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ABSTRACT 

JANNA BRENDLE 

A SURVEY OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION TEAM MEMBERS' PERCEIVED 
EFFECTIVE PRACTICES IN RURAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

MAY2008 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of general and special 

education teachers regarding effective Rtl teams in rural elementary schools in Texas. 

The key components identified in the literature were Rtl team membership, practices, 

and effectiveness. A non-experimental design using survey methods was used. The 

survey was sent to a random sample of general education and special education teachers 

in rural schools in Texas. The response rate of teachers was 33% of the surveys were 

completed and returned. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze survey 

results to determine significant differences between special education and general 

education teachers' knowledge of the Rtl team process, between amount of training and 

number of referrals, and between teachers experience and number of referrals. Chi square 

was used to identify Rtl team practices implemented most frequently by teams and 

practices identified by Rtl teams as effective. Percentage was used to determine who was 

a member of a Rtl team in rural schools in Texas. 

Findings from the study indicated that special education teachers rated their 

perceived knowledge of the Rtl team process significantly higher than general 
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education teachers rated their knowledge of the Rtl team process. Even though this 

study found there is no statistical difference between the hours of training and 

number of students referred to the RtI team, the results showed a slightly higher mean 

score for teachers with greater than six hours of intervention team training. There was 

no significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effective practices. No 

differences were found between amount of teacher experience and student referrals. 

Practices implemented were student problem solving, provide teacher support, 

progress monitoring of interventions, and recommend research-based reading and 

math interventions. Teachers reported that team membership changed as a result of the 

needs of the student and the majority reported that the principal is frequently a member 

of the Rtl team. Implications and recommendations for further research were identified. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Researchers, professional organizations, advocacy groups, and other stakeholders 

in the field of education have acknowledged the limitations of the traditional process for 

determining students' eligibility for special education services. The traditional process 

has failed to provide information that can be used for the ongoing development, 

implementation, and evaluation of effective classroom interventions required to produce 

positive outcomes for students (Reschly, 2002). 

The number of students who receive special education services increased 250% 

as a result of 1975 special education legislation regarding the process used to determine 

special education eligibility (Reschly, 2002). The learning disabilities category 

comprises 52% of the special education population (U.S. Department of Education, 

Office of Special Education Programs, 1995). The rate of evaluation and subsequent 

placement of children with a specific learning disability in special education programs 

increased in the past 25 years (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special 

Education Programs). The increased number of students identified as learning disabled 

resulted in criticism of special and general education and the effectiveness of instruction 

for learners who were struggling. The learning disability category, which has seen the 

most intense growth pattern, has not been well defined and has led to an emphasis on a 

need for early and accurate identification of students with disabilities (Reschly & 
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Y sseldyke, 1995). As a result of higher assessment standards and the increase in the 

number of students identified as learning disabled, there is an apparent need to 

identify effective instructional interventions to support students who experience 

academic difficulties on grade level. To address the growing numbers of students in 

special education, by the late 1980s over one-half of state education agencies had 

mandated or recommended the development of school based consultation teams to 

facilitate the success of students experiencing learning problems in the general 

education classroom (Bay, Bryan & O'Connor, 1994; Fuchs et al., 1990). 

The current Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 

(IDEIA 2004) language to determine whether a child has a specific learning disability 

indicates that a state may prohibit and may not require the use of a severe discrepancy 

between intellectual ability and achievement, must permit the use of a process that 

determines if the child responds to scientific, research-based intervention as part of the 

evaluation procedures and may permit the use of other alternative research-based 

procedures. The passage of IDEIA 2004 brought considerable support in Texas law for 

the use of the response to intervention (Rtl) process. This process uses an array of 

scientific and research-based procedures to determine if and how students respond to 

specific changes in instruction. Rtl is an alternative to the traditional special education 

evaluation process. This process emphasizes the use of Rtl teams to problem solve and 

identify instructional interventions that address educational deficits and curtail a need for 

special education services. One challenge for rural schools is to form effective Rtl 
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team practices utilizing the available resources and staff to provide instructional 

interventions in order to decrease the need for special education. 

The Rtl team process model is one method for determining the difference 

between the students who can perform on grade level with instructional interventions, 

and those who require special education services (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). The Rtl 

model emphasizes early intervention and prevention by allowing a team of educators 

to intervene before students' problems become severe and require special education 

services. Rtl is a proactive approach that seeks to support students experiencing 

difficulties in school prior to making a referral for special education consideration. 

Early and efficient development, implementation, and evaluation of classroom 

interventions allows educators to find solutions to problems and provide targeted 

instruction (Fuchs & Fuchs). Intervention teams can use the Rtl process to prevent 

students from falling further behind academically. 

The Rtl model and team process provides a systematic and structured 

methodology to develop effective classroom interventions. This model incorporates 

best practices to identify problems, define the extent of problems, explore options for 

intervention, implement interventions, and examine the effectiveness of interventions 

to resolve the concern (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). The Rtl model can be conceived as 

a comprehensive process, providing a team of educators with a focus and intensity 

lacking in less systematic forms of developing interventions. 
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Early intervention through the Rtl team process is the first step in the special 

education referral process. Rtl emphasizes the prevention of educational deficits using 

general education resources and curtailing the need for special education resources. In 

order to implement the Rtl process, intervention support teams apply a collaborative, 

systematic, problem-solving process and appropriate interventions before making a 

referral for special education evaluation (Zins, Heron, & Goddard, 1999). The 

intervention teams develop early interventions as a means to prevent unnecessary 

referrals and placements of students into special education. 

Pre-referral intervention have been the most common term for the teams. In the 

past, Student Assistance Team, and Teacher Assistance Team have also been used 

(Bahr, Whitten, Dieker, Kocarek, & Manson, 1999). As a result of IDEIA 2004 many 

teams were named Response to Intervention Team and Student Intervention Team 

(Truscott et al., 2005). Ogonosky (2007) indicates that the current consensus among 

professionals, since IDEIA 2004, is the intervention team is not a pre-referral process 

and should be identified as a Rtl team process. 

Studies indicate that a major indicator of effectiveness requires that the 

intervention team include general educators, special educators, specialists, and 

administrators (Vaughn, Linan-Thompson & Hickman, 2003). The composition and 

purpose of the Rtl teams is directly affected by the goals and needs of the team as 

they relate to current legislation (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). 
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The terms used to identify the teams appear to be different depending on who 

participates, who is served and legislation. The most common term used within the 

early literature was pre-referral intervention team (Chalfant, Pysh, & Moultrie, 1979). 

The purpose of intervention assistance teams was that of a mandated step in the 

eligibility process created to reduce the number special education referrals (Safran & 

Safran, 1996). The distinction between the terms used to identify the team appears to be 

in the team's membership and function. 

Response to intervention emphasizes the need for early intervention to 

prevent unnecessary referral and placement of students into special education. The 

term identifying the team should reflect the purpose of the team. The Rtl team 

consisted of general education teachers and specialists that dealt with student concerns 

regarding students who were struggling in general education without necessarily 

considering a referral to special education. Confusion regarding the team's function 

largely stems from the term pre-referral, suggesting that the process ultimately leads to 

special education referral, testing, and subsequent decision-making. Thhis model of 

intervention should not be considered a step toward a referral for special education 

determination. Rather, the intervention process is an alternative to the special education 

referral process, emphasizing the prevention of educational deficits and curtailing the 

need for special education resources (Ogonosky, 2007). Rtl teams use problem solving 

and standard research-based interventions to address concerns prior to and possibly in 
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place of a formal referral for special education consideration. The RtI process is not 

designed as a means to acquire special education services. 

Teams that function according to the current IDEIA 2004 requirements must 

address instructional interventions prior to the eligibility for special education. The lack 

of appropriate response to intervention may or may not ultimately result in special 

education eligibility. Consequently, the team should be referred to as the RtI team 

(Ogonosky, 2007). 

IDEIA 2004 addressed the need for change to using the concept of a RtI model 

and team process for identifying learning disabilities in order to ensure students receive 

intensive instructional early interventions before referrals to special education. The 

alignment of state assessment standards with federal legislation was the reason for the 

trend toward higher standards for all students which increased the tendency to refer 

students who are struggling to special education (Salend, 2001). 

Problems in the traditional general and special education system, including over

identification of students with learning disabilities, students in special education 

separated from students in general education, undocumented benefits of special 

education programs, eligibility procedures that had weak relationships to instructional 

interventions, and the lack of prevention and scientifically based interventions, were the 

basis of the need for change. Further research should focus on finding critical elements 

of effective intervention teams (Truscott, Cohen, Sams, Sanborn, & Frank, 2005). 
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Purpose of the Study 

As a result of the passage of IDEIA 2004, Rtl teams, in some form, have been 

established in most rural schools to implement the intervention process for students who 

are struggling. In a survey of 50 state education departments, 41 % reported that they 

mandate intervention teams and 47% include the intervention team requirements in their 

state regulations (Truscott et al., 2005). 

A rural school in Texas is defined by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) as 

having a total number of students in average daily attendance fewer than 600, or a county 

that has a total population density of fewer than 10 persons per square mile (No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001). In 2006-07 there were 1,254 school districts in Texas. Four 

hundred fifty-nine were designated small, rural districts according to TEA (Small, Rural 

School Achievement Program, 2005). Of those small, rural districts identified by TEA, 

71 districts were also identified by the United States Department of Education as at-risk 

due to poverty (Rural and Low Income Schools Program, 2005). According to the 

National Center for Education Statistics, Texas has the most rural school districts in the 

United States in poverty (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2007). Implementing 

Rtl in small, rural schools can be especially challenging since this process requires 

sufficient professional staff, additional staff development, and research-based 

instructional intervention programs (Ormsbee, Myles, & Simpson, 1999). 

The purpose of this study was to examine Response to Intervention team 

membership, practices, and perceived effectiveness in rural elementary schools in Texas. 

7 



The study explored Rtl team practices viewed as effective in contributing to developing 

strategies that assist teachers with students who are struggling. 

Because of the lack of empirical evidence regarding intervention teams in rural 

schools (Pugach & Johnson, 1989), the focus of this study was to identify Rtl team 

membership, practices, and perceived team effectiveness in rural schools in Texas. The 

research questions in this study include: 

1. Is there a mean difference between special education and general education

teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived knowledge of the Rtl team

process?

2. Is there a mean difference between teachers with greater than five hours or

less intervention team training and teachers with less than six or more hours of

intervention team training in regard to the number of students they referred to

the Rtl team?

3. Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in rural

elementary schools in Texas?

4. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience, and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students referred to the Rtl team?

5. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years
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experience, and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the 

number of students referred for special education testing? 

6. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students determined to be eligible for special education services?

7. Which Rtl team practices are implemented most frequently by Rtl teams in

rural schools in Texas?

8. What percentage of school personnel are members of the Rtl team in rural

schools in Texas?

Significance of the Study 

Since 37% of Texas school districts are considered rural and of those 16% are 

classified as at-risk due to poverty, it is necessary to study the implications of education 

initiatives such as Rtl, and the supports needed to implement those initiatives. Rural 

schools are often at a disadvantage in implementing Rtl mandates because the 

components required in the Rtl process present challenges for rural school districts 

(Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). 

Evaluating the views of Rtl team members about the membership, practices, and 

effectiveness of the teams is vital because these professionals play a critical role in 

implementing and monitoring interventions that affect student outcomes. Educational 

practices such as implementing intervention teams should be monitored for effectiveness 

9 



and evaluated continually (Reschly, 2002). The effectiveness of the intervention team can 

be measured by the ability to reduce the number of inappropriate referrals to special 

education and by assisting teachers with strategies to remediate struggling students 

(Reschly). 

The information gathered from this study will assist rural school administrators 

who want to create and implement policies and procedures that could contribute to the 

Rtl team success. Educators in rural school districts must attend to diverse learner needs 

while limiting the extra duties and responsibilities required of district personnel. 

Administrators also must coordinate and support continuing professional development of 

staff in response to student needs and curricular demands. Many small, rural districts are 

a considerable distance from metropolitan areas where universities and colleges are 

located, so they are not typically engaged in ongoing research and program development 

opportunities at the same rates as their urban and suburban counterparts (Ormsbee & 

Haring, 2000).The findings from this study add to the body of knowledge about 

educators' perceptions of intervention team membership, practices, and effectiveness in 

rural schools in Texas. 

In order to effectively implement the Rtl model, it is essential for educators to 

gain knowledge of intervention team processes, such as problem solving and progress 

monitoring. These processes have proven to be effective in identifying appropriate 

student interventions. It is also important for the Rtl teams to have access to the resources 

necessary to implement those interventions. These issues pose concerns for rural school 

10 



districts due to time constraints of a small teaching staff, minimal staff development 

opportunities, and inadequate funding for individual intervention programs (Roscignio & 

Crowley, 2001). 

Definition of Terms 

To establish a common basis of understanding, the following terms are 

operationally defined for use in this study: 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 is a state must permit the use 

of a process that determines if a child responds to scientific, research based intervention. 

Instructional Intervention is instruction that targets areas in which a student is 

struggling (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). 

Intervention Team is the term used prior to the passage of IDEIA (2004 ). A team 

of appropriate members who collaborate to identify and define student concerns, explore 

options for intervention, implement interventions, and monitor the progress and the 

effectiveness of interventions for resolving the concern (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). 

Participants in the teams may include general and special education teachers, 

administrators, paraprofessionals, parents, and specialists. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (2002) is legislation that reauthorized the 

elementary and secondary education act. NCLB is built on four principles: accountability 

for results, more choices for parents, greater local control 

Progress Monitoring is curriculum based measurement of intermittent testing of 

students in order to monitor their progress as a result of instruction (Deno, 2002). 
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Response to Intervention (Rt/) is a process that identifies students who are 

struggling for intensive instruction and progress monitoring of the results (Fuchs & 

Fuchs, 2007). 

Response to Intervention (Rt/) Team is the term used subsequent to the passage of 

IDEIA (2004 ). A team of the appropriate members who collaborate to determine the 

interventions required for students who are struggling and monitor the intervention 

progress (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). Participants in the teams may include general and 

special education teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, parents, and specialists. 

Rural Public Schools Rural schools include districts with average daily attendance 

of fewer than 600 students, or districts in which all schools are located within 75 miles of 

an urban area; and all schools served by the district are located in a rural area (Rural 

School Program, 2005). 

Team Member is an individual who served on a student intervention team 

(Chalfant, Pysh & Moultrie, 1979). 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made for this study: 

1. Although each of the participating rural schools' Rtl process varied in

components, each teacher understood the Rtl process.

2. Teachers' responses to survey questions were accurate and represented their

individual interpretation of the Rtl process based on their own experience

with the Rtl process at their school.
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3. Teachers were free to respond to the survey without administrative influence.

Summary 

With the increase in legislation for multi-disciplinary team problem-solving, 

future research needs to focus on increasing the fidelity of intervention teams, as well as 

how training, team practices, and organizational factors impact the effectiveness of the 

problem-solving team implementation (Telzrow, McNamara, & Hollinger, 2000). 

Previous research has focused on a variety of team models and indicated the need for 

further understanding regarding what constitutes the most effective intervention team 

practices (Gutkin & Curtis, 1999). 

The Rtl team process presents challenges for rural school districts. Gathering 

teacher survey data in rural schools regarding Rtl team components identified in the 

literature as important to effective team functioning assists in developing strategies that 

enable RtI teams in rural sch<)Ols to implement instructional interventions and to increase 

appropriate referrals to special education. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of related literature and research for this study included the Rtl team 

background and rationale. This review documented the legislative changes that led to the 

requirement to consider response to research-based instructional interventions prior to 

considering special education eligibility for students who are struggling academically. 

The literature review also described and defined the basis and support for the Rtl team 

model. Key components required in the Rtl model are identified as Rtl team membership, 

practices, and effectiveness. This chapter discussed these components identified in 

literature and how they relate to implementation in rural schools. 

Background and Rationale 

Special education mandates, legislation, and the refer-test-place process based on 

the learning disabilities discrepancy model have resulted in increasing numbers of 

students identified for special education services (Ogonosky, 2007). The lack of 

empirical evidence based on the discrepancy model fueled educational and political 

debate regarding research-based practices concerning the identification and instruction 

for students who are struggling (Ogonosky). 

Although specific team membership, practices, and effectiveness of Rtl teams as 

described in the literature vary, there are several important commonalities (Slonski

Fowler & Truscott, 2004). The Rtl team process described in the literature included a 
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team of educators, specialists, and administrators with the purpose to provide effective 

interventions for students who are struggling and to prevent over-identification of 

students for special education (Slonski-Fowler & Truscott). 

Historical Research 

Chalfant et al. ( 1979) studied the American educational system and concluded 

that the two separate systems of general education and special education should create a 

plan to meet the needs of all students experiencing learning problems, regardless of the 

label. As a result of Chalfant' s et al. findings, instructional intervention teams were 

formed with representatives from both the general and special education staff. Members 

of the intervention teams developed plans and implemented intervention strategies that 

supported teachers and students who were struggling. Due to the initial positive 

intervention team outcomes, many teams were created to perform different functions 

dependent upon the needs of the school and initially were identified by various terms 

dependent upon their function and membership (Chalfant et al.). 

The concerns regarding the unnecessary stigmatization and separation of students 

from the mainstream called for reform initiatives that included interventions prior to 

determining special education eligibility (Graden, Casey, & Christenson, 1985). Research 

completed by Graden et al. implemented an intervention team model that included 

instructional interventions for students who were performing below grade level in six 

pilot schools. In four of the six schools, testing and placement rates decreased 

significantly. Teachers and administrators perceived the interventions as effective and 
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helpful to students (Graden et al.). The research, legislation, and continual concerns 

regarding referral, evaluation, and placement practices in special education have resulted 

in the search for intervention and team practices that better meet the needs of students 

who are struggling within the general education program (Algozzine, Christenson, & 

Ysseldyke, 1982; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Richey, & Graden, 1982). 

A survey of special education administrators by Carter and Sugai ( 1989) found 

that 34 of 50 states required or recommended the use of interventions determined by a 

team process. In a review of 16 intervention teams examined, it was reported that the 

intervention team process by using a structured process to identify problems and 

solutions reduced the number of students referred to and then placed in special education 

(Lee & Jamison, 2003). 

Currently, there are federal mandates in place that require multidisciplinary Rtl 

teams and data-driven, research-based intervention implemented before eligibility in 

special education is considered (IDEIA, 2004 ). Rtl teams are structured to serve as 

resources for general education teachers as they develop, implement, and document 

research-based interventions. Fifteen percent of rural district superintendents reported 

having few professional development opportunities for teachers as a factor that affected 

their ability to implement NCLB 2001 and IDEIA 2004 requirements (United States 

Government Accountability Office, 2004 ). In rural districts in Texas, it is not uncommon 

for schools to be separated by long distances from the nearest college or training facility 

and have limited access to the Regional Education Service Centers. 
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A study conducted by the United States Government Accountability Office (2004) 

determined that rural districts were more likely than non-rural districts to report 

challenges in meeting student proficiency goals. Officials in 52% of rural districts 

surveyed reported that a large enrollment of students who are low achieving and/or 

economically disadvantaged in rural schools created challenges to implementing 

interventions that enable students to meet state accountability goals. Forty percent of non

rural districts reported this as a challenge. Several rural officials from the study noted that 

offering accommodations and interventions in rural areas is difficult due to limited staff 

available to provide them (United States Government Accountability Office). 

Legislation 

IDEIA 2004 aligned with NCLB 2001 to close the achievement gap, implement 

stronger accountability for students in special education, and place an emphasis on 

scientifically, researched-based instructional strategies and methodologies (Sanders 

2003). During the past several decades, federal and state legislatures have implemented 

policies directed toward improving the quality of public education. Under the most recent 

national mandates (NCLB 2001 and IDEIA 2004) schools must bring virtually all 

students to the proficient level on state content tests within the next decade. Schools are 

expected to meet this challenge by employing only highly qualified teachers who are well 

trained to implement research-based practices. Therefore, it is important to understand 

the impact of the legislative mandates and the implications for special education services 

in rural schools. 
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The 2004 reauthorization of the IDEIA permits states to discontinue the use of an 

IQ-achievement discrepancy model and use a response to intervention model that 

requires all students have access to research-based instructional interventions before a 

referral to determine eligibility for special education. There is a strong focus on 

intervention, progress monitoring, and assessment for academic programming. 

The Rtl team model of determining special education eligibility as learning 

disabled addresses the IDEIA 2004 legislation and is consistent with NCLB 2001. 

Empirical research is the basis for legislative support of the premise behind Rtl models 

enabling students to receive effective research-based instruction and interventions before 

being considered for special education (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Speece, 2002). Schools have the 

obligation to implement procedures that address the needs of all students experiencing 

learning problems. The innovative aspect of intervention teams is the utilization of 

consultation on a systematic basis and as a means to deliver services that are preventively 

oriented (Zins, Curtis, Graden, & Ponti, 1988). The Rtl team model is a process that 

provides schools with a standard method of putting into practice research-based 

instructional interventions required by law. 

The size of the school affects intervention team practices in the areas of team 

knowledge and professional development, along with having a variety of members such 

as administrators and specialist, well-established procedures, and sufficient time to 

implement the process (Rankin & Aksamit, 1994 ). Rankin and Aksamit investigated 

intervention team practices in a large Midwestern school district, by examining the 
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practices used in the schools and investigating the variables related to the intervention 

team practices. Intervention team practice variations resulted from size of school, grade 

level of school, philosophy of the school, and needs of the student population (Rankin & 

Aksamit). The major issues identified as limiting successful implementation of 

intervention teams were insufficient time for participants in the team process to carry out 

the necessary functions, scheduling meeting times, determining appropriate interventions, 

and lack of training in the intervention process. This study indicated that size of the 

school population directly effects the functioning of intervention teams (Rankin & 

Aksamit). 

According to the federal definition, schools eligible to participate in the Small 

Rural Schools Achievement (SRSA) Program included districts with average daily 

attendance of fewer than 600 students. Additionally, all schools served by the district 

must be located in a rural area where the population density is fewer than 10 persons per 

square mile. Thirty percent of the school districts in the United States meet the definition 

and 36% of the school districts in Texas are identified as a rural school (Small Rural 

Schools Achievement Program, 2005). This percentage warrants investigation of the 

historical research and legislation regarding special education eligibility for students who 

are struggling academically in both urban and rural schools. 

Rural education represents a large proportion of all schools and a significant 

number of children attend them. IDEIA 2004 outlines how NCLB 2001 mandates apply 

to implementing research-based instruction for students who are struggling before special 
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education services are considered. There is a question as to the ability of rural schools to 

meet these mandates (Kossar, Mitchem, & Ludlow, 2005). 

Rural school leaders must implement the various requirements demanded by the 

requirements of IDEIA 2004 and NCLB 2001 (Sanders, 2003), documenting that a 

student who was struggling received research-based interventions before a referral to 

special education was required by IDEIA 2004. Public school districts must implement 

the guidelines and meet the expectations as defined by the legislation, regardless of the 

size of the district and the resources available. The legislative mandates based on 

educational research are best put into practice in both urban and rural schools by school 

intervention teams. 

Literature related to intervention teams includes a description of the Rtl model 

and studies investigating issues regarding the organization, practices, implementation, 

and effectiveness (Center for Evaluation and Research, 1989). The following information 

examined the description and approaches of intervention teams related to team 

membership, team practices, and team effectiveness. 

Response to Intervention Description and Approaches 

The intervention team model is the mechanism for implementing the Rtl method 

of early identification of students who may require special education services, as well as 

identifying students who can make progress with interventions provided in general 

education. In order to gain insight into the components of the Rtl team model identified 
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in research, a description and approaches of the Rtl team model are required. The 

components identified in research include team membership, practices, and effectiveness. 

Description 

The over-arching goal of a Rtl team is to maintain the student in the least 

restrictive environment. Prior to IDEIA 2004, the term intervention team was used to 

identify the team process. After IDEIA 2004, the term Rtl team has been used as a 

general term for the team process. The purpose of an intervention team is to address 

academic difficulties that have been resistant to change within the student's current 

educational setting (Gutkin & Curtis, 1999). The mission of the Rtl teams is to provide 

effective intervention services to students primarily through collaborative activities. The 

team collaborates to assist the teacher in addressing a student's primary concern in the 

general education classroom. 

Studies indicate that intervention teams have been utilized successfully to assist 

general educators with the academic concerns of their students (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bahr, 

1990). Research indicates that the use of intervention teams within a school can be 

extremely effective in reducing the number of referrals to special education services 

(Fuchs et al.). 

Students are identified as learning disabled (LD) when their response to validated 

intervention through the Rtl process is dramatically inferior to that of peers. The 

inference is that students who respond poorly to generally effective interventions may 

have a disability. The assumption is that Rtl can differentiate between two explanations 
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for low achievement: inadequate instruction versus disability (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). If 

the student responds poorly to instruction that benefits most students, then the assessment 

eliminates instructional quality as a viable explanation for poor academic growth and 

instead provides evidence of a disability. Because most students respond to validated 

interventions, Rtl can serve as prevention, as well as an appropriate method for 

identifying learning disabilities (Fuchs & Fuchs). Consequently, multidisciplinary Rtl 

teams function in the capacity of implementing and monitoring the Rtl process. 

The Rtl model is reported to be beneficial to students who have relatively mild 

academic problems by assisting educators in meeting the needs of general education 

students who are struggling, but do not meet criteria for a specific disability requiring 

special education resources (Vaughn et al., 2003). These students typically make progress 

by responding to intensive targeted instruction implemented using resources available 

within the general education setting (Meyers, Valentino, Meyers, Boretti, & Brent, 1996). 

Rather than waiting to determine whether these students meet eligibility requirements for 

a disability, the Rtl process allows educators to intervene quickly and to prevent students 

from falling further behind. In order to intervene as problems occur, teams implement 

interventions. Ongoing data are collected to evaluate a student's progress during the 

intervention and to determine whether more intensive intervention resources are needed. 

If data show one student is making adequate progress in the Rtl process implemented by 

the intervention team, then special education resources are unnecessary for meeting the 

needs of the student. 
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A common way to begin the process of helping a student who is struggling in the 

general education classroom academically is to bring the concern to the attention of a Rtl 

team. Most often a student's classroom teacher notices patterns of academic 

underachievement and inconsistent learning problems (Friend & Bursuck, 2002). The Rtl 

team collects ongoing data that is used as evidence for determining the need for special 

education resources and a basis for team decisions. Typically, students who do not make 

progress in response to classroom interventions have severe concerns requiring more 

intense interventions developed by the Rtl team. Each of the Rtl models is embedded 

within a tiered intervention system that is implemented and monitored by the Rtl team. 

Tiered Intervention 

General education as determined by the team constitutes primary tier I additional 

instructional interventions that the student receives in the general education setting. 

Students who fail to respond to the tier I interventions move to more intensive 

instructional interventions at the tier II level. This involves utilizing research-based 

instruction in small groups in addition to the tier I interventions. Students who respond 

poorly to this intensive form of prevention are considered to have demonstrated 

unexpected underachievement and become candidates for further intervention in tier III. 

The students are examined by an instructionally focused Rtl team evaluation. This RtI 

team evaluation is designed to answer questions that arose during the tiered research

based interventions involving individualized programming and special education 

decisions (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). The practice of implementing tiered interventions by 
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intervention teams redirects the efforts from those previously put into evaluation for and 

placement into special education to the general classroom where problems are initially 

experienced (Fuchs et al., 1990; Fuchs et al., 2002). The following approaches serve as 

the basis for the Rtl model implemented by intervention teams. 

Approaches 

Rtl teams apply different methods of intervention depending on the needs of the 

students referred. There are two separate approaches to the Rtl model that are identified; 

the problem-solving model (Deno, 2002; Tilley, Reschly, & Grimes, 1999) and the 

standard treatment protocol (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2004; Vaughn et al., 2003). Both 

approaches to Rtl provide information regarding the acceptable prevention outcomes and 

patterns of LD identification (Marston, 2005). 

Problem Solving Model 

In the problem solving model, the starting point for the intervention team is to 

identify the problem that exists between what is expected and actual student performance 

(Upah & Tilly, 2002). When applying the problem solving model to the tiers, the Rtl 

team relies on preventative interventions. These interventions attempt to increase student 

performance on skills that are already acquired. The Rtl team, in collaboration with the 

teacher and other professionals, assumes the major responsibility for designing the 

individually tailored preventative interventions that vary in form and function depending 

on the identified student needs (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). 
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Standard Protocol Model 

The standard protocol approach has been shown in randomized controlled studies 

to improve most students' academic achievement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). In contrast to 

the problem-solving approach, the standard treatment protocol is designed to promote the 

acquisition of new skills. The typical standard treatment protocol provides general 

education at the tier I level. Tier II level includes small group tutoring two to three times 

per week for approximately 10 to 20 weeks. More intensive intervention is provided at 

the tier III level. 

Fuchs and Fuchs (2007) recommend that Rtl teams rely on a combination of 

approaches with a standard treatment protocol used for academic difficulties and a 

problem-solving approach used for behavioral problems. Their rationale is that standard 

treatment protocols have been shown to be highly effective for academic deficits. The Rtl 

team designs a standard academic instructional plan and monitors the progress toward 

achieving the student goals. 

Research based on the combination of the two models indicates that effective 

intervention teams practice collaborative problem-solving that implements a systematic 

process of interventions targeting student difficulties and teacher responsibility 

(Rosenfield, 2002). Rtl focuses on academic and behavioral goals in school settings 

(Rosenfield). A clear definition of the problem and a realistic, measurable, and specific 

goal is identified. Intervention strategies are then generated based on the goal. Rtl teams 
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combine problem solving methods and knowledge of research-based instructional 

interventions to reach the required goal. 

The focus of the Rtl problem solving and standard protocol approaches by the 

intervention teams is not on the referred child's deficiencies, but on the potential within 

the child. The goal of the intervention team is to examine the problem and attempt to 

resolve it with intensive tiered instruction. Taking the student's potential into account, the 

Rtl team attempts to remedy problems by altering variables within the instructional 

environment. The assumption is that the problem does not lie within the child but reflects 

a mismatch between the student, the instruction, and the task (Rosenfield, 2002). 

Systematic problem solving for interventions results in lower teacher referrals for special 

education testing, and fewer students placed into special education (Rathvon, 1999). 

The Rtl team models provide a systematic, structured, and comprehensive 

methodology to develop effective classroom interventions. The Rtl problem solving 

model implemented by intervention teams incorporates elements to identify problems, 

define the extent of problems, explore options for intervention, implement interventions, 

and examine the effectiveness of interventions for resolving the concern. The Rtl 

standard protocol model implemented by intervention teams is a comprehensive process, 

providing educators with a focus and intensity lacking in less systematic forms of 

developing interventions. The successful implementation of the Rtl models is dependent 

upon the intervention team variables regarding team membership, team practices, and 

team effectiveness as identified in the following research of each component. 

26 



Response to Intervention Team Membership 

Intervention teams are now prevalent in all levels of general education, and a 

variety of individuals contribute to the functioning and success of these teams (Rankin & 

Aksamit, 1994). Therefore, intervention team membership is a variable identified in the 

following research studies that requires examination in order to determine the most 

effective team composition for collaboration and problem-solving (Bums, 1999; Chalfant 

et al., 1979; Hammond & Ingalls, 1999; Rankin & Aksamit, 1994; Ysseldyke, Thurlow, 

Garden, Wesson, Algozzine & Deno, 1983). 

Participating Team Members 

Intervention teams consist of teachers, parents, and school support staff who meet 

in a collaborative effort to determine student needs. General education teachers, 

principals, parents, and special service personnel such as special education counselors, 

special education teachers, and diagnosticians may serve as members of the team (Rankin 

& Aksamit, 1994). Typically, an intervention team is a committee that includes at least 

one general education teacher, a special education teacher, parent, and other school 

professionals as needed (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). Unlike their urban and suburban 

counterparts, rural special educators may represent dual membership roles and are less 

likely to have access to additional professional staff, training, and access to research

based intervention programs (Elrod, Coleman, Shumpert, Medley & Meagan, 2005). 

Rural school districts use most teachers for various roles in the intervention 

process due to multiple job responsibilites. The superintendent may also serve as the 
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principal, teacher, or bus driver. Teachers in rural schools may serve in both general and 

special education classes in grades K-12. In addition to teaching duties, teachers also may 

serve as bus drivers, librarians, counselors, 504 coordinators, ESL teachers, or any other 

position that needs to be filled. Members of Rtl teams in rural schools are often 

challenged with a full schedule due to their many roles. 

Special education teachers in small, rural schools are called upon to perform 

many different duties in addition to serving as a member of an intervention team. A 

special education teacher in a rural and remote Oregon school district reported that he 

served as a school psychometrist, consultant, advocate, teacher, parent liaison specialist, 

and, additionally, was responsible for writing individualized education plans for each 

student in the sparsely populated district (Kossar et al., 2005). Kossar et al.' s study of 280 

rural school educators found that within a school building, it is not unlikely to find a 

single, rural special educator who works in both general and special education classes 

implementing interventions, teaching adaptive physical education, canvassing the region 

for work placement sites, and traveling to visit with parents (Kossar et al.). Due to this 

variation in job-related tasks, the rural special educator must be knowledgeable of all 

components of the Rtl team process and the role of both general and special educators in 

the process. 

The composition of professionals on the intervention teams varies across urban 

and rural schools and is considered an important component of maintaining effective 

team operations. Another essential component for intervention teams is that all team 
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members are considered knowledgeable of the intervention team process and understand 

their role in order to assist teachers and students who are struggling (Hammond & 

Ingalls, 1999). 

Role of Team Members 

The role of each intervention team member is to use knowledge of the team 

problem-solving process and implement instructional intervention strategies that are 

designed in collaboration with all members of the Rtl team. Perceptions of intervention 

teams were studied in a non-experimental quantitative analysis using a five point Likert 

scale questionnaire sent to 33 elementary and secondary schools that included 563 

teachers of which 46 were intervention team coordinators and 219 had participated on an 

intervention team (Rankin & Aksamit, 1994). The study analyzed teacher knowledge of 

the intervention process, time restraints of the process, team developing appropriate 

intervention strategies, and which of these factors contributed to teachers not referring 

students to the team (Rankin & Aksamit). The study used multivariate analysis of 

variance to analyze group means for each variable. Rankin and Aksamit's findings verify 

that lack of time, lack of determining appropriate interventions, and lack of teacher 

knowledge of the process is related to teacher reluctance to refer a student to the team at 

the high school level. Fewer elementary teachers were reluctant to refer students. The 

study suggested there is a lack of awareness of teachers' perceptions of the process by the 

coordinators and other team members. The primary reasons teachers had not referred a 

student to the team was a lack of knowledge of the process and lack of confidence in the 
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team recommending effective interventions. The unifying characteristic of the role of an 

intervention team member was the knowledge of collaborative problem solving to 

develop effective strategies for assisting the student who is struggling academically 

(Rankin & Aksamit). 

The multidisciplinary teams of classroom teachers, parents, and specialists 

worked together to evaluate and plan for those students found to need support (Yell & 

Shriner, 1997). The intervention team process required purposeful collaboration where 

team members offered their insight and expertise to support learners who were struggling 

before a special education referral was initiated (Stainback & Stainback, 1992). 

Therefore, the perception of each team member regarding his/her role as it related to the 

functioning of the team was identified as a critical element. 

Chalfant ( 1987) emphasized the importance of a primarily general education team 

with special education personnel as support. The principal' s role was central to the team 

process which also included general education teachers, special education teachers, 

counselors, and other specialists (Chalfant). To facilitate collaboration among team 

members it was helpful for the principals or leader of the team to encourage all team 

members to participate (Ysseldyke et al., 1982). Collectively, all of the team members' 

input was critical to developing comprehensive assessment plans, relevant eligibility 

decisions, and appropriate, student-centered general and special educational programs 

(Bradley, King-Sears, & Tessier-Switlick, 1997). 
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General educators, as essential members of the team, typically refer students who 

are struggling with the routine curriculum presented in their classrooms to the 

intervention team. The information provided by the general education member of the 

team is the most important step in the process (Harp & Brewer, 1996). The referral data 

submitted to the intervention team members identifies the academic and social struggles 

and successes of the student. Based upon the referral information, each team member has 

the responsibility to conduct further inquiry and deliberation to either confirm or more 

fully explain these initial teacher concerns (Bradley et al., 1997). 

As members of intervention teams, many general educators viewed their role on 

the team was to expedite the process from evaluation to placement in special education, 

according to Bateman (1994). Ysseldyke et al. (1983) also found that in many instances, 

general education teachers considered their responsibility is to ensure that students 

referred to intervention teams received services in special education programs. Without a 

clear understanding of the function and goal of the team and the responsibilities of each 

member, this narrow focus can lead to ineffective intervention and evaluation choices 

(Y sseldyke et al., 1982). Instead of placing the emphasis on student labels, the general 

education teachers' role should be to focus on classroom benchmark information, 

recorded interventions attempts, and a review of the results of these attempts (Gillet, 

1994). 

Intervention team member collaboration between special education teachers and 

general education teachers can be a challenge (Pugach & Johnson, 1989). This 
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collaboration is vital in establishing a problem solving team that has established all 

members as equal partners (Pugach & Johnson). 

In summary, intervention teams that include membership from general education, 

special education administrators, other professionals, and parents create a balanced 

responsibility between the members and improve teachers' skills in meeting the unique 

needs of all students (McCamey, Wunderlich, & Bauer, 1993). Creating an intervention 

team that involves all of the essential individuals contributes to the likelihood of 

implementing effective team practices. 

Response to Intervention Team Practice 

Although intervention teams have been operating in some form for many years, 

the literature regarding the effectiveness of team practices is limited. By using structured 

practices, teams are better able to identify the problem, extenuating factors, and targeted 

solutions. 

Flugum and Reschly (1994) used a non-experimental questionnaire to study 

quality indicators of intervention team practices in Iowa schools. An analysis of 

frequency of practices and correlation coefficients were used to identify correlation 

between the practices and positive student outcomes. Findings indicated a low 

implementation rate of the quality indicators for intervention team membership and 

practices in regard to effectiveness. The quality indicators for intervention team practices 

include teacher training, administrative support, teacher experience, and progress 

monitoring data (Flugum & Reschly). The study suggested that including these quality 
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indicators in the intervention team practices may increase positive student outcomes. 

Additional studies focused on identified practices of intervention teams within school 

districts over a course of years, utilizing data to better understand the strengths and 

weaknesses of the teams, the treatment integrity of the intervention, and the acceptability 

of proposed changes to the school's function (Meyers et al., 1996; Truscott, Cosgrove, 

Meyers, & Bidle-Barkman, 2000). 

Problem Identification 

Rtl team members practiced identifying and defining the major student concerns 

to target for intervention. Identifying the concerns was a crucial first step in the 

systematic process that attempted to find potential solutions for resolving such concerns. 

The most critical step in the problem-solving process was problem identification (Deno, 

2002). When intervention team practiced accurately identifying and defining the concern, 

teams developed more focused and effective interventions (Meyers et al., 1996). 

The Rtl team practice of defining the concern includes examining preliminary 

assessment data and reaching consensus among team members about the nature and 

severity of the student's problems. This practice involves the following: (1) examine 

academic skills and performance problems with respect to characteristics of the 

instruction, curriculum, teacher expectations, and the individual students; (2) discuss 

student information and describe the concern including when and where the problem 

occurs, how often the problem occurs, student strengths, resources to build on, and 
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parental concerns; and (3) determine the extent of the problem or the difference between 

student functioning and classroom expectations (Meyers et al., 1996). 

A qualitative study provided a rich description of teacher knowledge of the 

process and effective practices obtained from 134 surveys and teacher observations and 

interviews in 23 elementary schools (Meyers et al., 1996). Triangulation and frequency 

counts were used to identify categories. Meyers et al. found that intervention teams had 

difficulty implementing consistent problem-solving practices. In addition, teams had a 

tendency to focus on child variables while ignoring classroom and instructional variables. 

The study called for additional research to examine the acceptability of standard 

intervention team practices. Meyers et al. determined that descriptive research is needed 

to provide the information necessary to facilitate implementation of intervention teams in 

practice and to determine teachers' perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of these 

procedures. 

Team Training 

A component to Rtl team effective practices is the amount and type of training in 

the Rtl process and problem-solving components. There is general acknowledgment that 

training and practice in problem solving can enhance team members' skills and improve 

team effectiveness (Korinek & McLaughlin, 1996). There remains a question about the 

type and amount of training that practitioners receive prior to participating on 

intervention teams. Effectiveness has been noted to be dependent on proper training 

(Rosenfield, 1992). 
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Meyers et al. ( 1996) collected data on achieving organizational change to 

implement Rtl through the use of staff training. This study investigated a multi-ethnic, 

lower to middle class urban school district that had 23 elementary schools. Due to a high 

special education referral rate, the district established teams to implement interventions 

before referrals took place to prevent the development of learning problems. The district 

implemented the following components of practice that included child-centered, teacher

centered, and system-centered consultation, problem-solving stages, team membership, 

and specific implementation practices (Meyers et al.). Results indicated that despite 

teachers' satisfaction with the general intervention team practices utilized as a result of 

the staff development, the teams lacked consistency in practices such as team 

membership, problem identification, as well as, identifying and supporting interventions. 

(Meyers et al.). The study found that staff development and training was a factor in 

implementing team practices and interventions in a systematic manner (Meyers et al.). 

Interventions 

Rtl teams are structured to serve as resources for general education teachers as 

they develop, implement, and document research-based interventions. One of the benefits 

of establishing effective practices of intervention teams is that the process has been 

shown to implement effective interventions and decrease the over-identification of 

students receiving special education services (Fuchs et al., 1990; Graden et al., 1985; 

McDougal, Clonan, & Martens, 2000; Ponti, Zins, & Graden, 1988). 
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Intervention team effective practices include identifying the key concern, 

developing interventions, and formulating monitoring strategies to determine the 

effectiveness of the interventions (Gutkin & Curtis, 1999). Intervention team practices 

consist of members working together to identify learning needs, plan, implement, 

evaluate, and revise the interventions to address those needs (Dettmer, Dyck, & Thurston, 

1999). 

Slonski-Fowler and Truscott (2004) studied 12 New York state public school 

teachers who taught kindergarten through fourth grade in two suburban elementary 

schools. Data from interviews and observations suggested that teachers disengage from 

the intervention process when the Rtl team recommends limited, vague, or irrelevant 

interventions and does not monitor the interventions (Slonski-Fowler & Truscott). 

Brown, Gable, Hendrickson, and Algozzine ( 1991) polled 201 general elementary 

and high school educators concerning interventions most frequently recommended and 

supported by intervention teams. Findings showed that consulting with outside 

professionals, behavior management techniques, and individual academic instruction 

were the most common interventions recommended and supported (Brown et al.). 

Intervention team practices represent a comprehensive field-based analysis of 

interventions. Safran & Safran ( 1996) assessed the effectiveness of the intervention 

processes. The first intervention process included problem identification and plan 

implementation. General education teachers and consultants identified student difficulties 

and developed an intervention without consultant monitoring. The second intervention 
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process added the consultant monitoring classrooms to observe intervention efforts and 

provide corrective feedback. The third intervention process included formative evaluation 

in addition to the other components. Consultants reported that planned interventions were 

frequently weak, not evaluated, and implemented inconsistently in the classroom (Safran 

& Safran). The second phase of the intervention team project was marked by a more 

prescriptive process. This approach provided a predefined, limited choice of 

interventions, and ensured treatment fidelity through observation and required formative 

assessment (Safran & Safran). Team review, direct observations, and teacher perceptions 

indicated that the second and third intervention processes produced more positive student 

gains and were considered more effective than the first intervention process. 

Truscott et al. (2000) reviewed the acceptability of intervention teams and 

components of effective intervention team practices. The study utilized intervention team 

trainings and collected data that provided feedback to teams regarding their functioning. 

The study found that most intervention teams continuously struggled to practice a 

preventive focus and implement problem-solving practices. The study identified team 

membership, goals, practices and interventions as important components of effective 

intervention teams (Truscott et al.). 

Truscott et al. (2005) surveyed elementary schools in 50 states regarding Rtl team 

membership, goals, practices, and interventions. A non-experimental survey of 225 

participants was conducted from 200 urban and rural schools in the United State of which 

the majority were rural. Eighty-five percent of the 200 elementary schools had an existing 
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Rtl team. The average RtI team had nine members that included special and general 

education teachers. Descriptive statistics, including means, percentages, and frequency 

counts were calculated. The study found a lack of clear practices, goals, and training in 

procedures and interventions of the team. Interventions seldom required teachers to 

significantly alter classroom instruction or management practices. Seventy-four percent 

of the respondents identified interventions in the category of student-directed that 

required little of the teacher. Interventions associated with effective Rtl team practices 

were infrequently reported in this study (Truscott et al.). Less than 1 % mentioned 

benchmarking and only 6% mentioned using progress monitoring graphs. Implications 

for practice are that schools should provide adequate staff development, guidance about 

team membership, and training in evidence-based practices (Truscott et al.). 

It is important to identify problems that might interfere with RtI team functioning 

(Truscott et al., 2005). Gravois and Rosenfield (2005) stressed that intervention teams 

need direct intervention training and clear procedures and practices to be effective. A 

pivotal factor in developing successful interventions is whether or not intervention teams 

practice progress monitoring of implementing interventions with fidelity (Flugum & 

Reschly, 1994). 

Progress Monitoring 

RtI teams recognize the need to practice ongoing support of interventions in the 

form of data collection and progress monitoring. Intervention teams need to adopt 
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ongoing and frequent progress monitoring of interventions, practices, and outcomes 

(Truscott et al., 2000). 

A non-experimental study of 80 elementary rural and urban intervention teams 

that required direct measurement of progress monitoring and standard data collection 

resulted in more appropriate referrals for special education than intervention teams that 

did not require data monitoring and collection (McNamara & Hollinger, 2003). The data 

were collected through student worksheets and questionnaires regarding interventions, 

teacher experience, effective practices, referrals, and team process. The analysis of 

variance found teams that reported strong administrative support, appropriate staff 

training, and teacher support experienced a reduction in inappropriate referrals 

regardless of teacher knowledge of the process or teacher experience (McNamara & 

Hollinger). The data analysis found that general education teachers lacked knowledge of 

the process. Effective intervention team practices ensure that a rigorous intervention 

process includes requiring progress monitoring data applied to all students referred to 

the team experiencing difficulty, regardless of differences in teacher experience and 

problem severity (McNamara & Hollinger). 

Even though intervention teams are reported to be operating in many schools 

throughout the country, most interventions have not been systematically documented and 

evaluated (Rathvon, 1999). Although one teacher implements the interventions, it is the 

responsibility of the team to provide monitoring strategies and support in all educational 
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settings; therefore, progress monitoring of interventions has been identified as an 

effective practice (Brown et al., 1991). 

Outcomes 

Intervention team practices that resulted in student academic progress improved 

general education teachers' attitudes toward students who were having difficulty (Nelson, 

Smith, Taylor, Dodd, & Reavis, 1991). Important outcomes of effective intervention team 

practices was to successfully maintain students referred for special education services in 

the general education classroom with interventions (Gutkin, Henning-Stout, & Piersel, 

1988), and increase teachers' skills for working with students who are difficult to teach 

(Graden, 1989; Pugach & Johnson, 1989). 

The team model led to numerous positive outcomes when standard intervention 

team practices were implemented, regardless of teacher experience (Gutkin & Curtis, 

1999). Effective team practices bring about notable positive changes in teachers' attitudes 

about student problems, increases in teachers' ability, transference of teaching skills 

learned to other students in the classroom, greater understanding of student issues, 

increases in student achievement, and reduction in special education referral rates (Gutkin 

& Curtis). 

In summary, the studies reviewed identified that the important components of 

intervention team practices are problem identification (Deno, 2002), team training 

(Korinek & McLaughlin, 1996; Meyers et al., 1996), interventions (Brown et al., 1991; 

Fuchs et al., 1990; Graden et al., 1985; Gutkin & Curtis, 1999; McDougal et al., 2000; 
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Safran & Safran, 1996; Slonski-Fowler & Truscott, 2000; Truscott et al., 2005), and 

progress monitoring (Brown et al., 1991; McNamara & Hollinger, 2003; Rathvon, 1999; 

Truscott et al., 2000). Gravois and Rosenfield (2005) stressed that Rtl teams need direct 

training and clear procedures and practices to be effective. Implications for research 

indicate that school-focused researchers should concentrate efforts on finding the critical 

elements of effective existing intervention teams. There is a pressing need for research 

that investigates how to help these already existing teams to be more effective (Truscott 

et al., 2005). The research also suggested that successful implementation of the 

components of best practice is affected by the size of the school. These identified 

practices are important for Rtl team effectiveness. 

Response to Intervention Team Effectiveness 

Rtl team effectiveness refers to the team's ability to develop and implement 

instructional interventions that improve student performance once standard team 

practices are in place. Quality practices are the conduit for Rtl teams to effectively 

implement interventions regarding team effectiveness. 

Even though educators are embracing Rtl teams, studies have demonstrated that it 

is difficult to implement effective teams founded on research-based methods (Fuchs et 

al., 2004). Educators in schools frequently fail to implement all of the steps in the 

problem-solving model and therefore, desired results are not realized (Flugum & 

Reschly, 1994; Meyers et al., 1996). The following research studies regarding 

perceptions of intervention team effectiveness through the use of quality practices 
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assisted in identifying the variables for study in rural schools (Chalfant et al., 1979; 

Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young, 2003; Graden et al., 1985; Inman & Tollefson, 1988; 

Kovaleski, Gickling, Morrow, & Swank, 1999; Kruger, Struzziero, Watts, & Vacca, 

1995; Ormsbee & Haring, 2000; Ponti, Zins, & Graden, 1988; Safran & Safran, 1996). 

Rt/ Team Perceptions of Effectiveness 

Elementary teachers' perceptions of the intervention process are especially critical 

because most substantive learning problems are first observed in the early grades 

(Slonski-Fowler & Truscott, 2004). Studies completed in metropolitan areas have 

investigated teachers' perceptions of the effectiveness of intervention teams in general. 

The overall indicators are that teachers are satisfied with the team support for the 

intervention teacher and problem-solving for students (Harrington & Gibson, 1986; 

Simpson, Ormsbee, & Myles, 1997). However, teacher reaction was mixed as to whether 

the intervention team was successful in effectively resolving student achievement 

problems (Ormsbee et al., 1999). 

A survey study of 96 teams in seven states identified the following components as 

important to improving team effectiveness, according to the perceptions of team members 

(Chalfant, 1989). The components for effectiveness identified were administrative 

support and team practices that included team training, implementing interventions, and 

formative and summative evaluation or progress monitoring (Chalfant). Perceptions of 

the effectiveness of the Rtl team in rural schools were based on the identified components 

and teacher experiences. 
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Teachers' perceptions and experiences were documented as they progressed 

through the Rtl team process (Truscott et al., 2000). The teachers' perceptions were that 

the administration and other team members devalued their input and the team made few 

novel recommendations for interventions (Truscott et al.). The lack of effective team 

practices was clearly an issue in regard to generating interventions, recommending 

interventions, implementing interventions, progress monitoring interventions, and 

problem-solving. 

Inman and Tollefson (1988) used a non-experimental questionnaire to determine 

intervention team procedures, using an analysis of variance to determine whether years of 

teaching experience and involvement in the intervention process influenced teachers' 

perceptions. The results of an 18-item questionnaire completed by 208 Kansas general 

educators showed significant negativity being expressed by more experienced educators 

and those who had used the i!ltervention process. Teachers with more than six years of 

experience had significantly more negative attitudes toward interventions before special 

education assessment than did teachers with five years or less of teaching experience. 

Respondents generally believed their professional experience was sufficient and allowed 

them to make appropriate referrals and teachers would first attempt appropriate 

interventions prior to consulting with the team. Ninety percent of the teachers in general 

education commented that the Rtl team asked teachers to attempt interventions they had 

already tried, and they cited their overall displeasure with the model (Inman & 

Tollefson). 
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Rt/ Team Support 

Kruger et al. ( 1995) found that, for both intervention team members and team 

users, administrator support and the perceived purpose of the team were significantly 

related to team satisfaction and effectiveness. Intervention team members' satisfaction 

was highly related to the variables of support by the team and satisfaction with the team 

training. Carter and Sugai ( 1989) reported the importance of administrator support, along 

with the allocation of adequate time and personnel as components for perceived team 

effectiveness. 

Rt/ Team Interventions 

The effectiveness of educational innovations, such as Rtl, is often affected by the 

way in which the interventions are practiced in the local educational setting. Effective 

interventions depend on the quality of the recommended interventions made by the 

intervention team (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). Sindelar, Griffin, Smith and Watanabe 

(1992) noted that interventions are unlikely to be perceived as more or less effective than 

any other administrative arrangement because success or failure depends on the nature 

and appropriateness of the remedial intervention and the quality of implementation. 

Forming an intervention team does not ensure that effective interventions are being 

developed for students if team practices do not develop a problem-solving process 

(Kovaleski et al., 1999). Fifty-four elementary schools in Pennsylvania were 

participants in an experimental study of student results to determine effectiveness of the 

intervention teams. The majority of the schools were rural districts. The central issue of 
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the study was the importance of intervention teams implementing interventions with 

high integrity in order to maximize effectiveness. Students in grades one to four were 

randomly selected. Groups of students were selected to be in treatment and control 

groups. One student from each of the classrooms was identified by teachers as average 

functioning and served as a standard for measuring performance in the treatment and 

control groups. Effectiveness of the team implementing interventions consisted of 

students' scores on the dependent variables of time-on-task, task completion, and task 

comprehension after high versus low interventions. Independent variables consisted of 

the treatment and control groups and the level of implementation. The treatment group 

received reading and math interventions recommended by the teams. Students were 

evaluated, measured and monitored for progress by the teams. A multivariate analysis 

of variance was conducted using student assessments and the team practices. Students 

in schools consistently performed better when the intervention process was 

implemented with fidelity (Kovaleski et al.). The findings of the study indicate that 

effective intervention team practices are important to ensuring implementation of 

interventions to improve student performance. 

Interventions developed through intervention teams resulted in lower teacher 

referrals for special education testing, and fewer students placed into special education 

(Kovaleski et al., 1999). Rtl teams and intervention activities resulted in 85% of the 

referrals being resolved within the general education classroom without the need to refer 

the students for special education evaluation. Using this study, it can be argued that 
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utilizing a collaborative team structure may be necessary, but in order to demonstrate 

high levels of implementation teams must have strong principal leadership, ongoing data 

collection to inform decision making, and establish constant monitoring and fidelity 

checks by the intervention team (Kovaleski et.al.). The effectiveness of the intervention 

team practices can be measured by a reduction in the number of inappropriate referrals to 

special education and by the amount of quality assistance provided by the team to 

remediate students who are struggling (Kovaleski et al.). 

Although intervention teams are reported to be operating in many schools 

throughout the country, most intervention teams have not practiced systematically, 

documented interventions and evaluated those interventions for effectiveness (Rathvon, 

1999). One of the most important measures of team effectiveness was the implementation 

of effective interventions in the classroom (Chalfant, 1989). Reactions were mixed 

among surveyed teachers as to whether their teams effectively practiced generating useful 

strategies or explored a sufficient variety of intervention options, even though many 

schools currently were utilizing the team approach (Chalfant). 

Rt/ Team Effectiveness 

A non-experimental survey study of intervention team members from 329 schools 

in Ohio identified problem-solving components of team practices that included describing 

concerns about student learning, student interventions, how the intervention 

implementation was monitored, and the effectiveness of the intervention team practices 

(Fuchs et al., 2003). A five-point Likert scale and scoring rubric were developed to 
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evaluate the perceived effectiveness of team practices, fidelity of the problem-solving 

implementation, and the degree of student change during the intervention process 

implemented by the team. Findings indicated that Ohio's team problem-solving 

implementation was frequently inconsistent and below desired levels of effectiveness and 

fidelity (Fuchs et al.). 

Graden et al. ( 1985) evaluated the effectiveness of intervention teams with special 

education teachers and school psychologists in six schools. Increased use of consultation 

and decreased special education referrals and placements were assessed over a two-year 

period. They identified several key team practices as critical for effectiveness, including 

administrative support, availability of resources, sufficient time, openness to change from 

the traditional referral to testing model, and member training (Graden et al.). 

In a later related study regarding the effectiveness of team practices, general 

education teacher satisfaction was evaluated in one of the successful schools identified in 

the Graden et al. (1985) study (Ponti et al., 1988). Teachers perceived the benefits 

regarding the implementation of intervention teams as being highly positive, particularly 

for encouraging a variety of helpful interventions and identifying alternative solutions for 

problems (Ponti et al.). 

Harrington and Gibson ( 1986) surveyed 41 general education teachers in Kansas 

regarding the effectiveness of intervention team practices for students at-risk. Although 

teachers indicated they generally perceived the team as effective, they were unsure 

whether team intervention recommendations were useful. In addition, only 50% of the 

47 



sample stated that they would continue referring students to the team. Although teachers 

generally were satisfied with the process, support for the intervention practices was 

limited. In follow-up interviews, teachers noted the extensive time demands and the need 

for administrative support (Harrington & Gibson). Harrington and Gibson's survey 

suggested the team's demonstrated ability to recommend successful interventions was an 

important aspect of effectiveness of the team. 

Few of the empirical studies reviewed have demonstrated strong positive support 

for the consistent, ongoing effectiveness of intervention teams in regard to implementing 

the intervention process (Pugach & Johnson, 1989). Although there was little evidence 

regarding the effectiveness of the Rtl teams for student outcomes, there is a general 

consensus among Rtl team studies that teachers support the role of the team in addressing 

student academic and behavioral problems. Understanding different perceptions of 

special education teachers and general education teachers can assist in implementing a 

mutual and reciprocal helping relationship (Pugach & Johnson). Even though 

intervention teams are utilized in many educational settings, there is limited empirical 

evidence to indicate that the teams are effective and successful in resolving student 

achievement in rural schools (Ormsbee & Haring, 2000). 

Rt/ Team in Rural Schools 

Several critical factors have been cited as being instrumental in promoting the 

successful implementation of intervention teams that may be jeopardized as a result of 

the lack of resources in small, rural schools. These factors were identified as 
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administrative support for the team, adequate training in implementing interventions, and 

learning effective team practices (Hayek, 1987). It is important to utilize these 

components in order to operationalize an efficient system within the school for 

implementing effective intervention team practices (Hayek). The effectiveness of the 

intervention team can be minimized if the essential components of the intervention team 

are limited due to the unique needs of rural schools (Ormsbee & Haring, 2000). 

Intervention teams in rural school districts have an especially difficult task of providing 

intervention due to time constraints of a small teaching staff, lack of funding for 

individual intervention programs, and the additional professionals required to implement 

the programs (Sanders, 2003). 

A non-experimental eight year study of general and special education teachers 

serving on 10 Rtl teams within a rural, northwestern state used a qualitative design to 

investigate effective method� being used by schools to maintain the intervention team 

process (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). The data collected from the Rtl team members 

indicated that effective practices for Rtl teams was dependent on teacher know ledge of 

the process received through formal teacher training, administrative support, tracking the 

process, member rotation, and monitoring interventions (Hammond & Ingalls). Coded 

responses identified common patterns in effective team practices. A systematic format of 

training enabled intervention teams to individualize their operations to match their 

schools' needs. The training each intervention team received included assisting the teams 

in developing a purpose, identifying their team's strengths, weaknesses, and goals, 

49 



identifying a team leader and roles/responsibilities for team members, and selecting team 

norms for operation (Hammond & Ingalls). 

An additional strength of the intervention team found in the study was the 

importance of the knowledge of the team process of both general and special education 

teachers. Another positive characteristic that was common to the effective practices of 

the eight teams was the development of a system to alleviate the problem of teachers 

overwhelmed with the process due to small teaching staff (Hammond & Ingals, 1999). 

A rotation system for the general and special education teachers serving on the teams 

was developed. 

The tracking system the teams used was effective in assuring team efforts were 

recognized, utilized, and implemented across time and settings. The results of this study 

strongly supported the provision of formal team training and ongoing support for 

intervention teams (Hammond & Ingals, 1999). The results also suggested that when 

teams have knowledge of and use a sequential and systematic format for forming their 

teams, they were more likely to maintain the team operations. Another factor identified as 

an effective intervention team practice was the importance of administrators providing 

team members with support. The study revealed the teams were not only able to reduce 

the overall number of referrals to special education services, but also were able to 

increase the number of verifiable referrals. 

The study's findings have clear implications for rural schools attempting to meet 

the needs of a diverse student population with limited resources. This study clearly 
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underscores the importance of team training, administrative support, and team practices 

for an effective Rtl process that ensured appropriate referrals to special education 

(Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). Further study regarding the components required for each 

of the areas was recommended (Hammond & Ingalls). 

A non-experimental study completed in a rural, Midwestern school district 

surveyed 48 educators who participated on intervention teams (Ormsbee & Harring, 

2000). The survey targeted intervention team professional development needs and team 

members' perceptions of the team's ability to suggest new interventions, evaluate student 

needs, and design strategies that assist teachers in promoting student achievement. An 

analysis of variance found that team members perceived themselves as effectively 

identifying student problems and generating interventions and supporting teachers. The 

results indicated that the team members generally perceived themselves as an effective 

support for their colleagues; however, they identified a need for ongoing training in the 

areas of designing interventions, team practices, and collaborative relationships (Ormsbee 

& Haring). 

Ormsbee & Haring (2000) indicated that even though the study provided 

significant information regarding rural intervention team activities, it focused on only one 

rural school district. Therefore, additional study is required that includes a larger sample 

of rural schools in order to generalize results. Implications for further study of rural 

schools is needed to determine the appropriate amount of professional development that 

will help to implement an effective intervention team that will meet the unique needs of 
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students and their teachers in rural schools (Ormsbee & Haring). The effectiveness of the 

intervention team can be minimized if the essential components of intervention teams are 

limited due to the unique needs of rural schools (Ormsbee & Haring). 

Summary 

The support of intervention teams improves general education teachers' attitudes 

toward students who are having difficulty and elicits teacher satisfaction (Nelson et al., 

1991). Intervention teams assist in increasing teachers' skills for working with students 

who are difficult to teach (Graden, 1989; Pugach & Johnson, 1989). A pivotal factor in 

developing successful interventions is whether or not intervention teams implement 

problem-solving and interventions with fidelity (Flugum & Reschl y, 1994 ). 

This chapter reviewed the various studies in the literature concerning Rtl teams 

and provided a framework for the present study. This chapter addressed the variables of 

team activity that are described within the research literature. Team membership, 

practices, and effectiveness for developing interventions are factors for determining best 

practices for intervention teams. In addition, the frequency with which the identified 

practices occurred in rural school intervention teams and which of the practices 

contributed significantly to educators' perceptions of team effectiveness was reported. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The current study targeted rural school districts in Texas to identify practices that 

can affect intervention team processes related to membership, practice, and effectiveness. 

The study explored the frequency of use of practices which have been identified within 

the literature as being important to intervention teams in general and how they apply to 

rural elementary schools in Texas. This study adds to the knowledge base of effective Rtl 

team practices for professionals in rural elementary schools. 

The purpose of the study was to examine the perceptions of elementary teachers 

in rural schools in Texas regarding Rtl team membership, practices and effectiveness. 

The study explored the Rtl team practices that were viewed as effective in and 

contributed to developing strategies that assist teachers with students who are struggling 

and decrease inappropriate referrals to special education. 

Due to the lack of empirical evidence regarding Rtl team functioning in rural 

schools, the focus of this study was to identify perceived effective practices in rural 

schools in Texas. Differences between team members' perceptions of team effectiveness 

based on interventions recommended were investigated. The study examined the 

relationship between teachers' perceptions ofRtl team effectiveness and years of 

experience, amount of training, years the district utilized the Rtl team approach, and 

number of students referred and found eligible for special education. This study surveyed 
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Rtl team members in rural schools to determine the practices that contributed most 

toward teachers' perceptions of effective Rtl teams. Approval from the Texas Woman's 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects was obtained 

prior to beginning the study (Appendix A). Methodology for this study included the 

following topics: (a) research questions, (b) participants, (c) instrumentation, (d) research 

design, ( e) data analysis and (f) limitations. 

Research Questions 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research questions: 

1. Is there a mean difference between special education and general education

teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived know ledge of the RtI team

process?

2. Is there a mean difference between teachers with greater than five hours or

less intervention team training and teachers with less than six or more hours of

intervention team training in regard to the number of students they referred to

the Rtl team?

3. Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in rural

elementary schools in Texas?

4. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience, and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students referred to the RtI team?
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5. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience, and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students referred for special education testing?

6. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students determined to be eligible for special education services?

7. Which Rtl team practices are implemented most frequently by Rtl teams in

rural schools in Texas?

8. What percentage of school personnel are members of the Rtl team in rural

schools in Texas?

Participants 

The target population for this study included general and special education 

intervention team participants from rural elementary schools in Texas. The total number 

of rural schools identified in Texas in 2006-07 was 459 according to the Texas 

Education Agency. 

In order to ensure that a geographical sample of rural school districts was 

surveyed, a stratified sample (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006) of two school districts were 

randomly chosen from each of the 20 Education Service Center (ESC) Regions in 

Texas. Each of the 459 rural school districts from the 20 regions was assigned a number 
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by region. The sample was chosen by numbering each rural school district in a region 

beginning with the number one. The method for generating a sequence of random 

numbers was the use of a website with the random number generator capability. The 

website used to define the sample selected from a population by a process that provides 

every sample of a given size an equal probability of being selected was 

http://www.randomizer.org (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The number of districts in each 

region was put in the randomizer and two numbers were randomly chosen for each of 

the 20 regions. 

Each of the school districts chosen by the randomizer maintains a district 

website. The website includes a list of the elementary general and special education 

teachers and their email addresses. Each teacher in the selected schools received the 

survey from Survey Monkey that contained a copy of the explanation of the purpose of 

the study that appeared at the beginning of the survey along with the link to access the 

survey on the Survey Monkey website. The survey research data was collected via the 

internet. The information to the subjects provided a telephone and email contact if the 

respondent was interested in receiving the results of the survey. 

Instrumentation 

The Response to Intervention Team Practices and Perceived Effectiveness in 

Rural Elementary Schools in Texas Survey (Appendix B) was developed utilizing the 

format of the intervention team questionnaire by Ormsbee & Haring (2000). The 

psychometric properties consisted of ranking the intervention team effectiveness using a 
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five-point Likert scale to represent the rating (Ormsbee & Haring). The content of the 

survey for this study was based on the research related to team membership, practices, 

and effectiveness identified in the literature review. In order to answer the research 

questions, the survey questions targeted team membership, practices, and effectiveness. 

The survey was formulated and reviewed for content and clarity by members of 

the doctoral committee and the committee chair of this research project. The surveys were 

also given to three special education and three general education teachers who have 

participated in Rtl teams previously in three rural school districts. Each of the teachers has 

at least 20 years of teaching experience in rural schools. Each teacher was asked to review 

and edit for the content of the survey questions. No recommendations for changes 

regarding clarity were made. The content of the survey was validated based on the 

responses of all reviewers. 

The first section of the survey gathered team membership data by requesting the 

participants to choose the response that best described their individual information as a 

member of an intervention team. The second section of the survey directed the 

participants to choose the response that best indicated the level of effectiveness they 

perceived as present within their teams for the indicated team factor. The system of 

scoring shown indicated the degree of effectiveness from highest to lowest. This section 

of the survey also directed participants to choose the response that was based on rating the 

frequency of occurrence of specific team practices. The system of scoring indicated 

frequency of occurrence from highest to lowest. These questions were designed to isolate 
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the respondents' perceptions of how often their Rtl teams were using specific practices. 

The last question of the survey asked the participants to list intervention strategies 

recommended by the Rtl teams. The information from this question was not used for 

analysis purposes. 

A principal components factor analysis was utilized to provide internal validity 

for the knowledge and use clusters. Principal components factor analysis permited the 

examination of commonalities. One eigenvalue emerged that was greater than one and 

accounted for over 37% of the variance. Eigenvalues represent the amount of variance 

accounted for by clusters. In order to determine internal consistency, Cronbach' s alpha 

reliability was calculated for the survey instrument. Nunnaly (1978) has indicated .70 to 

be an acceptable reliability coefficient. The survey' s overall alpha coefficient was .628. 

Tables were used to show specific survey items associated and representative alpha 

loadings. Table 1 illustrates alpha loadings of the survey instrument. 

The Survey Monkey website disseminated the surveys electronically with a link 

to the survey to the elementary teachers in the rural schools who were identified in the 

sample. A cover message with the URL (Appendix C) for the survey was emailed to the 

subjects via Survey Monkey. Surveys were sent to elementary general education 

teachers and special education teachers. A total of 280 surveys were disseminated 

electronically to 40 rural school districts. 
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Table 1 

Alpha Coefficients for Survey (N = 16) 

Items 

Survey Question 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

Overall Alpha 

59 

Alpha Coefficients 

0.663 

0.673 

0.666 

0.655 

0.669 

0.660 

0.646 

0.597 

0.537 

0.525 

0.523 

0.554 

0.533 

0.603 

0.567 

0.608 

0.628 



The teachers were given a two week window to return the Likert type survey. The 

survey included a description of the study and a statement of consent and anonymity. 

Once the survey was submitted by a participant, Survey Monkey tabulated the data 

collected from the surveys. The website formulated a spreadsheet with the participants' 

responses to the questions. The data from the spreadsheet was used to complete the 

analysis. 

After two weeks and a return of 39 surveys, a second survey was sent 

electronically to the email address of teachers identified by Survey Monkey who had not 

responded. As a result, an additional 55 surveys were received for a total of 94 surveys 

and a return rate of 33%. The data from the surveys received were used for data analysis 

purposes. 

Research Design 

A non-experimental design using survey methods was used because it permited 

examination of a phenomenon through description of current conditions. In addition, non

experimental designs permited information sampling which can focus on mean differences 

and interrelationships (MacColl & White, 1998). 

Data Analysis 

Quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistics, analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) and chi-square. Analyses of variance were used to analyze mean differences 

between independent variables ( demographic data) and dependent variables. Research 

Questions One, Two, and Four, Five, and Six used one-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) 
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to test for statistical differences between group means related to intervention team problem 

solving, progress monitoring, training and experience. Chi Square analysis was used for 

Research Questions Three and Seven related to team practices identified as effective and 

most frequently implemented by intervention teams to test for statistical differences 

between group percentages. Research Question Eight used percentage to analyze team 

membership. 

Research Question One 

Is there a mean difference between special education and general education 

teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived knowledge of the Rtl team process? 

Statistical Analysis 

Research question one was tested for statistically significant mean difference 

between general education and special education teachers in rural schools regarding their 

perceived knowledge of the R.tl team process. The general education teachers and the 

special education teachers were the two groups of independent variables. The dependent 

variable was the teachers' knowledge of the Rtl team process. 

Research Question Two 

Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with five hours or 

less intervention team training and teachers with six or more hours of team training in 

regard to the number of students they referred to the Rtl team? 
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Statistical Analysis 

Research question two was tested for statistically significant mean differences of 

teachers with different amounts of intervention team training and the number of students 

they referred to the intervention team. For the purposes of inquiry in this study regarding 

the variable of team training hours, six hours of teacher professional development 

activities was an appropriate duration for sessions that support instructional strategies 

(Birman, Desimone, Porter, & Garet, 2000). Professional development offered by 

Education Service Centers in Texas generally provided teacher training in six hour 

increments for a full day of training. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) was 

performed to measure the mean scores of the number of students each teacher referred to 

the Rtl team ( dependent variable) and the amount of intervention team training 

(independent variable). The independent variables included teachers with five hours or 

less of intervention team training and six or more hours of intervention team training. 

Research Question Three 

Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in rural 

elementary schools in Texas? 

Statistical Analysis 

Research question three was tested to identify as intervention team effective 

practices in rural schools. A Chi square test was performed to identify the frequency of 

occurrence of each practice identified as effective. The five responses for frequency of 

practices were highly effective, minimally effective, effective, ineffective, and highly 
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ineffective. This provided information about practices identified by the teachers as 

effective. Intervention teams were the independent variables and practices identified as 

effective were the dependent variables. The intervention team practices (dependent 

variables) were identified as generating interventions, implementing interventions for 

students with learning problems, assisting teachers with solving student problems, 

developing interventions, and effectiveness of the referral process. 

Research Question Four 

Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five years 

teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience and 

greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students referred to 

the Rtl team? 

Statistical Analysis 

Research question four was tested for a statistically significant mean difference of 

teachers with different amounts of teaching experience and the number of students they 

referred to the Rtl team. For the purposes of inquiry in this study regarding the variable 

of amount of teacher experience approximately five years of teaching experience had 

been identified as the point when teachers are first recognized as skilled (Hindman, 

Strange, & Tucker, 2004). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to 

measure the mean scores of the number of students each teacher referred to the RtI team 

( dependent variable) and the different amounts of intervention teaching experience 
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(independent variable). The independent variables included teachers with one to five 

years experience, six to ten years experience, and eleven to sixteen years experience. 

Research Question Five 

Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five years 

teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience and 

greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students referred for 

special education testing? 

Statistical Analysis 

Research question five was tested for a statistically significant mean difference of 

teachers with different amounts of teaching experience and the number of students they 

referred for special education testing. For the purposes of inquiry in this study regarding 

the variable of amount of teacher experience approximately five years of teaching 

experience had been identified as the point when teachers were first recognized as skilled 

(Hindman, Strange, & Tucker, 2004 ). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) was 

performed to measure the mean scores of the number of students each teacher referred for 

special education testing ( dependent variable) and the different amounts of intervention 

teaching experience (independent variable). The independent variables included teachers 

with one to five years experience, six to ten years experience, and eleven to sixteen years 

experience. 
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Research Question Six 

Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five years 

teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience and 

greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students determined to 

be eligible for special education services? 

Statistical Analysis 

Research question six was tested for a statistically significant mean difference of 

teachers with different amounts of teaching experience and the number of students 

determined to be eligible for special education services. For the purposes of inquiry in 

this study regarding the variable of amount of teacher experience approximately five 

years of teaching experience had been identified as the point when teachers were first 

recognized as skilled (Hindman, Stronge, & Tucker, 2004 ). A one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was performed to measure the mean scores of the number of students 

determined to·be eligible for special education services (dependent variable) and the 

different amounts of intervention teaching experience (independent variable). The 

independent variables included teachers with one to five years experience, six to ten years 

experience, and eleven to sixteen years experience. 

Research Question Seven 

Which Rtl team practices are implemented most frequently by Rtl teams in rural 

schools in Texas? 
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Statistical Analysis 

Research question seven was tested to identify as Rtl team practices implemented 

most frequently in rural schools. A Chi square test was performed to identify the 

frequency of occurrence of each practice. The five responses for frequency of practices 

from lowest to highest included never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, and always. Rtl 

teams were the independent variables and practices identified most frequently were the 

dependent variables. The Rtl team practices ( dependent variables) were clarifying and 

defining student problems, providing support to individual implementing interventions, 

measuring and documenting interventions, providing data in graph form, progress 

monitoring, and recommending research-based reading and math programs. This 

provided information about the frequency of each of the practices as identified by the 

teachers. 

Research Question Eight 

What percentage of school personnel are members of the Rtl team in rural schools 

in Texas? 

Statistical Analysis 

The percentage of special education and general education teachers participating 

on a Rtl team was analyzed. Percentage was used to determine the membership of Rtl 

teams in Texas. 
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Limitations 

Major limitations of this study included limitations associated with non

experimental research designs. In particular, non-experimental designs yield results that 

are difficult to establish a true cause-effect relationship and extraneous variables are 

difficult to control. Survey research traditionally has a low response rate of return which 

may affect the sample integrity of the target populations. The focus of this study was the 

perceived knowledge and use of the Rtl team process. This research was limited to 

general and special education teachers in rural schools in Texas and results may not 

generalize to other populations. A discussion of the data analyzed follows in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of the study was to examine the perceptions of general and special 

education elementary teachers regarding Rtl team practices and effectiveness in rural 

schools in Texas. This study surveyed Rtl team members in rural schools to determine 

the practices that contributed most toward teachers' perceptions of effective Rtl teams. 

Information was analyzed from the survey instruments. Demographic information 

characterizing participants is shown in Tables 2 and 3. 

Demographic Characteristics of Teachers 

This sample was comprised of 94 teachers from rural schools located in the 20 

Education Service Centers in Texas. For the group of teachers, the average years of 

teaching experience was 11.84. The average length of time using intervention teams was 

1.58 years and the average amount of intervention team training that teachers received 

was 6.58 hours. The average number of times the teachers participated as a member of an 

intervention team in the past two years was 4.04. The average number of students the 

teachers referred to the intervention team was l. 77, the average number of students 

referred for special education evaluation by the intervention in the past two years was 

1.11, and the average number of those students that were identified as eligible for special 

education services was . 77 (Table 2). 
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Table 2 

Demographic Characteristics of_ Continuous Variables (Teachers) 

Variable 

Years teaching experience 

Number of years using intervention team at your school 

Hours of intervention training you received 

Number of times you participated as a member of an 
intervention team in past two years 

Number of students referred to the intervention team in the 
past 2 years 

Number of student referred for special education evaluation 
from the intervention team in the past two years 

Number of student referred for special education evaluation 
from the intervention team who were eligible for special 
education services 

Note: N=Number, SD=Standard Deviation 

N 

76 

81 

77 

83 

83 

83 

82 

Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables 

Mean SD 

11.84 8.03 

1.58 1.25 

6.58 6.06 

4.04 6.11 

1.77 2.01 

1.11 1.39 

.77 1.05' 

Of the participants who completed the survey, 80. 9% indicated they have 

participated as a member of a campus intervention team and 19.1 % indicated they have 

not participated as a member of an intervention team. The percent of general education 

teachers who completed the survey was 60.6% and 26.6% of special education teachers 

completed the survey. Twelve participants did not identify the current teaching position 

which indicates that 12.8% was considered missing data for this category. The majority 

(71.3%) of teachers identified elementary as the only assigned teaching level and 10.6% 

indicated they were assigned to both elementary and secondary levels in the current 

69 



teaching assignment in their schools. Seventeen teachers did not identify teaching level 

(Table 3). 

Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics of Categ__orical Variables 

Variable 

Name of campus student intervention team 

Student Intervention Team 
Response to Intervention Team 
Pre-Referral Team 
Other 

Participated as a member of a campus intervention team 

Yes 
No 

Teaching Position 

General Education Teacher 
Special Education Teacher 

Assigned Teaching Levels 

Elementary 
All Levels 

Knowledge Of Intervention Team Process 

Minimally Proficient 

Moderate! y Proficient 
Proficient & Highly Proficient 

Intervention Team Membership Change As A Result Of the 

Students Need 

Occasionally 
Frequently 
Always 

70 

N Percentage 

32 34.00 
26 27.70 

10 10.60 
26 27.70 

76 80.9 

18 19.1 

25 60.6 
57 26.6 

67 71.3 
10 10.6 

20 21.3 

36 38.3 
26 27.7 

24 25.5 
31 33.0 
26 27.7 



Table 3 (continued). 

Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables 

Variable 

Intervention Team Includes the Principal 

Never to Occasionally 
Frequently 
Always 

Intervention Team Meets Regularly 

Yes 
No 

Note: N=Number 

N 

15 
29 
39 

36 
47 

Percentage 

16.0 
30.9 
41.5 

38.3 
50.0 

The name of the campus intervention team was a categorical variable that was 

collapsed from six levels to four levels. The four intervention team names were Student 

Intervention Team, Response to Intervention Team, Pre-Referral Team and Other. The 

name of the campus intervention team was a categorical group that indicated 34% of 

teachers identified the campus intervention team as a Student Intervention Team. The 

percentage of teachers who identified the campus intervention team as a Response to 

Intervention Team was 27.70%, Pre-Referral Team was 10.60%, and Other was 27.70%. 

Teacher knowledge of the intervention team process was a categorical group. The 

percentage of teachers who identified their knowledge as minimally proficient was 21.3% 

and moderately proficient was 38.3%. The percentage of teachers who identified their 

knowledge of the intervention team process as proficient and highly proficient was 

27.7%. 

71 



Intervention team membership changes made as a result of student needs was a 

categorical variable. Thirty-three percent of the teachers indicated that frequently 

membership changed as a result of student needs, 25.5% of teachers indicated that 

occasionally membership changed, and 27.7% of teachers indicated there was a 

membership change. Sixteen percent of the teachers indicated that the membership of the 

intervention team included the principal never to occasionally, 31.9% of teachers 

indicated intervention team including the principal occurred frequently, and 41.5% 

indicated that the principal was always a member of the intervention team. The 

intervention team meets regularly was a categorical variable. In this categorical group, 

38.3% of the teams meet regularly and 50.0% do not meet regularly. 

Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables-Survey Items 

Analyzing the overall means of the top five survey items illustrated that teachers 

perceived that intervention teams frequently recommend utilizing research-based reading 

programs (M=3.63, SD=l.07) and research-based math programs (M=3.56, SD=l.15). 

The teachers perceived that intervention team members practiced bringing student data of 

academic progress to the intervention team meeting (M=3.55, SD=l.15). The 

intervention team practiced ensuring the intervention was effectively measured and 

documented (M=3.55, SD=l. 12) and the team practiced clarifying and defining student 

problems in order to identify effective interventions (M=3.48, SD=l.04) (Table 4). 

Analyzing the overall means of the lowest five survey items illustrates that 

teachers perceived that intervention teams were ineffective at generating interventions for 
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students (M=2.40, SD=0.99) and helping teachers implement interventions in the general 

education classroom (M=2.39, SD=l.01). Teachers perceived that intervention teams 

were ineffective in assisting teachers with solving student problems (M=2.36, SD=l .05). 

Teachers perceived the teams were ineffective at developing and implementing effective 

classroom interventions with (M=2.3 l, SD=l .06). Teachers perceived that intervention 

teams ineffectively implemented a referral process (M=2.30, SD= 1.07) (Table 4 ). 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables 

Variable N Mean SD 

Top 5 Survey Items 

r32 94 3.63 1.07 

r33 94 3.56 1.15 

r28 94 3.55 1.15 

r27 94 3.55 1.12 

r25 94 3.48 1.04 

Bottom 5 Survey Items 

r18 94 2.40 0.99 

r19 94 2.39 1.01 

r20 94 2.36 1.05 

r22 94 2.31 1.06 

r21 94 2.30 1.07 

Note: N = Number 
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Analysis 

Research Questions 

One-way between-groups analysis of variance was performed for research 

questions one, two and four, to explore mean differences. Preliminary assumption testing 

was conducted for each analysis to verify normality, homogeneity of variance, and 

independence of observations, with no violations discovered. 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

1. Is there a mean difference between special education and general education

teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived know ledge of the

intervention team process?

A one-way analysis of variance was performed to investigate differences between special 

education and general education teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived 

knowledge of the intervention team process. The independent variable was teaching 

position. Analysis of variance (Tables 5 and 6) results indicated there was a statistically 

significant difference between special education (M = 3.42, SD= .717) and general 

education (M = 2.98, SD= .834) teachers regarding their perceived knowledge of the 

intervention team process F (l, 80) = 4.95, p = .029. 
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Table 5 

Knowledge of Intervention Team Process 

Variable N 

SPED Teacher 24 

General Ed. Teacher 57 

Total 81 

Table 6 

Knowledge of Intervention Team Process ANOVA 

Variable Sum of Squares df 

Knowledge of 
Intervention Team Process 

Between Groups 4.003 1 

Within Groups 41.553 79 

Total 45.556 80 

Mean Std. Deviation 

3.42 .717 

2.98 .834 

3.11 .822 

Mean Square Sig. 

1 7.610 .007 

79 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

2. Is there a mean difference between teachers with five hours or less intervention

team training and teachers with six hours or greater of intervention team

training in regard to the number of students they referred to the Rtl team?

A one-way analysis of variance (Tables 7 and 8) was performed to investigate the 

difference between teachers with 0-5 hours of intervention team training and teachers 

with 6 or greater hours of team training. The independent variable was amount of 

intervention team training. Analysis of variance results indicated no statistical 
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significance between teachers with greater than five hours or less intervention team 

training and teachers with six or more hours of intervention team training and the number 

of students referred to the Rtl team: F(l, 76) = .550, p = ns. 

Table 7 

Students Referred to Intervention Team 

Teacher Training N Mean Std. Deviation 

0- 5 hrs. 39 1.51 1.537 

6 hrs. or greater 38 1.84 2.296 

Total 77 1.68 1.943 

Table 8 

Students Referred to Intervention Team ANOVA 

Variable Sum of Squares df Mean Square £ 

Number of Students 
referred to Rtl teams 

Between Groups .157 1 .157 .619 

Within Groups 19.063 75 2.54 

Total 19.221 76 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

3. Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in rural

elementary schools in Texas?

Sig. 

.434 

Research question three was tested to identify Rtl team effective practices in rural 

schools. A chi-square analysis was performed to identify the frequency of occurrence of 
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each practice identified in Tables 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. The five responses for frequency of 

practices were highly effective, minimally effective, effective, ineffective, and highly 

ineffective. Rtl teams were the independent variables. The intervention team practices 

( dependent variables) were identified as generating interventions, implementing 

interventions for students with learning problems, assisting teachers with solving student 

problems, developing interventions, and effectiveness of the referral process. 

Survey item 18 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effectiveness of practices in rural 

schools, x\12, N = 80) = .212, ns (Table 9). 

Survey item 19 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effectiveness of practices in rural 

schools, x\12, N = 80) = .199, ns (Table 10). 

Survey item 20 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effectiveness of practices in rural 

schools, x\12, N = 80) = .073, ns (Table 11). 

Survey item 21 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effectiveness of practices in rural 

schools, x\12, N = 80) = .167, ns (Table 12). 

Survey item 22 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between Rtl teams and perceived effectiveness in elementary Texas 

rural schools, x202, N = 80) = .100, ns (Table 13). 
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Table 9 

Crosstabulation - r 18

r18 

Camp. Name Highly Minimally Effective Ineffective Highly Total 
Effective Effective lneff ecti ve 

Other 

Count 5 3 6 0 0 14 
% camp. 35.7% 21.4% 42.9% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 3.2 3.5 6.5 .4 .5 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 4 7 17 1 2 31 
% camp. 12.9% 22.6% 54.8% 3.2% 6.5% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 7.0 7.8 14.3 .8 1.2 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 7 5 13 0 0 25 
% camp. 28.0% 20.0% 52.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 5.6 6.3 11.6 .6 .9 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 5 1 1 1 10 
% camp. 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 2.3 2.5 4.6 .3 .4 10.0 

Total 

Count 18 20 37 2 3 80 
% camp. 22.5% 25.0% 46.3% 2.5% 3.8% 100.0% 
name 
Exe Count 18.0 20.0 37.0 2.0 3.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r18 12 .212 
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Table 10 

Cross tabulation - r 19

r19 

Camp. Name Highly Minimally Effective Ineffective Highly Total 
Effective Effective Ineffective 

Other 

Count 5 3 6 0 0 14 
% camp. 35.7% 21.4% 42.9% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 3.0 4.4 5.6 .4 .7 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 3 11 13 1 3 31 
% camp. 9.37% 35.5% 41.9% 3.2% 9.7% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 6.6 9.7 12.4 .8 1.6 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 7 6 12 0 0 25 
% camp. 28.0% 24.0% 48.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 5.3 7.8 10.0 .6 1.3 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 5 1 1 1 10 
% camp. 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 2.1 3.1 4.0 .3 .5 10.0 

Total 

Count 17 25 32 2 4 80 
%camp. 21.3% 31.3% 40.0% 2.5% 5.0% 100.0% 
name 
ExQ Count 17.0 25.0 32.0 2.0 4.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r19 12 .199 
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Table 11 

Crosstabulation - r20 

r20 

Camp. Name Highly Minimally Effective Ineffective Highly Total 
Effective Effective Ineffective 

Other 

Count 6 3 5 0 0 14 
% camp. 42.9% 21.4% 35.7% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 3.5 3.7 5.8 .4 .7 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 4 10 13 1 3 31 
% camp. 12.9% 32.3% 41.9% 3.2% 9.7% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 7.8 8.1 12.8 .8 1.6 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 8 3 14 0 0 25 
% camp. 32.0% 12.0% 56.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 6.3 6.6 10.3 .6 1.3 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 5 1 1 1 10 
% camp. 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 2.5 2.6 4.1 .3 .5 10.0 

Total 

Count 20 21 33 2 4 80 
% camp. 25.0% 26.3% 41.3% 2.5% 5.0% 100.0% 
name 
Ex2 Count 20.0 21.0 33.0 2.0 4.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r20 12 .073 
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Table 12 

Crosstabulation - r21 

r21 

Camp. Name Highly Minimally Effective Ineffective Highly Total 
Effective Effective Ineffective 

Other 

Count 6 4 4 0 0 14 
% camp. 42.9% 28.6% 28.6% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 4.0 3.5 5.4 .4 .7 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 6 7 14 1 3 31 
% camp. 19.4% 22.6% 45.2% 3.2% 9.7% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 8.9 7.8 12.0 .8 1.6 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 9 4 12 0 0 25 
% camp. 36.0% 16.0% 48.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 7.2 6.3 9.7 .6 1.3 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 5 1 1 1 10 
% camp. 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 2.9 2.5 3.9 .3 .5 10.0 

Total 

Count 23 20 31 2 4 80 
% camp. 28.8% 25.0% 38.8% 2.5% 5.0% 100.0% 
name 
Ex� Count 23.0 20.0 31.0 2.0 4.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r21 12 .167 
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Table 13 

Crosstabulation - r22

r22 

Camp. Name Highly Minimally Effective Ineffective Highly Total 
Effective Effective Ineffective 

Other 

Count 6 3 5 0 0 14 
% camp. 42.9% 21.4% 35.7% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 3.9 3.7 5.4 .4 .7 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 5 10 12 1 3 31 
% camp. 16.1% 32.3% 38.7% 3.2% 9.7% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 8.5 8.1 12.0 .8 1.6 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 9 3 13 0 0 25 
% camp. 36.0% 12.0% 52.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 6.9 6.6 9.7 .6 1.3 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 5 1 1 1 10 
% camp. 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 2.8 2.6 3.9 .3 .5 10.0 

Total 

Count 22 21 31 2 4 80 
% camp. 27.5% 26.3% 38.8% 2.5% 5.0% 100.0% 
name 
Ex2 Count 22.0 21.0 31.0 2.0 4.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r22 12 .100 
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The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

4. Is there a mean difference between teachers with one to five years experience,

six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience and greater than

seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students referred to the

intervention team?

A one-way analysis of variance (Tables 14-15) was performed to investigate the 

differences between teachers with one to five years experience, six to ten years 

experience, eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater than seventeen years 

experience in regard to the number of students referred to the intervention team. The 

independent variable was the amount of teaching experience. Analysis of variance results 

indicated no statistical significance between teachers' years of experience and the number 

of students referred to the Rtl team: F(3, 75) = .793, p = ns. 

Table 14 

Students Referred to Intervention Team in Past 2 years (Banded) 

Variable N Mean 

Teacher Experience 

1 to 5 yrs 21 1.43 

6 to 10 yrs 18 1.50 

11 to 16 yrs 19 1.37 

greater than 1 7 yrs 18 1.61 

Total 76 1.47 

83 

Std. Deviation 

.507 

.514 

.496 

.502 

.503 



Table 15 

Students Referred to Intervention Team in Past 2 years ANOVA 

Variable Sum of Squares df Mean Square 

Number of Students 
referred to Rtl teams 

Total 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

4.668 
124.859 

129.526 

3 
72 

75 

1.556 
1.734 

.897 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

Sig. 

.447 

5. Is there a mean difference between teachers with one to five years experience,

six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater than

seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students referred for

special education testing?

A one-way analysis of variance (Tables 16-17) was performed to determine the 

difference between teachers with one to five year experience, six to ten years experience, 

eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater than seventeen years experience in regard 

to the number of students referred for special education testing. The independent variable 

was the number of students referred to the intervention team. Analysis of variance results 

indicated no statistical significance between teachers' with five or less, six to ten, and 

greater than seventeen years experience and the number of students referred to the Rtl 

team: F(3, 75) = .490, p = ns. 
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Table 16 

Students Referred for Special Education Testing Past 2 yrs (Banded) 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Teacher Experience 

1 to 5 yrs 21 2.38 .973 

6 to 10 yrs 18 2.44 1.149 

11 to 16 yrs 19 2.21 1.182 

greater than 17 yrs 18 2.67 1.328 

Total 76 2.42 1.146 

Table 17 

Students Referred for Special Education Testing Past 2 yrs ANOVA 

Variable Sum of Squares df Mean Square E Sig. 

Number of Students 

referred to Rtl SPED 

Between Groups 1.972 3 .657 .490 .690 

Within Groups 96.555 72 1.341 

Total 98.526 75 

The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

6. Is there a mean difference between teachers one to five years experience, six to

ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater than

seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students determined to

be eligible for special education services?

A one-way analysis of variance (Tables 18 and 19) was performed to determine 

the difference between teachers with one to five years experience, six to ten years 
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experience, eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater than seventeen years 

experience in regard to the number of students determined to be eligible for special 

education services. The independent variable was the number of students referred to the 

intervention team that were eligible for special education services. Analysis of variance 

results indicated no statistical significance between teachers' experience and the number 

of students referred to the Rtl team: F(3, 74) = .053, p = ns. 

Table 18 

Students Referred that were Eligible for SPED (Banded) 

Variable 

Teacher Experience 

1 to 5 yrs 

6 to 10 yrs 

11 to 16 yrs 

greater than 1 7 yrs 

Total 

Table 19 

N 

21 

17 

19 

18 

75 

Students Referred that were Eligible for SPED ANOVA 

Mean 

1.38 

1.41 

1.42 

1.44 

1.41 

Variable Sum of Squares df Mean Square 

Number of Students 
Eligible for SPED 

Total 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

.041 

18.146 

18.187 
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3 

71 

74 

.014 

.256 

Std. Deviation 

.498 

.507 

.507 

.511 

.496 

Sig. 

.053 .984 
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The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

7. Which intervention team practices are implemented most frequently by teams

in rural schools in Texas?

Frequency data are summarized for the responses for each category in Tables 20-

28. Teacher responses for this question include the practices in each category

implemented most frequently by intervention teams. RtI teams were the independent 

variables and practices identified most frequently were the dependent variables. The RtI 

team practices ( dependent variables) were clarifying and defining student problems, 

providing support to individual implementing interventions, measuring and documenting 

interventions, providing data in graph form, progress monitoring, and recommending 

research-based reading and math programs. The five response choices were Never, 

Rarely, Occasionally, Frequently, and Always. 

Table 20 provides the frequency of responses to the survey item 25 regarding 

clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective research based 

interventions. Survey item 25 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no 

significant difference between RtI teams and the frequency of intervention team practices 

in elementary Texas rural schools, x
2c 12, N = 80) = .057, ns.
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Table 20 

Crosstabulation - r25

r25 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 0 1 6 4 3 14 
% camp. .0% 7.1% 42.9% 28.6% 21.4% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .5 1.8 4.7 4.6 2.4 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 2 2 13 9 5 31 
% camp. 6.5% 6.5% 41.9% 29.0% 16.1% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 1.2 3.9 10.5 10.1 5.4 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 2 6 12 5 25 
% camp. .0% 8.0% 24.0% 48.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .9 3.1 8.4 8.1 4.4 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 5 2 1 1 10 
% camp. 10.0% 50.0% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .4 1.3 3.4 3.3 1.8 10.0 

Total 

Count 3 10 27 26 14 80 
% camp. 3.8% 12.5% 33.8% 32.5% 17.5% 100.0% 
name 
ExQ Count 3. 10. 27. 26. 14. 80.

Chi-square df Sig. 

r25 12 .057 
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Table 21 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding the 

intervention practice of providing effective support, assistance, and encouragement to the 

individual implementing the intervention. Survey item 26 was analyzed using chi-square 

tests. Results indicated no significant difference between Rtl teams and the frequency of 

intervention team practices in elementary Texas rural schools, x2c12, N = 80) = .073, ns. 

Table 22 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding the 

intervention team practice of measuring and documenting interventions. Survey item 27 

was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no significant difference between 

Rtl teams and the frequency of intervention team practices in elementary Texas rural 

schools: x\12, N = 80) = .065, ns. 

Table 23 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding team 

members bringing student academic progress data to the intervention team meeting. 

Survey item 28 was analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no significant 

difference between Rtl teams and the frequency of intervention team practices in 

elementary Texas rural schools: x.\12, N = 80) = .059, ns. 
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Table 21 

Crosstabulation - r26 

r26 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasional! y Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 1 1 3 6 3 14 
% camp. 7.1% 7.1% 21.4% 42.9% 21.4% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .7 2.3 4.0 4.2 2.8 14. 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 2 2 11 8 8 31 
% camp. 6.5% 6.5% 35.5% 25.8% 25.8% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 1.6 5.0 8.9 9.3 6.2 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 4 9 8 4 25 
% camp. .0% 16.0% 36.0% 32.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 1.3 4.1 7.2 7.5 5.0 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 6 0 2 1 10 

% camp. 10.0% 60.0% .0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .5 1.6 2.9 3.0 2.0 10.0 

Total 

Count 4 13 23 24 16 80 
% camp. 5.0% 16.3% 28.8% 30.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
name 
Ex� Count 4. 13. 23. 24. 16. 80.

Chi-square df Sig. 

r26 12 .073 
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Table 22 

Crosstabulation - r27

r27 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 1 1 2 7 3 14 
% camp. 7.0% 7.1% 14.3% 50.0% 21.4% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .5 2.3 3.3 4.7 3.2 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 1 3 8 10 9 31 
% camp. 3.2% 9.7% 25.8% 32.3% 29.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count 1.2 5.0 7.4 10.5 7.0 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 3 9 8 5 25 
%camp. .0% 12.0% 36.0% 32.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .9 4.1 5.9 8.4 5.6 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 6 0 2 1 10 
%camp. 10.0% 60.0% .0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
name 
Exp Count .4 1.6 2.4 3.4 2.3 10.0 

Total 

Count 3 13 19 27 18 80 
% camp. 3.8% 16.3% 23.8% 33.8% 22.5% 100.0% 
name 
Ex_Q Count 3.0 13.0 19.0 27.0 18.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r27 12 .065 
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Table 23 

Crosstabulation - r28

r28 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 1 1 2 8 2 14 

%camp. 7.1% 7.1% 14.3% 57.1% 14.3% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count .7 2.1 3.2 4.9 3.2 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 1 2 8 7 13 31 

%camp. 3.2% 6.5% 25.8% 22.6% 41.9% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 1.6 4.7 7.0 10.9 7.0 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 1 4 7 10 3 25 

%camp. 4.0% 16.0% 28.0% 40.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 1.3 3.8 5.6 8.8 5.6 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 5 1 3 0 10 

% camp. 10.0% 50.0% 10.0% 30.0% .0% 100.0% 

name 

Exp Count .5 1.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 10.0 

Total 

Count 4 12 18 28 18 80 

%camp. 5.0% 15.0% 22.5% 35.0% 22.5% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 4.0 12.0 18.0 28.0 18.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r28 12 .059 
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Table 24 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding progress 

monitoring data in the form of a graph, written information, or samples of student work 

to effectively determine intervention needs. Survey item 29 was analyzed using chi

square tests. Results indicated no significant difference between Rtl teams and the 

frequency of intervention team practices in elementary Texas rural schools: x2( 12, N = 

80) = .496, ns.

Table 25 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding the team 

practice of making effective instructional intervention recommendations based on the 

student's progress monitoring data. Survey item 30 was analyzed using chi-square tests. 

Results indicated no significant difference between Rtl teams and the frequency of 

intervention team practices in elementary Texas rural schools: x2c 12, N = 80) = .0672, ns. 

Table 26 provides the frequency of responses to the question regarding the team 

practice of making using graphs to monitor student progress. Survey item 31 was 

analyzed using chi-square tests. Results indicated no significant difference between Rtl 

teams and the frequency of intervention team practices in elementary Texas rural schools: 

x\12, N = 80) = .167, ns. 

Tables 27 and 28 provide the frequency of responses to the questions regarding 

the team practice of recommending research-based reading and math programs for 

intervention. Survey items 32 and 33 were analyzed using chi-square tests. Results 

indicated no significant difference between Rtl teams and the frequency of intervention 

team practices: Table 27 x\12, N = 80) = .204 ns., Table 28 x\12, N = 80) = .092 ns. 
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Table 24 

Crosstabulation - r29

r29 

Camp. Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 
Name 

Other 

Count 2 2 3 5 2 14 
% camp. 14.3% 14.3% 21.4% 35.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 1.2 3.5 3.2 4.4 1.8 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 1 6 11 9 4 31 
% camp. 3.2% 19.4% 35.5% 29.0% 12.9% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 2.7 7.8 7.0 9.7 3.9 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 2 8 3 8 4 25 
% camp. 8.0% 32.0% 12.0% 32.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 2.2 6.3 5.6 7.8 3.1 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 4 1 3 0 10 

% camp. 20.0% 40.0% 10.0% 30.0% .0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count .9 2.5 2.3 3.1 1.3 10.0 

Total 

Count 7 20 18 25 10 80 
%camp. 8.8% 25.0% 22.5% 31.3% 12.5% 100.0% 
name 

Exe Count 7.0 20.0 18.0 25.0 10.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r29 12 .496 
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Table 25 

Crosstabulation - r30

r30 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 0 1 5 7 1 14 
% camp. .0% 7.1% 35.8% 50.0% 7.1% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count .9 3.5 3.9 4.0 1.8 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 2 4 10 8 7 31 
% camp. 6.5% 12.8% 32.3% 25.8% 22.6% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 1.9 7.8 8.5 8.9 3.9 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 10 7 6 2 25 
% camp. 0.0% 40.0% 28.0% 24.0% 8.0% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 1.6 6.3 6.9 7.2 3.1 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 3 5 0 2 0 10 

% camp. 30.0% 50.0% .0% 20.0% .0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count .6 2.5 2.8 2.9 1.3 10.0 

Total 

Count 5 20 22 23 10 80 
% camp. 6.3% 25.0% 27.5% 28.8% 12.5% 100.0% 
name 

Ex_Q Count 5.0 20.0 22.0 23.0 10.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r30 12 .167 
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Table 26 

Crosstabulation - r31

r31 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 1 2 4 6 1 14 
% camp. 7.1% 14.3% 28.6% 42.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 1.8 3.5 4.2 3.5 1.0 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 8 5 7 8 3 31 
% camp. 25.8% 16.1% 22.6% 25.8% 9.7% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 3.9 7.8 9.3 7.8 2.3 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 9 9 5 2 25 

% camp. .0% 36.0% 36.0% 20.0% 8.0% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 3.1 6.3 7.5 6.3 1.9 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 4 4 1 0 10 

% camp. 10.0% 40.0% 40.0% 10.0% .0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 1.3 2.5 3.0 2.5 .8 10.0 

Total 

Count 10 20 24 20 6 80 

% camp. 12.5% 25.0% 30.0% 25.0% 7.5% 100.0% 

name 
Ex� Count 10.0 20.0 24.0 20.0 6.0 80.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r31 12 .167 
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Table 27 

Crosstabulation - r32

r32 

Camp. Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 
Name 

Other 

Count 1 0 4 7 2 14 
% camp. 7.1% .0% 28.6% 50.0% 14.3% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count .5 1.8 3.2 5.6 3.0 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 1 2 7 13 8 31 
% camp. 3.2% 6.5% 22.6% 41.9% 25.8% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count 1.2 3.9 7.0 12.4 6.6 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 4 5 9 7 25 

% camp. .0% 16.0% 20.0% 36.0% 28.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count .9 3.1 5.6 10.0 5.3 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 1 4 2 3 0 10 

%camp. 10.0% 40.0% 20.0% 30.0% .0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count .4 1.3 2.3 4.0 2.1 10.0 

Total 

Count 3 10 18 32 17 80 

% camp. 3.8% 12.5% 22.5% 40.0% 21.3% 100.0% 

name 
ExQ Count 3.0 10.0 18.0 32.0 17.0 10.0 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r32 12 .204 
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Table 28 

Crosstabulation - r33

r33 

Camp. Name Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always Total 

Other 

Count 0 1 4 7 2 14 

% camp. .0% 7.1% 28.6% 50.0% 14.0% 100.0% 
name 

Exp Count .7 2.3 2.5 5.5 3.0 14.0 

Student Intervention Team 

Count 2 4 6 11 8 31 

% camp. 6.5% 12.9% 19.4% 35.5% 25.8% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 1.6 5.1 5.5 12.2 6.7 31.0 

Response to Intervention Team 

Count 0 4 4 10 7 25 

% camp. .0% 16.0% 16.0% 40.0% 28.0% 100.0% 

name 
Exp Count 1.3 4.1 4.4 9.8 5.4 25.0 

Pre-Referral Team 

Count 2 4 0 3 0 9 

% camp. 22.2% 44.4% .0% 33.3% .0% 100.0% 

name 

Exp Count .5 1.5 1.6 3.5 1.9 9.0 

Total 

Count 4 13 14 31 17 79 

% camp. 5.1% 16.5% 17.7% 39.2% 21.5% 100.0% 

name 
Expected 4.0 13.0 14.0 31.0 17.0 79.0 

Count 

Chi-square df Sig. 

r33 12 .092 
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The quantitative data were examined on the following research question: 

8. What percentage of school personnel are members of the Rtl team in rural

schools in Texas?

Frequency data are summarized for the responses for each category in Tables 29-

31. Teacher responses for this question include identifying who participates as a member

of a Rtl team in rural schools in Texas. Of the 82 respondents in Table 29, the majority of 

the respondents (60.6%) were general education teachers. Of the general education 

teachers reporting, a majority had participated as a member of a campus intervention 

team. A smaller number of participants were special education teachers (26.6% ). The 

majority of the special education teachers reported they had participated as a member of a 

campus intervention team. 

Of the 81 respondents in Table 30, one-third (33.0%) reported that frequently the 

campus intervention team membership changed as a result of the needs of the student. 

Respondents reported 27.7% of the campus intervention teams always experienced a 

team membership change as a result of the needs of the student. Seventeen percent 

reported occasionally team membership changed as a result of the needs of the student. 

Of the 83 respondents in Table 31, the majority ( 41.5%) reported the intervention 

team always included the principal. A smaller portion (30.9%) reported the principal 

frequently is a member of the intervention team. 
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Table 29 

Teachers in Membership 

Variable 

Valid 

SPED Teacher 

General Ed Teacher 

Total 

Missing System 

Total 

Table 30 

Frequency 

25 

57 

82 

12 

94 

Membership Change by Student Need 

Variable 

Valid 

Never 

Rarely 

Occasionally 

Frequently 

Always 

Total 

Missing System 

Total 

Frequency 

2 

6 

16 

31 

26 

81 

13 

94 

100 

Percentage Valid % Cumulative % 

26.6 

60.6 

87.2 

12.8 

100.0 

30.5 

69.5 

100.0 

30.5 

100.0 

Percentage Valid % Cumulative % 

2.1 2.5 2.5 

6.4 7.4 9.9 

17.0 19.8 29.6 

33.0 38.3 67.9 

27.7 32.1 100.0 

86.2 100.0 

13.8 

100.0 



Table 31 

Membership Includes Principal 

Variable Frequency Percentage Valid% Cumulative% 

Valid 

Never 1 1.1 1.2 1.2 

Rarely 5 5.3 6.0 8.4 

Occasionally 8 8.5 9.6 18.1 

Frequently 29 30.9 34.9 53.0 

Always 39 41.5 47.0 100.0 

Total 83 88.3 100.0 

Missing System 11 11.7 

Total 94 100.0 

Summary 

The present study found that special education teachers perceived they have a 

higher degree of knowledge of the intervention team process than general education 

teachers perceived to possess. Results indicated that there is no difference in regard to the 

number of students both groups referred to the Rtl teams and the amount of intervention 

team training received. No statistical difference was found between the groups. Amount 

of teaching experience was not found to influence the number of students referred to the 

intervention team, the number of students referred for special education testing, and the 

number of students determined to be eligible for special education services. The majority 
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of the intervention teams included the following practices, clarifying and defining student 

problems to identify effective reading and math research-based interventions, supporting 

the individual responsible for implementing interventions, and measuring and 

documenting interventions in graph form for the team to make effective instructional 

intervention recommendations. Intervention team membership changes frequently 

according to student needs and half of the intervention teams included the principal. The 

findings of this study are summarized in Table 32. 

Table 32 

Findings of the Study 

Research Questions Finding 

1. Is there a mean difference between special education Significant Difference 
teachers and general education teachers in rural schools
regarding their perceived knowledge of the intervention
team process?

2. Is there a mean difference between teachers with five No Significant Difference
hours or less intervention team training and teachers
with six or more hours of intervention team training in
regard to the number of students they referred to the RtI
team?

3. Which practices are identified by Rtl teams as No Significant Difference 
effective in rural elementary schools in Texas?

4. Is there a mean difference between teachers with one No Significant Difference 
to five years experience, six to ten years experience,

eleven to sixteen years experience and greater than

seventeen years experience in regard to the number of

students referred to the intervention team?
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Table 32 (continued). 

Findings of the Study 

Research Questions Finding 

5. Is there a mean difference between teachers with one No Significant Difference 
to five years experience, six to ten years experience,
eleven to sixteen years experience and greater than
seventeen years experience in regard to the number of
students referred for special education testing?

6. Is there a mean difference between teachers with one No Significant Difference 
to five years experience, six to ten years experience,
eleven to sixteen years experience and greater than

seventeen years experience in regard to the number of
students determined to be eligible for special education

services?

7. Which intervention team practices are implemented
most frequently by teams in rural school in Texas?

8. What percentage of school personnel are members of
the Rtl team in rural schools in Texas?
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Define student problems 

Identify effective reading and 
math research-based 
interventions 

Provide support of the 
individual responsible for 
implementing interventions 

Measure and document 
interventions in graph form 

Utilize graphs to make 
effective instructional 
intervention 
recommendations. 

Membership changes 
according to student needs 



CHAPTERV 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to identify the frequency of use of specific team 

practices which were identified within the literature as important to intervention team 

effectiveness. The study examined the relationship between teachers' perceptions of Rtl 

team membership, practices, effectiveness and years of experience, amount of training, 

years the district utilized the Rtl team approach, and nwnber of students referred and 

found eligible for special education. 

This study surveyed Rtl team members in rural Texas schools to determine the 

practices that contributed toward teachers' perceptions of effective Rtl teams. A non

experimental design using survey methods was employed. Part one of the survey 

consisted of demographic information that was used as independent variables for 

grouping and comparing responses to survey items. Part two contained intervention 

related questions based on a Likert-type scale. The sample for this study consisted of 94 

general education and special education teachers in rural Texas schools. The purpose of 

this chapter is to discuss the implications for educators and policy makers with respect 

to Rtl effectiveness in elementary rural Texas schools. This chapter is divided into the 

following sections: (a) Discussion of Results, (b) Conclusion, (c) Limitations and (d) 

Future Research. 
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Discussion of Results 

Research question one focused on the difference between special education and 

general education teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived know ledge of the 

intervention team process. Research question one follows: 

1. Is there a mean difference between special education and general education

teachers in rural schools regarding their perceived knowledge of the RtI team

process?

The result of the analysis of variance demonstrated special education teachers 

(N=24) had a statistical significant (p=.029) greater mean than general education teachers 

(N=57). Special education teachers (M =3.42) perceived they possessed more knowledge 

of the intervention team process than general education teachers perceived they possessed 

(M =2.98). 

The importance of teacher know ledge of the intervention team process was 

evident in an eight year study of rural schools that found effective intervention teams 

considered all team members equal in their expertise, possessed know ledge of the 

process, and understood their role as part of the process in order to effectively assist 

teachers with students who were struggling (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). Teacher 

knowledge of the intervention team process was also researched in the Meyer et al. 's 

( 1996) and Ormsbee and Haring' s (2000) studies. In addition to finding the importance of 

teacher knowledge of the intervention team process, the Meyer et al.' s and Ormsbee and 

Haring studies found that special education teachers reported a higher level of 
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intervention team knowledge than general education teachers reported. Meyer et al.' s 

qualitative study of 31 schools found that special education teachers reported they were 

more knowledgeable of the intervention team process than general education teachers. 

A component of Ormsbee and Haring's (2000) study included the knowledge of 

rural teachers regarding the intervention team process. Rural special education teachers 

reported their background and experience in the special education student team process 

and work with students with learning disabilities, as well as various responsibilities in 

general and special education, assisted in their understanding of the intervention team 

process (Ormsbee and Haring). 

The current study supports Meyer et al.'s (1996) and Ormsbee and Haring's 

(2000) findings that special educators appeared to have more knowledge of the 

intervention team process due to the diversity required of special education teachers' in 

rural schools and their experience with planning for and assisting students who were 

struggling. These results reflect the importance of including general education teachers in 

ongoing professional development regarding the intervention team process. 

The results of the current study and Meyer et al.' s ( 1996) finding may be due to 

special education teachers' background and experience with collaborative planning for 

students with special needs. Students with special needs require a collaborative effort and 

each person involved must have a clear understanding of the needed interventions. 

Research question two focused on the difference between teachers with five hours 

or less intervention team training and teachers with greater than six hours of intervention 
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team training in regard to the number of students they referred to the RtI team. Research 

question two follows: 

2. Is there a mean difference between teachers with five hours or less intervention

team training and teachers with greater than six or more hours of intervention

team training in regard to the number of students they referred to the RtI team?

This study found no statistically significant difference between the hours of 

training and number of students referred to the RtI team. Even though this study showed 

no statistically significant difference in student referrals to the team, a slight mean 

difference between teachers with greater than six hours of intervention team training 

(M= 1.84) and teachers with five hours or less training (M= 1.51) was noted. This 

difference indicated that teachers in this study who have received the most intervention 

team training have referred more students to the team for early intervention. This 

indicated teachers who possess more understanding of the team process utilize 

intervention teams for students who are struggling. These findings are supported by 

Hammond and Ingalls' (1999), Kovaleski et al.'s (1999) and Rankin and Aksamit's 

( 1994) research findings that underscored the importance of training members of the 

intervention team to identify early intervention strategies and reduce special education 

referrals. Kovaleski et al.' s experimental study found that the intervention team members 

who received ongoing team training implemented the practices required for an 

intervention team to effectively provide early instructional interventions and to decrease 

the number of students referred for special education services. Rankin and Aksamit' s 
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findings indicated intervention team training was required to increase know ledge of the 

purpose and process to ensure teachers refer all students who are struggling to the 

intervention team. 

These studies denote the importance of teacher training and knowledge of the 

intervention team process, as well as how well the intervention team provides teacher 

support and early student interventions to promote student success and to prevent 

unnecessary referrals to special education. According to Rankin and Aksamit' s ( 1994) 

study, a lack of awareness and understanding of the intervention team process was 

related to teacher reluctance to refer students to the intervention team. These results 

reflect the need for schools to provide intervention team training to ensure teacher 

awareness and understanding of the intervention team process in order to utilize the 

intervention team effectively and to establish consistency in teacher practices related to 

referring students who are struggling to the intervention team. 

Research question three focused on effective practices identified by Rtl teams in 

rural schools regarding generating interventions, implementing interventions for students 

with learning problems, assisting teachers with solving student problems, developing 

interventions, and supporting the effectiveness of the referral process. Research question 

three follows: 

3. Which practices are identified by Rtl teams as effective in rural elementary

schools in Texas?
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Results indicated no statistically significant difference between intervention teams 

and teachers' perceptions of effective practices. All of the participants indicated their 

school had an intervention team and approximately one-half of the participants identified 

the team as a Student Intervention Team (31.0%) or a Response to Intervention Team 

(25.0% ). Implementing the intervention team model was a result of legislation, NCLBA 

(2002) and IDEIA (2004), requiring schools to provide instructional interventions to 

reduce inappropriate referrals to special education and to focus on early interventions 

(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). Generally, the Student Intervention Team teachers rated the team 

practices as minimally effective or effective. The Response to Intervention Team teachers 

rated each intervention team practice as effective or highly effective. 

The majority of the intervention team members in this study indicated they were 

effective (Student Intervention Team (SIT): 54.8% and Response to Intervention (Rtl) 

Teams: 52.0%) at generating interventions, (SIT 41.9% and Rtl 48.0%) at implementing 

interventions, (SIT 41.9% and Rtl 56.0%) at assisting teachers with problem-solving, 

(SIT 45.2% and Rtl 48.0%) at the referral process, and (SIT 38.7% and Rtl 52.0%) at 

developing classroom interventions. 

Data from this study reflects Ormsbee and Haring's (2000) research, which 

indicated that the intervention team members generally perceived themselves as an 

effective support for teachers using problem-solving and generating interventions as a 

team, but less effective at developing those interventions in the classroom and effectively 

implementing the interventions with students. Additionally, Truscott et al. (2000) and 
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Kovaleski et al. (1999) found that intervention teams infrequently practiced 

implementing effective interventions but were effective at supporting teachers with 

recommendations for intervention. The majority of the intervention team members in this 

study appeared to perceive their practices as more effective than ineffective in all 

intervention team practices surveyed. 

From these data, it appears that the use of research-based (Kovaleski et al., 1999; 

Ormsbee & Haring, 2000; Truscott et al., 2000) practices regarding problem-solving and 

the referral process were implemented in the majority of the rural schools in this study, 

however, fewer participants perceived the teams effectively implemented interventions 

for students. The results of this study suggest that greater awareness in methods for 

effectively implementing interventions is required in order to increase intervention team 

effectiveness. 

Research question 4, 5 and 6 are combined for discussion. These questions focus 

on mean differences between teachers in rural schools with one to five years teaching 

experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years experience, and greater 

than seventeen years experience in regard to the number of students referred to the Rtl 

team, number of students referred for special education evaluation, and number of 

students eligible for special education services as a result of referral. Research questions 

four, five, and six follow: 

4. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years
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experience and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the 

number of students referred to the RtI team? 

5. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students referred for special education testing?

6. Is there a mean difference between teachers in rural schools with one to five

years teaching experience, six to ten years experience, eleven to sixteen years

experience and greater than seventeen years experience in regard to the

number of students determined to be eligible for special education services?

Results indicated no statistical difference between teacher experience and students 

referred to the intervention teams in the past two years, students referred for special 

education evaluation, and students found eligible for special education services. The data 

showed there was little variance between the groups for each component. Results of this 

study indicated that approximately one to two students were referred to the intervention 

team in the past two years by the majority of teachers with one to five, six to ten, eleven 

to sixteen, or greater than seventeen years experience. Approximately one to two students 

were referred for special education evaluation between all groups. 

Literature (Kovalesk et al., 1999; McNamara & Hollinger, 2003) indicated that 

the effectiveness of the intervention team practices can be measured by the number of 

referrals to an intervention team of experienced teachers (greater than six years 

111 



experience). Kovaleski et al.' s study found that after intervention teams of experienced 

teachers implemented interventions, 85% of the students referred to teams in 501 school 

districts were provided appropriate interventions in general education and did not need to 

be referred for special education. 

Teachers in the current study of 40 rural schools referred an average of one to two 

students to the intervention team and to special education in the past two years. The 

majority of students referred for special education evaluation were found eligible for 

services. The results indicated the students referred were appropriate referrals; however, 

few students (2) were referred to the team for early intervention. This study reflects that 

the sample of teachers (94) who participated, regardless of amount of experience, may 

not be utilizing the intervention team to work with all students who are struggling. There 

is a need to inform teachers of the positive effects of an effective intervention team on 

student performance and to support teachers on the special education referral process. 

Research question seven focused on practices implemented by Rtl teams in rural 

schools in Texas. Research question seven follows: 

7. Which Rtl team practices are implemented most frequently by Rtl teams in

rural schools in Texas?

Results indicated no statistically significant difference between intervention 

teams and the practices implemented most frequently. In this study approximately one

half of the teachers frequently or always implemented the following practices; defined 

student problems, supported the person implementing the interventions, measured and 
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documented interventions, provided academic progress data, recommended research

based reading programs and recommended research-based math programs. Fewer team 

members (approximately one-third) reported providing the following practices: student 

data in written form, progress monitoring data to determine interventions, and progress 

monitoring data in graph form. 

Teachers were surveyed for quality indicators identified in the literature 

(Flugum & Reschly, 1994; Hammond & Ingalls, 1999; Kovaleski et al., 1999; Myers et 

al., 1996; Truscott et al., 2000) for effective intervention team practices. Effective 

practices include developing, implementing and monitoring interventions, staff training, 

identifying the key concern, developing interventions, and formulating monitoring 

strategies to determine the effectiveness of the interventions. 

Intervention teams do not consistently implement all of the practices identified 

as effective especially in the area of monitoring student intervention progress 

(Hammond & Ingalls, 1999; Kovaleski et al., 1999; Myers et al., 1996; Truscott et al., 

2000). Without adequate information regarding student progress during intervention, it 

is difficult to evaluate the success of the intervention. The teachers reported in this 

study that all the components of effective practices were not implemented by the teams 

consistently. Rigorous intervention team practices may not be operating in the 

elementary rural schools that participated in the survey. 

Research question eight focused on the Rtl team members in rural schools in 

Texas. Research question eight follows: 
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8. What percentage of school personnel are members of the Rtl team in rural

schools in Texas?

Intervention teams consist of teachers, parents, and school support staff who meet 

in a collaborative effort to determine student needs. Studies (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999; 

Kovaleski et al., 1999; McNamara & Hollinger, 2003) indicated an effective intervention 

team must include at least one general education teacher, a special education teacher, an 

administrator, and other school professionals as needed. 

Results of responses that identified the typical membership of intervention teams 

in the elementary rural schools in this study indicated that a majority of the general 

education and special education teachers participated as members of an intervention 

team, the membership of the team changed based on student needs, and the team included 

the principal. The majority of the respondents in this study reported including the team 

membership components that consisted of special and general education teachers and the 

principal (Kovaleski et al., 1999; McNamara & Hollinger, 2003) as important to team 

functioning. This study reflected that the professionals who were familiar with the 

student's problems were involved in the intervention team process in the majority of rural 

schools. 

Conclusion 

This study described Rtl teams in rural schools in Texas and identified the 

practices perceived as effective by general and special education teachers. 
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Implementing effective practices may be the determining factor for an effective 

intervention team. 

Each of the teachers reported that membership included the principal and changed 

as a result of student needs. The majority of the intervention team members reporting in 

this study included the appropriate members for student support served on the 

intervention team. Special education teachers in the study typically perceived themselves 

as knowledgeable of the intervention team process. It was reported to be difficult for 

teams to function effectively when all members did not have a clear understanding of the 

process. This study reflected the need for schools to provide intervention team training to 

ensure teacher awareness and knowledge of the intervention team process in order to 

utilize the intervention team effectively and to establish consistency in teacher practices 

related to referring students who are struggling to the intervention team. 

Rtl team effectiveness refers to the team's ability to develop, implement, and 

assess research-based practices. The team members in this study did not significantly 

differ regarding perceptions of whether significant practices identified in the literature 

review were as effective as others. Of the effective practices identified in the literature, 

the majority of intervention teams reported implementing a generally effective problem

solving process, providing teacher support, and developing effective intervention more 

often than measuring, documenting, and progress monitoring interventions for students 

who are struggling. 
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Even though no statistically significant findings can be presented regarding 

effective practices in rural schools as a result of this study, the participants who 

completed the survey reported that the rural schools represented used the intervention 

team process. While this study did not indicate significance for team members identifying 

effective practices, the majority of the intervention team members appeared to perceive 

each of the practices that included problem-solving, student referrals, teacher support, 

and generating and implementing interventions as more effective than ineffective. The 

practices identified in literature as effective were also reported by the majority of 

participants in this study as effective when implemented by the intervention team. 

Limitations 

Major limitations of this study included limitations associated with non

experimental research designs. In particular, non-experimental designs yield results that 

are difficult to establish a true cause and effect relationship and extraneous variables are 

difficult to control. Survey research traditionally has a low response rate of return which 

may affect the sample integrity of the target populations. Survey research depends on 

respondents' reports rather than on direct observations that may accurately reflect actual 

team practices. As with much past research regarding intervention teams, this study 

focused on educators' self-reports of team practices and effectiveness which is not 

necessarily an accurate reflection of Rtl teams in most schools. These limitations may 

affect the validity and generalization of the study. 
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Future Research 

Completing the survey was voluntary and included 94 special education and 

general education teachers who represented each region in the state of Texas. The sample 

needs to be expanded to other regions of the country. There is a lack of experimental 

research available due to the absence of control groups, but descriptive research is also 

needed to provide information to facilitate implementation in practice and replication in 

experimental research. Research designed to describe the intervention process used to 

implement Rtl teams and to determine teachers' perceptions of the strengths and 

weaknesses of these procedures can help to establish the most promising models for 

implementation and future experimental research. 
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Student Intervention Team Practices and Effectiveness 
In Rural Elementary Schools In Texas 

Survey 

You are being asked to participate in a research study for Janna Brendle's dissertation at 
Texas Woman's University. The purpose of this research is to examine the Response to 
Intervention (Rtl) team practices that effectively assist teachers with struggling students 
in rural schools. This study will provide insight into the effectiveness and challenges of 
intervention teams in rural schools. The survey questions target your experience 
participating in the intervention team process and how effectively interventions have 
been implemented in your school during the past two school years. I am seeking 
respondents from the teaching staff at the elementary campus level. Participation is 
completely voluntary and anonymous. I appreciate your participation. 

The return of your completed survey constitutes your informed consent to act as a 
participant in this research. 

Background/f eam Membership Information 

1. Please identify the region where your district is located.
ESC Region ____ _

2. What is the name of your campus student intervention team?
(a) Student Assistance Team
(b) Student Intervention Team
( c) Response to Intervention Team
(d) Pre-Referral Team
( e) Teacher Assistance Team
(f) Other Name: ____________ _
(g) Do not have a campus intervention team
(If you do not have a campus intervention team, discontinue the survey and

Thank you for your time.)

3. Have you participated as a member of a campus intervention team?

(a) Yes

(b) No

4. What is the intended outcome of the campus intervention team: (Choose all that
apply)
(a) Assist the teacher with interventions

(b) Plan instructional interventions for students who are struggling
( c) Monitor student progress
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( d) Refer to special education

(e) Other

5. What is your teaching position?
(a) General Education Teacher
(b) Special Education Teacher

6. How many years of teaching experience do you have? __ _

7. Please identify the levels you are assigned to teach.
(a) Elementary
(b) Middle
(c) Secondary

(d) All Levels

8. How long has your school used an intervention team? __ _

9. How much intervention team training have you received? __ _

10. How would you rate your working knowledge of the intervention team process?

(a) None
(b) Minimally Proficient
(c) Moderately Proficient
( d) Proficient
(e) Highly Proficient

11. Does intervention team membership change as a result of the needs of the student?

(a) Never
(b) Rarely
( c) Occasionally

( d) Frequently
(e) Always

12. Does the team membership always include the principal?

(a) Never

(b) Rarely
(c) Occasionally
( d) Frequently
(e) Always
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13. Does the campus intervention team meet on a regular basis?
(a) Yes
(b) No

14. How many times during the past two years have you participated as a member of
an intervention team? __ _

15. How many students have you referred to the intervention team during the past
two years? __ _

16. If you referred students to the intervention team, how many students were referred
for special education evaluation by the team during the past two years? __ _

17. How many students you referred to the team were found to be eligible for special
education services during the past two years? __ _

Effectiveness of Team Practices 

18. How effective do you believe the team is in generating interventions for students
with learning problems?
(a) Highly effective
(b) Minimally effective
(c) Effective
( d) Ineffective
(e) Highly ineffective

19. Overall, do you believe intervention team practices effectively help teachers
implement interventions for students with learning problems in the general

education classroom?
(a) Highly effective
(b) Minimally effective
( c) Effective
(d) Ineffective
(e) Highly ineffective

20. How would you rate the effectiveness of the intervention team's practice of
assisting teachers with solving student problems?

(a) Highly effective
(b) Minimally effective
(c) Effective

( d) Ineffective
(e) Highly ineffective
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21. How would you rate the effectiveness of the intervention team's practices
regarding the referral process?
(a) Highly effective
(b) Minimally effective
( c) Effective
( d) Ineffective
(e) Highly ineffective

22. How would you rate the effectiveness of the intervention team's practice of
developing and implementing effective classroom interventions?
(a) Highly effective
(b) Minimally effective
(c) Effective
(d) Ineffective
(e) Highly ineffective

23. What recommendations do you have for improving the intervention team practices

on on your campus?
(a) None
(b) Additional professional staff
( c) Additional research based instructional intervention programs
( d) Additional time allowed for teachers participating in the intervention team

process
(e) Other

24. How do you believe the size of your rural campus affects the availability of
resources to interventions teams?
(a) Lack of research based intervention programs available
(b) Lack of Funds to purchase intervention programs

( c) Lack of Staff to provide interventions
( d) Does not effect

25. Does the intervention team practice clarifying and defining student problems
in order to identify effective research based interventions?

(a) Never
(b) Rarely
(c) Occasionally
(d) Frequently
(e) Always
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26. Is it an intervention team practice to provide effective technical support, assistance,
and encouragement to the individual who is responsible for implementing the
intervention?
(a) Never
(b) Rarely
( c) Occasional! y
(d) Frequently
(e) Always

27. Is it an intervention team practice to ensure that the success of the intervention is
effectively measured and documented?
(a) Never
(b) Rarely
(c) Occasionally
( d) Frequently
(e) Always

28. Is it an intervention team practice for team members to bring student data of
academic progress to the intervention team meeting in order to effectively
determine student intervention needs?
(a) Never
(b) Rarely
( c) Occasional! y
(d) Frequently
(e) Always

29. Is the progress monitoring data in the form of a graph, written information, or
samples of a student's work that can be used effectively to determine student

intervention needs?
(a) Never
(b) Rarely
(c) Occasionally
(d) Frequently
(e) Always

30. Does the team make effective instructional intervention recommendations based on
the student's progress monitoring data?

(a) Never
(b) Rarely
( c) Occasional! y
(d) Frequently
(e) Always
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31. Are graphs showing student progress (or lack of progress) available for the
team to consider for effective interventions?
(a) Never
(b) Rarely

( c) Occasional! y
(d) Frequently

(e) Always

32. How often does the team recommend utilizing research-based reading programs

during the intervention process?
(a) Never

(b) Rarely
(c) Occasionally
(d) Frequently

(e) Always

33. How often does the team recommend utilizing research-based math programs
during the intervention process?

(a) Never
(b) Rarely
( c) Occasional! y
( d) Frequently
(e) Always

34. Please list intervention strategies recommended by intervention teams on your

campus.

Thank you for participating in this survey. 
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APPENDIXC 

Student Intervention Team Practices and Effectiveness 
In Rural Elementary Schools In Texas 

Survey Email 

You are being asked to participate in a research study for Janna Brendle' s dissertation at 
Texas Woman's University. The purpose of this research is to examine the Response to 
Intervention (Rtl) team practices that effectively assist teachers with struggling students 
in rural schools. This study will provide insight into the effectiveness and challenges of 
intervention teams in rural schools. The survey questions target your experience 
participating in the intervention team process and how effectively interventions have 
been implemented in your school during the past two school years. I am seeking 
respondents from the teaching staff at the elementary campus level. Participation is 
completely voluntary and anonymous. I appreciate your participation. 

The following URL will link you to my survey. 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx ?sm=SPuEnAC5MLoLxgF2Lslr lg 3d 3d 

Please email jbrendle@our-town.com to request results of the survey. 

Janna Brendle 
TWU Doctoral Student 
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