, but level of engagement and the degree that the 
student is attending to the academic task remain low. In conclusion, not only must students be 
on-task but the preconditioning factors leading to engagement must also be present; teachers 
must use the best of classroom management and instructional practices if we expect to impact 
student achievement. 

Transitioning Between Activities. While students transition between places, activities, phases 
ofa lesson, or lessons there is great opportunity for wasted time and off-task behavior; moreover, 
there is little opportunity for student learning. Transition periods are lost instructional time that 
teachers should endeavor to reduce. Researchers working in elementary classrooms found that 
approximately 31 transitions occur daily accounting for about 15% of classroom time (Burns, 
1984; Gump, 1967). However, much less is known about the frequency or duration of transitions 
in high school classrooms. It is commonly assumed that because the seating structure or "room 
arrangements in secondary classes typically remain the same across activities, major transitions 
take less time" (Doyle, 1986, p. 406). Therefore, transitions in high school classrooms should 
take less time than in elementary school (Doyle, 1986) and be fewer in number. Results from 
the descriptive study indicate that very little time was lost in major transitions during the class 
period. Transition time accounted for 4.4% of all intervals (Cornett, 2010), which is markedly 
less time than the 15% of classroom time suggested by Burns (1984) and Gump (1967). Further, 
results indicated no significant difference in major transition time between the three instructional 
settings (Cornett, 2010). In conclusion, little time was lost between transitions that occurred in 
these high school classrooms. 

Learning Arrangement. Although whole or large group instruction is commonly viewed 
as most prevalent in high schools, it is not regarded as an appropriate learning arrangement for 
extended periods of time in academically diverse classrooms (Archer & Hughes, 2011). During 
whole group instruction, the teacher gears the lesson to the average ability of the students in the 
classroom. The hope is that it will meet the educational need of the greatest number of students 
(Ornstein, 1995). High school students within the same classrooms have diverse academic needs, 
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and whole group instruction only meets the needs of the few students whose ability is near the 
group average. Results from the descriptive study indicate that in each of the three settings, 
whole group instruction consumed the largest portion of observation intervals (Cornett, 2010). 
The percentage of intervals teachers used whole group instruction in adapted, co-taught, and 
resource rooms is 37.5, 51.0, and 55.5, respectively. 

Small group instruction allows students to excise different skills not used in whole or large 
group instruction. Cohen (1994) found that students who worked well together in small groups 
were better able to manage competition and conflict among team members, listen to and com­
bine different points of view, construct meaning, and provide support to one another; more­
over, these 21st century social skills carryover to college readiness and academic achievement 
(Springer, Stanne, & Donovan, 1999). Hattie (2009) reported a moderate effect size for small 
group learning (d = .49), which is within the zone of desired effects. However, the average effect 
size of individualized instruction is small (d = .23) and does not reach the threshold of desired 
effects. This suggests the instructional method used during one-on-one instruction has a larger 
effect than the learning arrangement. During the descriptive study, small group instruction 
occurred only in adapted classrooms, and infrequently in that setting (Cornett, 2010). Teacher 
led one-on-one instruction occurred during 28.8% of the intervals in the resource room setting 
whereas 4.7% in the co-taught classrooms and not at all in adapted classrooms. In summary, the 
learning arrangement of the class was primarily independent work or large group instruction 
with little opportunity for small group learning. 

Instructional Activity. Skilled teachers use a variety of instructional act1v1t1es to mediate 
content learning for diverse learners. In our review of the literature on instruction, we identified 
30 activities to include in this focus area. The activities ranged from providing explicit feedback, 
to showing video, and use of formative progress measures. The 30 instructional activities 
included in the descriptive· study have been grouped according to 11 categories described by 
Hattie (2009). Three observed instructional activities (i.e., academic directions, procedural 
directions, and lecture) are not included in Hattie's synthesis, but are reported below. Finally, 
time that teachers were not engaged in instruction is included below and will be reported first. 
Figure 14.2 shows the mean percentage of intervals in which teachers in all settings engaged in 
the instructional activities or did not engage in any instructional activity. 

The data in Figure 14.2 are arranged from most to least frequently observed instructional 
activity. Instructional activities that exceed effect size of .40 fall within Hattie's (2009) zone of 
desired effects and are shown as solid black circles. Activities associated with effect sizes below .40 
are shown as gray circles. Activities not associated with an effect size are shown as gray crosses. 
The diameter of the circles illustrates the effect size of the instructional activity; the larger the 
circle, the larger the effect of the activity on student achievement. For example, the diameter of 
formative progress monitoring (d = .90) is approximately twice as large as questioning (d = .46). 

The mean percentage of intervals in which teachers in all settings engaged in any type of 
instruction was 76.8 whereas the mean percentage not engaged in instruction was 23.2. During a 
45-minute class period, teacher disengaged time represents approximately 10.5 minutes per class 
per day, or about 50 minutes per week per class of instructional time that is not utilized. Teacher 
disengaged from instruction was the most frequently observed behavior. As seen in Figure 14.2, 
instructional activities within the zone of desired effects only consumed 28.2% of instructional 
time. This is significantly less than we expected and hoped to see. Table 14.1 shows the mean 
percent intervals within each of the instructional activities included in Figure 14.2. 

Among instructional activities that have large positive impact on student achievement are 
various forms of feedback. Formative evaluations are a powerful type of feedback allowing 
students to understand where mistakes are made in the sequence of learning new concepts, 
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Figure 14.2 Instructional activity by percentage ot interval observed by effect size 

procedures, or strategies. In their meta-analysis, Fuchs and Fuchs (1986) found that formative 
evaluations increased achievement for students with a learning disability. Likewise, Hattie (2009) 
reports an average effect size of d = .90, which ranks third among all effects reported in his syn­
thesis. Results from the descriptive study suggest that this type offeedback rarely occurs; with no 
instance of formative evaluation observed in any setting. However, other types offeedback were 
observed during 15.5% of observation intervals. Table 14.1 indicates that among the sub-types 
of feedback, elaborated feedback was most common. Hattie reports that feedback is "among the 
most powerful influences on achievement" (2009, p. 173), with the average effect size well into 
the zone of desired effects, d = .73. • 

Small-Scale Descriptive Study Conclusions. Results from the descriptive study show little 
time was spent using instructional activities that research indicates are appropriate for diverse 
academic learners (e.g., concept mapping, strategy instruction, formative assessment). Instructional 
activities that occurred frequently (e.g., giving academic or procedural direction, and lecturing) 
are not associated with student academic outcomes in the empirical or prescriptive literature. 
Moreover, a tremendous amount of instructional time was lost due to teacher disengagement. 
Typical behavior during disengaged time was checking, writing, or reading e-mail at a computer 
in the classroom or preparing to teach the lesson in the next class period. In part, this suggests 
a systemic problem may exist in schools and raises a number of questions about what barriers 
prevent teachers from engaging with students during the whole instructional period: (a) Why 
do teachers receive such a large volume of e-mail that they cannot be responded to before and 
after school? (b) Do teachers have adequate time to co-plan within co-taught classrooms? (c) Is 
adequate preparation time provided to teachers? 

Students spent the observed class period engaged primarily in whole group or independent 
learning arrangements. When taken together, findings from this study raise serious questions 
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Table 74. 7 Instructional Activity by Subcategory and Mean Percentage of Intervals 

d (Hattie, 2009) Instructional Activity and Subcategory Mean Percent 

0.90 

0.73 

0.69 

0.57 

0.46 

0.41 

0.37 

0.36 

0.34 

0.22 

0.16 

None Reported 

None Reported 

None Reported 

None Reported 

Formative Progress Monitoring 

Feedback 

Review Fact, Concept, Procedure 

Review by Generalization 

Elaborated Feedback 

Simple Feedback 

Meta-cognitive Strategy 

Reading Strategy 

Review Skill or Strategy 

Implicit Model 

Explicit Model 

Describe 

Concept Mapping 

Post Organizer 

Other Graphic Device 

Questioning 

Questioning for Self Answer 

Questioning for Verbal Response 

Questioning for Written Response 

Questioning for Action Response 

Advance Organizer 

Computer Mediated Instruction 

Exposure to Reading 

Read to Students 

Shared Reading 

Simple Silent Reading 

Augmented Silent Reading 

Testing 

Test 

Quiz 

Watch Video 

Teacher Immediacy 

Physical Observation 

Listen 

Academic Directions 

Procedural Direction 

Lecture 

Not Engaged in Instruction 

0.0 

15.5 

0.7 

0.1 

8.3 

6.4 

3.9 

0.3 

0.1 

0.9 

0.7 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

8.9 

0.2 

7.8 

0.8 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

4.0 

2.3 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.7 

9.7 

7.9 

1.7 

10.8 

l 0.2 

12.8 

23.2 
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about meaningful access to the general education curriculum for students with disabilities. The 
results from the co-taught classrooms indicate that physical inclusion in the general education 
classroom does not guarantee access to the general curriculum as indicated by effective and dif­
ferentiated instructional activities. Moreover, it is questionable whether co-taught classrooms are 
the least restrictive environment given the learning arrangements students are placed into and 
the instructional activities teachers use. However, the same conclusion can be drawn regarding 
adapted and resource classroom instruction. In summary, the quality of education, as assessed by 
the instructional and management activities observed in this study, is of questionable quality in 
each of the three instructional settings and raise questions about the quality ofeducation not only 
for students with disabilities but for all students. 

We undertook this small-scale descriptive study for two primary reasons. First, to demon­
strate that high quality instructional-epidemiological research is possible and, second, to gather 
information about the educational experience of students with disabilities who spend most of 
their school-day within general education classrooms. However, the results reported here raise 
more questions than are answered. For those of us committed to bettering the educational 
experience and outcomes of students with disabilities, these findings should serve as a call to 
action. We need to critically examine our practice, teacher training programs, and supervision 
systems. Then, shift policy to ensure that (a) student teachers are taught the best instructional 
practice; (b) general educational teachers are supported by coaches and special educators in 
learning differentiated instruction; and (c) school and district leaders develop staff evaluation 
systems that specifically look for best instructional practice shown to benefit diverse learners. 

Recommendations for Special Education Leaders Practice and Future Research 

Thirty-five years ago more than half of all of American children with disabilities were not 
receiving appropriate educational services. Remarkable changes have occurred since the initial 
passage of P. L. 94-142 in 1975. Today, schools are much more sophisticated in offering sys­
tems of differentiated instruction for all students regardless of cognitive, emotional, or physical 
limitations. However, while the vast majority of students with disabilities are welcomed into 
classrooms, their successful access to the general education curriculum still remains a challenge 
on many fronts. Among the challenges still to be overcome are disproportionate placement of 
minority students, high teacher turn-over, burdensome paperwork, and less than stellar evidence 
of student achievement. 

The overriding message of this chapter is that any turn around or school improvement ini­
tiative for students with disabilities must place high quality instruction at the very center of its 
change strategy. This message parallels what David and Cuban (2010) found in a recent analysis 
of twenty-three school reform models (one ofwhich was RTI). Namely, while changes in school 
structures and organizational factors (e.g., altering school schedules, infusing technology, etc.) 
may play an important role, their influence on student achievement pales in comparison to the 
relative power of high quality instruction as the centerpiece of school reform. Therefore, a core 
question for all school leaders to ask is what kinds of strategies can school leaders use to bring 
about significant change in the quality of instruction on a sustained basis? 

In this chapter we have tried to make the case that there is a growing evidence base on high 
leverage teaching variables that teachers and admmistrators can draw upon in planning, imple­
menting, and evaluating the instruction that is provided to students. Practitioners now have a 
growing amount ofinformation on a broad array of teaching variables that will produce the larg­
est effect sizes if they are used with fidelity and with sufficient intensity. There are two recently 
published books containing thorough reviews of the literature on instructional variables and 
teaching routines shown to produce the greatest amount of student achievement. The informa-
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tion covered in these books should be understood and applied by special education leaders in 
planning professional development programs and in guiding their decisions to hire new staff and 
evaluate the instructional practices of current staff The first book is Explicit Instruction: Effective 
and Efficient Teaching by Anita Archer and Charles Hughes (2011); the second is Visible Learning: 
A Synthesis ofover 800 Meta-analyses Relating to Achievement by John Hattie (2009). 

To help ensure satisfactory rates of implementation of these high-leverage teaching practices, 
we have argued that school leaders should carefully examine the professional learning practices 
they employ to determine the degree to which they reflect what multiple studies have now told 
us. Namely, one-shot workshops with no opportunity to practice newly taught instructional 
procedures in their classroom settings without ample, high quality coaching and feedback sim­
ply do not work. Continued investments by administrators in one-shot workshops is a waste of 
resources. However, to the degree that school leaders use coaches to provide job-embedded 
learning, teacher capacity will grow and the chances of their proficient application of evidence­
based practices to improve student outcomes will increase. 

Finally, informed leadership strategies and values that make high quality instruction their top 
priority leads to an unrelenting focus on the goal of enabling all of their teachers to proficiently 
implement evidence-based practices. Such strategies and values include the following: very care­
fully protecting instructional time, making teacher collaboration and co-planning a high prior­
ity, providing differentiated instruction through instructional tiers ofvarying intensity, aligning 
financial and human resources between the district and schools, basing teaching assignments on 
student and not teacher/administrator needs, adhering to known principles oforganizational and 
individual change, and leveraging district resources and capacities to support the instructional 
mission of schools. 

To better equip special education leaders to be even more influential in impacting teacher 
effectiveness, answers to the following research questions should be sought: 

What are the cost implications of implementing ongoing, job-embedded professional learning and sup­
port? While models ofprofessional development other than one-shot workshops have strong 
face validity and growing evidence of their effectiveness on student achievement, there is 
a paucity of evidence regarding the costs of such models. To gain traction over the long 
haul and to have viability in times oflimited economic resources, studies that demonstrate 
the cost-effectiveness of models characterized by such things as job-embedded professional 
learning and ongoing coaching must be determined. Some preliminary investigations have 
yielded favorable results (e.g., Knight, 2010; Levin, Catlin, & Elson, 2010); however, more 
thorough investigations remain to be done. 
What leadership approaches best support ongoing, job-embedded professional learning and support? 
There is more knowledge and conceptual understanding about the types of professional 
learning and support detailed in this chapter than there is knowledge ofhow to best prepare 
educational leaders to successfully vision, implement, and sustain ongoing, job-embedded 
professional learning and support on the front lines. Determining the skills, dispositions, and 
values essential for school leaders to most effectively implement this approach to professional 
development and identifying how to equip school leaders with these necessary skill is vital. 
Guidance for addressing these issues may be found, in part, in the report prepared by the 
Southern Regional Education Board entitled Schools Need Good Leaders Now: State Progress in 
Creating a Learner-Centered School Leadership System (Fry, Bottoms, O'Neill, & Walker 2007). 
The strategies described in this report are relevant because it places high quality instruction 
at the heart of all school leader training-this is the same posture described in this chapter. 
To what degree do current special education leadership preparation programs prepare leaders to understand 
instructional effectiveness? If special education leaders are to provide the necessary leadership 
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that will result in a significant changes in the quality ofinstruction provided to students with 
disabilities, they must have a deep understanding of what constitutes high quality instruc­
tion, how to measure and observe it in practice, how to provide meaningful and actionable 
feedback to teachers, and how to conceptualize and implement professional learning expe­
riences on instructional effectiveness. A careful analysis of the curriculum and practicum 
offerings in existing leadership preparation programs will provide a baseline for determining 
the kinds of changes that should be made in these programs to better prepare special educa­
tion leaders with the proper skill sets and dispositions around high quality instruction. 
How can technological advancements be leveraged to increase the effectiveness ofspecial education leaders 
in raising the quality of instruction of all teachers? One of the most powerful factors in altering 
adult behavior is timely, specific, frequent, and elaborated feedback. Providing that kind 
of feedback to large numbers of teachers can be complex and time consuming at best and 
overwhelmingly daunting at worst. With the burgeoning number of technological advances 
available, it is important to accelerate the number ofstudies being done on ways these inno­
vations can be used to capture, categorize, and analyze instructional behaviors that can be 
examined and acted upon by practitioners and their coaches. 
What kinds of large-scale epidemiological studies of instructional practices can best inform leadership 
practices, policy, and future research? The findings of the Cornett (2010) study discussed in this 
chapter underscores the valuable array of data that can emerge through observational studies 
focusing on instructional practice. This study, however, was very limited in scope. Much 
larger studies in a broad array of settings (e.g., various instructional tiers in an RTI frame­
work) are needed. A detailed picture of where classroom practice stands currently will be 
informative to educational leaders and teachers as well as policy makers. This baseline infor­
mation will be invaluable in providing direction for future research, practice, and policy 
around issues of instructional effectiveness. 

Notes 

We use the term "diverse learners" broadly. The term encompasses racial diversity, gender diversity, ethnic diversity, 
socioeconomic diversity, and disability. 

2 For information about these technical aspects ofRTI, see the following: Sailor (2009); Shores and Chester (2009). 
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