
Kentucky Teacher Education Kentucky Teacher Education 

Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Journal: The Journal of the Teacher 

Education Division of the Kentucky Education Division of the Kentucky 

Council for Exceptional Children Council for Exceptional Children 

Volume 9 
Issue 1 Retain, Engage, Train: Teacher 
Education Post-Pandemic 

Article 3 

2022 

PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF 

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF 

SUPPORT SUPPORT 

Alexandra J. Taylor 
Bellarmine University, ataylor9@bellarmine.edu 

Tommy Wells 
Bellarmine University, twells@bellarmine.edu 

Amy E. Lein 
Bellarmine University, alein@bellarmine.edu 

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej 

 Part of the Academic Advising Commons, Accessibility Commons, Curriculum and Instruction 

Commons, Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons, Educational Leadership 

Commons, Educational Methods Commons, Educational Technology Commons, Elementary Education 

and Teaching Commons, Higher Education Commons, Higher Education and Teaching Commons, Junior 

High, Intermediate, Middle School Education and Teaching Commons, Language and Literacy Education 

Commons, Online and Distance Education Commons, Other Teacher Education and Professional 

Development Commons, Pre-Elementary, Early Childhood, Kindergarten Teacher Education Commons, 

Secondary Education and Teaching Commons, Social and Philosophical Foundations of Education 

Commons, and the Special Education and Teaching Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Taylor, Alexandra J.; Wells, Tommy; and Lein, Amy E. (2022) "PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS 
AND KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT," Kentucky 
Teacher Education Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the Kentucky Council for 
Exceptional Children: Vol. 9: Iss. 1, Article 3. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.61611/2995-5904.1040 
Available at: https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3 

This Research Article is brought to you for free and open access by Murray State's Digital Commons. It has been 
accepted for inclusion in Kentucky Teacher Education Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the 
Kentucky Council for Exceptional Children by an authorized administrator of Murray State's Digital Commons. For 
more information, please contact msu.digitalcommons@murraystate.edu. 

http://www.murraystate.edu/
http://www.murraystate.edu/
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1403?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1318?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/786?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/786?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1230?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1230?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1227?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1415?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/805?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/805?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1245?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/806?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/807?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/807?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1380?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1380?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1296?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/810?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/810?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/808?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/809?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/799?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/799?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/801?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://doi.org/10.61611/2995-5904.1040
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3?utm_source=digitalcommons.murraystate.edu%2Fktej%2Fvol9%2Fiss1%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages


PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONSE TO PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONSE TO 
INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT 

Abstract Abstract 
There has been considerable research that establishes the need to improve teachers’ knowledge of and 
ability to effectively implement response to intervention (RtI)/multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS), and 
there is a scarcity of research examining interventions addressing these concerns. In a mixed methods 
study, we examined the perceptions and knowledge of the RtI/MTSS frameworks of undergraduate 
preservice teaching candidates enrolled in a dual certification program at a small, private Catholic 
university in Kentucky, before and after participating in a semester-long, experiential learning project. The 
project involved monitoring both the reading and mathematics progress of struggling elementary or 
middle school-aged students using validated Curriculum Based Measures. Preservice teachers worked in 
concert with the cooperating classroom teacher and their professor to score, graph, and interpret CBM 
results and make recommendations for high-quality, research-based intervention. Results from 
participants indicate their concern that not all teachers will enter the profession with knowledge of RtI/
MTSS. Further, the experiential learning project intervention enhanced preservice teachers’ perceptions 
and knowledge of RtI/MTSS frameworks. 

Keywords Keywords 
Teacher education, RTI/MTSS 

This research article is available in Kentucky Teacher Education Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Education 
Division of the Kentucky Council for Exceptional Children: https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3 

https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3


 

 

The Response to Intervention (RtI) paradigm arose in response to findings that the 

traditional IQ-Achievement discrepancy model used to identify specific learning 

disabilities was fundamentally flawed (e.g., Ysseldyke et al., 1982). It was found 

that the IQ-Achievement discrepancy model either denied services to some 

struggling students or delayed provision of services until students were far enough 

behind to evidence a significant discrepancy between their potential cognitive 

ability and their perceived academic performance (Bradley et al., 2007; Gersten & 

Dimino, 2006). The reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (2004) allowed schools to intervene and provide preventive 

services to more students earlier in their school careers through implementation of 

RtI. The preventive framework is a multitiered system of supports (MTSS) that 

“involves universal screening, evidence-based instructional programming and 

curricula, routine progress monitoring of all students, increasingly intensive 

supplemental support and intervention for struggling students, and effective 

teaming practices” (Jimerson et al., 2016, p. 1).  It is important to describe RtI as 

part of MTSS, as MTSS provides the underlining structure of the three-tiered 

framework for supporting students in academic, behavior, and social-emotional 

outcomes (Eagle et al., 2015).   

Considerable research has addressed the complications inherent in 

implementing RtI/MTSS effectively (see Fuchs & Fuchs, 2017). Of particular 

concern is the need for explicit training of teachers in effectively implementing 

RtI/MTSS. Findings from survey research in recent years on the knowledge and 

perceptions of pre-service teachers provide evidence that preservice teachers do not 

feel confident in their ability to implement RtI effectively (Barrio & Combes, 2015; 

Beckman, 2019; Vollmer et al., 2019).  Only a few exploratory studies were found 

that investigated the impact of field-based interventions on pre-service teachers’ 

knowledge and ability to effectively implement RtI practices: Hawkins et al. (2008) 

and Hurlbut and Tunks (2016). 

Hawkins et al. (2008), gathered teacher and student level data resulting from 

a grant-funded collaboration between the special education and school psychology 

departments at a university and two field-placement supervisors from a 

kindergarten classroom with a high percentage of struggling readers. Two graduate 

student trainees assisted in creating and implementing interventions and monitoring 

student progress within the three tiers of the RtI paradigm under the supervision of 

faculty members and supervisors from the kindergarten classroom. Researchers 

reported successful trainee outcomes as well as successful student level outcomes 

for the kindergarten participants. Specifically, both trainees earned rubric scores of 

competent or highly competent from both faculty supervisors on two outcome 

measures: a professional practice portfolio and a teacher work sample (e.g., lesson 

plan and analysis of student learning). Regarding student outcomes, at baseline, 

52% of the 22 kindergarteners were performing below mid-year benchmark 
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measures. After the five-week intervention, all 22 students had met or exceeded 

their goal on the Phoneme Segmentation Fluency assessment of the DIBELS for at 

least 2 consecutive data points and 77.27% of the class met the Nonsense Word 

Fluency assessment goal at least twice.  Despite the success of the research by 

Hawkins et al., in subsequent years no replications or extensions of their work were 

located.  

Hurlbut and Tunks (2016) conducted a qualitative study to investigate 

knowledge and perceptions of RtI and ability to transfer said knowledge to 

classroom application for pre-service elementary education teachers enrolled in a 

course on methods of teaching mathematics to elementary school aged students. 

Participants ranged in their specializations: one was pursuing a degree focused on 

bilingual education, six were studying special education, and 15 were pursuing a 

degree teaching English as a second language. Outcomes of the study included 

interviewing and analysis of teacher work samples. Similar to Hawkins et al. 

(2008), Hurlbut and Tunks’ (2016) study involved preservice teachers working 

under the supervision of a mentor teacher in a field placement to develop and 

implement interventions for struggling students as well as monitoring the progress 

of those students. In contrast to Hawkins et al., the reported outcomes for Hurlbut 

and Tunks were in the form of student perceptions and did not include analysis of 

the progress made by the students in the field placement. Despite participation in a 

field-based project that mimicked the RtI process over the course of 4-6 weeks, 

68% of participants’ responses to questions about “confidence in implementing RtI 

with a struggling student were negative or demonstrated a lack of perceived 

confidence” (p. 38). Interestingly, the five positive comments regarding confidence 

in implementing RtI all came from students pursuing a special education degree.  

Given the confusion regarding the roles and responsibilities of special 

education and general education teachers in the RtI/MTSS process (Barrio et al., 

2015), it is critical that researchers consider the training provided regarding 

collaboration between general and special educators. One aspect of this 

collaboration can be found in the under-researched area of teacher education 

programs that provide dual certification in both general and special education.  

Effective implementation of RtI/MTSS is contingent upon preservice 

teachers’ preparation in areas of assessment and progress monitoring, intervention, 

and decision making (Hurlbut & Tunks, 2016). Furthermore, the goal of Tier 1 is 

to provide instructional practices that are beneficial for all students. Tier 2 employs 

small grouping practices to focus on remediation and/or enrichment opportunities. 

When intensive support is needed, Tier 3 offers individualized student plans 

developed in collaboration with educators and caregivers (Hollingsworth, 2019). In 

offering support across the three tiers, general education and special education 

teachers can play various roles. For example, a core assumption is that general 

education teachers will use evidence-based practices in the classroom setting in 
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Tier 1 (Hurlbut & Tunks, 2016). Moreover, general education teachers should have 

expertise in remedial strategies and curriculum-based measurement (CBM) in Tier 

2 (Brownell et al., 2010). Special education teachers, on the other hand, should be 

able to support students in all tiers (Harvey et al., 2015), including having advanced 

knowledge and skills specific to Tier 3.  

 

Current Study  

 

There has been considerable research that establishes the need to improve teachers’ 

knowledge of and ability to effectively implement RtI/MTSS, and there is a scarcity 

of research examining interventions addressing these concerns. As such, research 

examining the training of pre-service teachers on the processes of RtI/MTSS is 

sorely needed. 

In the present study, we examined the perceptions and knowledge of the 

RtI/MTSS frameworks of undergraduate preservice teaching candidates enrolled in 

a dual certification program at a small, private Catholic university in Kentucky. The 

study was intended to answer the following research questions: 

 

RQ1: What are preservice teachers’ perceptions and knowledge of RtI/MTSS 

frameworks? 

RQ2: To what extent does participating in an experiential learning project 

intervention enhance preservice teachers’ perceptions and knowledge of RtI/MTSS 

frameworks? 

 

Most graduates from this institution teach in general education settings; therefore, 

a broader goal of this research was not only to inform classroom instruction on the 

topic at the collegiate level but to better equip general education teachers with the 

knowledge of RtI/MTSS and become more familiar with how to implement 

RtI/MTSS systems in their future classrooms through the experiential learning 

project.  

 

Method 

 

Research Design  

 

We employed a case study approach while using mixed methods for data collection 

in this study. We used a case study approach because we wanted an in-depth 

exploration of a bounded system (i.e., a specific class for preservice teaching 

candidates; Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). To answer research question two, a 

closed-ended pre- and post-assessment was administered to establish baseline 

knowledge of RtI/MTSS and later examine growth. To answer research question 
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one and further contextualize research question two, participants responded to 

open-ended reflection questions at the end of the semester, before completing the 

post-assessment. 

 

Participants and Setting  

 

A total of 23 preservice teaching candidates participated in this study. All 

preservice teaching candidates were undergraduate students within a school of 

education accredited by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 

(CAEP). The participants were enrolled in a special education course that explored 

assessment and measurement. Additionally, participants were enrolled in a field 

practicum that took place in general education classrooms that corresponded with 

their individual programs in a large, urban school district in Kentucky. These were 

both criteria for participation in this study; students not enrolled in this course were 

excluded from the study. Table 1 describes the characteristics of the participants 

and their programs. 

 

Table 1  

Characteristics of participants and their programs.   

  

  n % 

Sex  
  

Male  0 0 

Female  23 100 

Race   
  

American Indiana or Alaska Native  0 0 

Asian  0 0 

Black or African American  1 4.35 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander   0 0 

White    22 95.65 

Ethnicity   
  

Hispanic or Latino  0 0 

Not Hispanic or Latino   23 100 

Type of Program   
  

Elementary Education & L/BD  21 91.30 

Middle Education & L/BD  2 8.70 

Middle Education Concentration  
  

English Language Arts   0 0 

Mathematics  2 8.70 

Science   0 0 

Social Studies   0 0 
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Measures  

 

Two measures were used to collect data for this study. The first measure was a pre- 

and post-assessment that measured participants knowledge of RtI/MTSS 

frameworks. This assessment consisted of 15 multiple-choice questions and one 

open-ended question in which the participants were asked to describe their 

knowledge and perceptions of RtI/MTSS systems. Figure 1 displays the pre- and 

post-assessment used in this study. Written reflections from a class project entitled 

“Curriculum-Based Measurements (CBM)” comprised the second measure. 

Responses to four researcher-created reflection questions that students answered 

after implementing curriculum-based measures in their field placement classroom 

were analyzed. The reflection questions for the CBM project were: 

 

Q1: What is the role of general education teachers in the process of RtI/MTSS? 

What is the role of special education teachers in the process of RtI/MTSS? 

Q2: How does RtI/MTSS benefit all students? 

Q3: What potential barriers do you see in fully implementing RtI/MTSS school-

wide? 

Q4: What concerns do you have regarding your own abilities to implement 

RtI/MTSS processes? 

 

Figure 1 

Curriculum-Based Measurements Project: Pre- and Post-Assessment  

 

1. What does RtI/MTSS stand for? 

a. Response to Intervention/Multi-Tiered Systems of Support  

b. Responsiveness to Instruction/Meaningful Systems of Support  

c. Responding to Individuals/Managing the Student Success   

d. Reacting to Incidents/Momentary Time Sampling System   

2. Who should be the targeted student population served by RtI/MTSS?  

a. General education students  

b. Special education students  

c. Title I students  

d. All students  

3. Which of the following is the purpose of RtI/MTSS?  

a. Reducing the incidence of “instructional casualties” by ensuring 

that students are provided high quality instruction with fidelity.   

b. Providing interventions to students as soon as a need arises.   

c. Providing data for decision-making regarding eligibility for special 

education   
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d. All of the above are purposes of RtI/MTSS  

4. How many tiers are within RtI/MTSS?  

a. 1  

b. 2  

c. 3  

d. 4  

5. In which tier does universal screening occur?  

a. Tier 1  

b. Tier 2  

c. Tier 3  

d. None of the tiers  

6. How often should universal screening occur?  

a. Once a year  

b. Two times a year  

c. Three times a year  

d. Six times a year  

7. Which tier provides the most intense intervention and/or support?  

a. Tier 1  

b. Tier 2  

c. Tier 3  

d. Tier 2 and 3  

8. Who can provide interventions within each tier of RtI/MTSS?  

a. General education teachers  

b. Special education teachers  

c. School psychologists, school counselors, school social workers  

d. All of the above  

9. Who should be part of the team who collects and analyzes RtI/MTSS data?   

a. Teachers (Gen Ed/SPED)   

b. Teachers (Gen Ed/SPED), school psychologists  

c. Administrators, school psychologists, school counselors   

d. Teachers (Gen Ed/SPED), administrators, school psychologists, 

and other relevant educators  

10. How often should progress monitoring occur?  

a. Daily  

b. Weekly  

c. Monthly  

d. Depends on the tier and intervention  

11. The RtI/MTSS framework can be utilized to measure and track students’ 

______ goals.  

a. Academic  

b. Behavior  
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c. Social-emotional 

d. All of the above   

12. Approximately what percent of the student population should be in Tier 1?  

a. 25-30%  

b. 40-50%  

c. 60-70%  

d. 75-90%  

13. Approximately what percent of the student population should be in Tier 2?  

a. 1-5%  

b. 5-10%  

c. 10-25%  

d. 30-35%  

14. Approximately what percent of the student population should be in Tier 3?  

a. Under 50%  

b. Under 30%  

c. Under 20%  

d. Under 10%  

15. What should the school do if too many students are in Tier 2 and Tier 3?  

a. Implement individualized plans for all students  

b. Improve upon Tier 1 core curriculum and supports  

c. Gain more parental involvement for students in Tier 2 and Tier 3  

d. Conduct progress monitoring more frequently 

16. Describe your knowledge or perceptions of RtI/MTSS systems.   

 

Procedures and Data Analysis  

 

Procedures 

 

This study received approval from our Institutional Review Board. As noted 

previously, the study was conducted during a semester long course. The students in 

the class were first given the consent and the researcher explained that participation 

in this research study was completely voluntary; in no way would their grade be 

impacted in the class if they did not participate. The following week, the pre-

assessment was given during the second class session of the semester. After the 

participants took the pre-assessment, the instructor introduced the CBM project. At 

this point, the procedures for the project were explained to students. 

 

Curriculum Based Measurements 

 

The purpose of the project was to help participants begin to make successful data-

based decisions. To accomplish this, participants needed practice accurately and 
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effectively implementing different types of multi-component processes. For this 

project specifically, participants practiced administering, scoring, and graphing 

assessment data. They were then asked to administer both reading and mathematics 

CBMs in their field placements. The participants obtained and employed accounts 

for the website EasyCBM Lite (n.d.) to complete this project. The website was 

chosen because it was designed by researchers at the University of Oregon and 

peer-reviewed (EasyCBM Lite, n.d.).  

Participants were tasked with visiting their field practicum classroom the 

day after the project was introduced to choose a student to work with on the project. 

Participants were instructed to identify a student who was performing below-grade 

level academically but not currently eligible for special education. To help aid in 

the decision-making, participants were asked to get guidance from their 

cooperating teacher. The participants entered information about their chosen 

student on the EasyCBM Lite (n.d.) website including the students first and last 

name, grade, gender, race, ethnicity, special education status, and English 

Language Leaner (ELL) status.   Next, participants chose reading and mathematics 

CBM probes from the website with the guidance of their cooperating teachers to 

help inform their decision-making on which probe would work best for their 

individual students chosen for this project. The EasyCBM Lite (n.d.) website 

generates probes for reading and mathematics based on grade level.  

After the participants chose a student for the project and selected 

appropriate reading and mathematics CBM probes, they familiarized themselves 

with the EasyCBM Lite (n.d.) website. During the next week in class, the 

participants practiced administering and scoring the chosen CBMs (both reading 

and mathematics) with a peer in class. While doing this they needed the student 

copy and the assessor copy, both of which were materials that could be downloaded 

from the website. During this process, they were able to familiarize themselves with 

the directions on the assessor copies. They were given the choice of administering 

using technology (e.g., tablets or laptops) or pencil/paper. Then, after they had 

sufficient time to practice and felt comfortable with both administering and scoring, 

they were released to implement in their field practicum classrooms.  

The participants were required to administer and score one reading and one 

mathematics CBM probe each week for a duration of five weeks with their chosen 

student in their field placement. After a seven-week timespan (additional time was 

given to account for student absences), participants brought their data into the class. 

During class, participants wrote individual goals and suggested research-based 

interventions that were based on the data collected from the field.  

In addition to data collection, participants were tasked with writing a paper. 

In the paper, they were asked to provide information about the student including 

their pseudonym, grade, age, and gender. They explained why the student was 

below grade-level and elaborated on what academic struggles the student had faced. 
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They were then asked to explain their rationale for their chosen CBM probes. They 

summarized how they administered the probes and described the student’s behavior 

during the administration of the probes. A scoring table was provided for the 

participants to input the score and the dates the probes were given. The participants 

then wrote the one-year goals that they created for the student in class and described 

recommendations for implementing high quality, evidence-supported interventions 

for the student. Lastly, participants were asked to reflect on the project by 

answering the four reflection questions listed in the Measures section.  

 

Data Analysis  

 

For data analysis, all student names were removed, and all data analyses were 

conducted by two of the three authors. Disagreements and discrepancies were 

discussed until consensus was reached. For the multiple-choice component of the 

pre- and post- assessment, we calculated descriptive (e.g., change scores) and 

inferential statistics (i.e., paired t-test) to assess growth in knowledge of RtI/MTSS. 

In addition, we examined error patterns by item. Data were also collected from the 

participants’ open-ended reflections in their project “Curriculum-Based 

Measurements.” During this data analysis process, we looked for themes 

surrounding preservice teachers’ perceptions of RtI/MTSS systems using basic 

content analysis (Krippendorff, 2018). To organize this analysis process, we 

followed several steps as outlined in Creswell and Guetterman (2019). First, we 

(i.e., the three authors of the study) read each open-ended response to gain 

familiarity. Second, we divided the text into segments that related to the research 

questions. Next, we labeled segments with codes and collapsed them into themes. 

We employed in-vivo coding by using participants' own words to improve 

trustworthiness of open-ended findings (Saldaña, 2016). We also individually 

analyzed participant open-ended responses, shared our findings with each other, 

and then came to a consensus on our final themes.    

 

Results 

 

Multiple Choice Pre-/Post-Assessment Data 

 

A majority of participants (70%) showed increased scores on the multiple-choice 

items at post-assessment ranging from a one- to a five-point increase (M = 2.5 

points; SD = 1.4) as compared to their score at pre-assessment. Four participants’ 

post-assessment scores were the same as their pre-assessment scores, and three 

participants’ post-assessment scores were 1 or 2 points lower than their pre-

assessment scores. A paired samples t test indicated a statistically significant 
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increase in mean scores from pre-assessment (M =11.3, SD =1.5) to post-

assessment (M =12.7, SD =1.3), t = 3.45, p = .002.  

Analysis of error patterns by item revealed that at pre-assessment, all 

participants underestimated the recommended number of times universal screening 

should occur per year. The text for the class stated that universal screening should 

ideally occur three times per year (NCLD, n.d.). At pre-assessment, 19 participants 

said it should occur once a year, and the remaining four said twice a year. At post-

assessment, only two participants changed their answer from what they chose at 

pre-assessment to the correct answer of three times a year. One other item showed 

a persistently high error percentage with little growth from pre- to post-assessment: 

“how often should progress monitoring occur?” At pre-assessment, 11 participants 

(48%) correctly identified that recommended frequency of progress monitoring 

depends on the tier and the intervention, and at post-assessment that number only 

increased to 14 participants (61%). Participant responses to question 12 on the pre- 

and post-assessment (“Approximately what percent of the student population 

should be in Tier 1?”), showed the greatest growth. At pre-assessment only eight 

participants (35%) selected the preferred answer of 75-90% while the rest of the 

students selected a lower percent. At post-assessment, 20 participants (87%) chose 

the correct answer. 

 

Open-Ended Data 

 

Roles 

 

The participants were asked to describe the roles of both the general education and 

special education teachers. Participant responses demonstrated an understanding 

that the roles of general education and special education teachers are vast and can 

be complex within the RtI/MTSS framework. Several responsibilities were 

indicated by participants such as implementing interventions, tracking intervention 

data, providing high-quality instruction, and observing students.  

General Education Teachers. One of the primary responsibilities 

described for general education teachers from over half of the participants included 

monitoring student progress. As one participant noted, “They are responsible for 

assessing the individual needs of their students, identifying goals that need to be 

met, monitoring progress, and using progress data to inform instruction.” While 

over half of the participants included monitoring progress as a responsibility, there 

was a variety of responses about which tier in the RtI/MTSS framework that general 

education teachers should be monitoring progress within. As such, one participant 

noted, “The role of the general education teacher in the RtI/MTSS process is 

to assess individual student needs, create target goals, and monitor each student’s 

progress within the first tier,” whereas another participant focused on how general 
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education teachers provide “high-quality instruction for all students through 

implementing research-based strategies and differentiated instruction.”  

Importantly, participants noted that the general education teacher can provide Tier 

1 and Tier 2 interventions in the general education classroom. 

Special Education Teachers. Collaboration and support were included in 

many responses for an additional responsibility for special education teachers. One 

participant stated, “The RtI approach in schools requires collaboration between 

teachers in order for it to be effective. Special education teachers assist general 

education teachers in coming up with ways to assist students and provide intensive 

interventions if needed” while another responded, “The role of the special 

education teacher in the process of RtI/MTSS is to collaborate with the general 

education teacher.” Participants’ focus on collaboration for special education 

teachers and not for general education teachers highlights their beliefs that possibly 

only special education teachers need to develop these relationship-building skills.  

Moreover, participants highlighted the role of planning and intervention that 

special education teachers follow. For example, participants described how 

students may receive support from special education teachers without receiving 

official special education services through an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). 

Therefore, special education teachers may be responsible for planning and 

implementing some interventions, specifically for students in Tier 2 or 3. As one 

participant noted, “similar to the general education teacher, special education 

teachers must use research and evidence-based practices in their interventions to 

support these students. They may also do progress monitoring and collect data on 

the students if interventions should be changed or should they be referred to special 

education.” Overall, participants emphasized how the main goal for the special 

education teacher is to collaborate with other teachers and professionals, 

recommend and implement interventions, and monitor students’ progress.   

 

Benefits 

 

Most of the participants agreed on the benefits that are provided to students in the 

RtI/MTSS system. One of the most salient benefits of RtI/MTSS surrounded the 

immediacy of support that students are given in response to any academic or 

behavioral concerns. Participants noted that RtI/MTSS [RtI] “…is in place to 

provide immediate intervention to struggling students at the first indication of 

failure to learn” while another noted that RtI/MTSS is beneficial because it provides 

“interventions and extra support at the moment the student starts struggling.” 

Others agreed on the benefit of RtI/MTSS was providing students with high-quality 

instruction. One participant stated, “RtI/MTSS benefit all students by providing 

them with high-quality instruction and intervention suited to students’ needs in the 

general education classroom” and another participant stated, “RtI/MTSS gives 
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high-quality instruction to every student no matter their level of instruction.” 

Lastly, another benefit noted was the different levels of support provided to students 

according to Tiers, as one participant mentioned, “Tier one allows for the benefit 

for all students and increase in intensity as you move to tier 2 and 3.” Participants 

were able to articulate that these frameworks do support all students regardless of 

the level of intervention required.  

 

Barriers 

 

The two most salient themes that emerged from participant responses were barriers 

related to a lack of resources and a lack of training. Over half the participants 

mentioned that resources, in the form of funding, staffing, or time, were likely to 

present as challenges for schools and districts that are implementing an RtI/MTSS 

framework. As one participant noted, “If a school district does not have the funding 

to implement RtI/MTSS, they will not be able to provide their students with the 

necessary tools and interventions they may need in the classroom,” while another 

responded how “teachers are already overwhelmed and trying to squeeze in time 

for individual monitoring might be too much.”  Some participants still conflated 

RtI/MTSS as only a special education initiative, with one participant stating a 

barrier could be “funding to pay a special education teacher to help with the tier 2 

and tier 3 students,” and another describing how schools would need “multiple 

special education teachers because one special education teacher could not keep 

track with the whole school.” Despite this limited view of RtI/MTSS from some 

participants, others better articulated how RtI/MTSS could present a barrier for 

general education teachers in terms of a lack of training, as “general education 

teachers may not feel prepared or educated on what RtI really is” because “not 

every college [teacher preparation program] provides information on special 

education and RtI.” Finally, one participant described how “weak and inadequate 

professional development for teachers and administrators [can cause] limited 

knowledge and lack of understanding of importance in the process.”  

 

Concerns 

 

The most prominent concerns that participants described in implementing 

RtI/MTSS were ensuring that all students received the support needed as well as 

issues with data collection. As one participant succinctly stated, “I struggle in being 

able to serve all the students in my classroom, to differentiate the content and give 

every student the modifications needed.” Another participant provided nuance to 

this concern, particularly as a new teacher: “as a new teacher it is going to [be] 

really stressful, and I don’t want to slack on meeting the needs of all my students… 

I know that it [will] be very overwhelming for a while when I am trying to plan out 
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lessons that meet all the needs of the students with interventions, accommodations, 

and modification.”  The second major concern centered on data collection. Some 

participants were broad in this concern, expressing worry about “processes [of] 

collecting data for progress monitoring, keeping track of which students are on what 

tier, and figuring out what works best for my students.” Others were more specific 

in their concern about the assessment component of data collection: “one concern 

I have…is not knowing what kind of assessment I need to give first in order to 

collect data on a student,” another expressed concern about “giving the wrong 

assessment to the student.” 

 

Discussion 

 

In describing preservice teachers’ perceptions and knowledge of RtI/MTSS 

frameworks (RQ1), our participants shared their concern that not all teachers will 

enter the profession with knowledge of RtI/MTSS. This aligns with Vollmer et al.’s 

(2019) finding that 25% of respondents from programs that did not offer RtI 

training to their general education preservice teachers because some teacher 

educators believed it was only a special education initiative. Participants believed 

that these frameworks are beneficial to student outcomes, as they provide access to 

high-quality instruction to all students (Brownell et al., 2010; Hurlbut & Tunks, 

2016), as well as access to immediate intervention and support as needed. In 

addition to these benefits, participants noted perceived barriers, including a lack of 

staffing to support students in all tiers, as well as a concern that they will not have 

the resources or time needed to support students across the three tiers. For example, 

some expressed concern that they will not have the skills necessary for data 

collection and analysis, which echoes findings from previous research (Barrio & 

Combes, 2015; Beckman, 2019; Hurlbut & Tunks, 2016; Vollmer et al., 2019). 

Moreover, while many of our participants understood that they will be responsible 

for the implementation of screening, assessment, and interventions as general 

education teachers (Hurlbut & Tunks, 2016), some participants still siloed 

RtI/MTSS as only a special education teacher role. For example, participants were 

able to describe how special education teachers have the unique role of supporting 

students in Tier 2 and 3 through intervention and progress monitoring (Brownell et 

al., 2010), but they did not articulate the role of general education teachers in these 

tiers.   

Participants also described the importance of collaboration, particularly for 

special education teachers, noting that special education teachers will need to work 

with general education teachers and other staff to support students. Despite 

expressing understanding of the importance of collaboration, participants stated a 

belief that special education teachers should be seen as the experts on RtI/MTSS 

and serve to support general education in RtI/MTSS processes. There was little 
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discussion of how general education teachers need to collaborate to support 

students, and participants did not describe how general education teachers indeed 

support the work of special education teachers in Tier 2 or 3. These findings 

reinforce Barrio et al.’s (2015) discussion about how the roles and responsibilities 

of special education and general education teachers in RtI/MTSS are unclear. It will 

be essential that preservice teachers understand that RtI/MTSS requires that the 

general education teacher understand best instructional practices to support all 

learning needs (Hurlbut & Tunks, 2016) as part of the tiered approach for supports, 

modifications, and accommodations. 

The experiential learning project intervention enhanced preservice teachers’ 

perceptions and knowledge of RtI/MTSS frameworks (RQ2). Results from both the 

pre- and post-assessment indicated that 70% of participants demonstrated growth 

in knowledge. These results as well as the written reflections from the CBM project 

demonstrate that together, participants’ understanding that RtI/MTSS frameworks 

are critical facets to understand is shared mutually by both general and special 

education teachers. Responses to the pre- and post-assessment question, 

“Approximately what percent of the student population should be in Tier 1?”, 

showed the greatest growth, indicating that participants understood that general 

education teachers need to employ RtI/MTSS to meet the many students who we 

expect to thrive in Tier 1. It is also important to note that while 70% of participants 

demonstrated growth on the pre- and post-assessment, 30% of participants did not. 

The lack of growth in knowledge informs us that there is room for additional 

instruction and clarification of roles in RtI/MTSS. Key areas of growth include the 

implementation of universal screeners as well as progress monitoring. For example, 

participants indicated a variety of responses surrounding how often universal 

screeners should be given ranging from one to three times a year. The guidance that 

was presented in class was to administer a universal screener three times a year as 

best practice (NCLD, n.d.); however, it is clear that there is a not a specific, set 

number of times this should be given, only recommendations. Additionally, over 

half of the participants did not recall that the recommended frequency of progress 

monitoring depends on the tier and the intervention. This reinforces the need for 

teacher educators to ensure they review evidence-based interventions and their 

recommended frequency with students. 

 

Implications for Practice  

 

This study contributes to the field’s understanding of preservice teachers’ 

perspectives and needs regarding RtI/MTSS, particularly in programs where 

candidates are dual certified in general and special education. Direct instruction on 

RtI/MTSS and hands-on application of concepts are valuable experiences for 

preservice teachers. Data collected in this study demonstrated increased knowledge 
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and skills in RtI/MTSS, particularly in how these frameworks should be applied 

school-wide for all students, not only those who may potentially be assessed for 

eligibility for special education. Teacher preparation programs would benefit from 

providing RtI/MTSS instruction either in separate courses or embedded 

strategically throughout existing course requirements. Curriculum mapping is one 

method to recognize areas of deficiencies and opportunities within program 

coursework to improve RtI/MTSS instruction. It is imperative that preservice 

teacher candidates be given multiple opportunities to apply RtI/MTSS knowledge 

in a hands-on approach. As indicated by this research study, without a hands-on, 

experiential learning opportunity, preservice teaching candidates are not able to 

crystallize the knowledge gained from solely reading a textbook about RtI/MTSS.  

 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

  

The generalizability of this study is limited as the specific sample does not represent 

the broader preservice teacher population in the United States. All participants were 

enrolled in one course, taught by one professor, within a private Catholic university 

in Kentucky. Further, participants were all enrolled in a dual certification (general 

and special education) program. Additionally, the content taught in class regarding 

RtI/MTSS was limited to two textbooks (i.e., Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2017; Salvia 

et al., 2013) with few additional resources (e.g., Brown et al., 2009; NCLD, n.d.). 

An additional limitation of this research is that the pre-service teacher outcome 

measures were created by the researchers and were not piloted and validated before 

use. Future research should involve investigating and improving the psychometrics 

of the outcome measures.  

For this study, we did not follow the model of Hawkins et al. (2008) who 

gathered and analyzed the CBM data from students in the field placement 

classrooms, which added an additional level of verification of effectiveness of 

implementation of RtI/MTSS by the pre-service teachers. Future research should 

include such student-level data analysis. Further, we could extend our findings with 

longitudinal data by following up with participants when they are in their student 

teaching placement as well as after they have become licensed teachers. In addition, 

replicating this study in other teacher preparation programs serving diverse student 

populations would help improve our understanding of the effectiveness of the 

RtI/MTSS assignment in increasing students’ knowledge and skills for 

implementation.  

 

 

 

 

 

15

Taylor et al.: PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RTI/MTSS

Published by Murray State's Digital Commons, 2022



 

 

References  

 

Barrio, B. L., & Combes, B. H. (2015). General education pre-service teachers’ 

levels of concern on response to intervention (RTI) 

implementation. Teacher Education and Special Education, 38(2), 121–

137. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414546874 

 

Barrio, B.L., Lindo, E. J., Combes, B. H., & Hovey, K. A. (2015). Ten years of 

response to intervention: Implications for general education teacher 

preparation programs. Action in Teacher Education, 37(2), 190–204. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414546874  

 

Beckman, N. M. (2019). An investigation of pre-service teacher and faculty 

knowledge on RTI (Publication No. 958) [Doctoral dissertation, University 

of Northern Iowa]. Dissertations and Theses @ UNI. 

 

Bradley, R., Danielson, L., & Doolittle, J. (2007). Responsiveness to intervention: 

1997 to 2007. Teaching Exceptional Children, 39(5), 8-12. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/004005990703900502  

 

Brown, J., Skow, K., & the IRIS Center. (2009). RTI: Progress monitoring. 

http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/wpcontent/uploads/pdf_case_studies/ics

_rtipm.pdf   

 

Brownell, M. T., Sindelar, P. T., Kiely, M. T., & Danielson, L. C. (2010). Special 

education teacher quality and preparation: Exposing foundations, 

constructing a new model. Exceptional Children, 76(3), 357-377. 

 

Creswell, J. W., & Guetterman, T. C. (2019). Educational research: Planning,

 conducting, and evaluating quantitative and qualitative research (6th ed.). 

 Pearson.  

 

Eagle, J. W., Dowd-Eagle, S. E., Snyder, A., Gibbons-Holtzman, E. (2015). 

Implementing a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS): Collaboration 

between school psychologists and administrators to promote systems-level 

change. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 25, 160-

177. 

 

EasyCBM Lite. (n.d.). Easy CBM Lite. 

https://app.easycbm.com/teachers/auth/index.php  

 

16

Kentucky Teacher Education Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the Kentucky Council for Exceptional Children, Vol. 9 [2022], Iss. 1, Art. 3

https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3
DOI: 10.61611/2995-5904.1040

https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414546874
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414546874
https://doi.org/10.1177/004005990703900502
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/wpcontent/uploads/pdf_case_studies/ics_rtipm.pdf
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/wpcontent/uploads/pdf_case_studies/ics_rtipm.pdf
https://app.easycbm.com/teachers/auth/index.php


 

 

Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2017). Critique of the national evaluation of response 

to intervention: A case for simpler frameworks. Exceptional Children, 

83(3), 255- 268. https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402917693580   

 

 Gersten, R., & Dimino, J. A. (2006). RTI (Response to Intervention): Rethinking 

special education for students with reading difficulties (yet again). Reading 

Research Quarterly, 41(1), 99-108.  https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.41.1.5  

 

Harvey, M. W., Yssel, N., & Jones, R. E. (2015). Response to intervention 

preparation for preservice teachers: What is the status for Midwest 

institutions of higher education. Teacher Education and Special 

Education, 38(2), 105-120. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414548598   

 

Hawkins, R. O., Kroeger, S. D., Musti‐Rao, S., Barnett, D. W., & Ward, J. E. 

(2008). Preservice training in response to intervention: Learning by doing 

an interdisciplinary field experience. Psychology in the Schools, 45(8), 745-

762. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20339  

  

Hollingsworth, S. (2019). Multi-tiered system of supports as collective work: A 

(re)structuring option for middle schools. Current Issues in Middle Level 

Education, 24(2), 33-42. https://doi.org/10.20429/cimle.2019.240204  

 

Hurlbut, A. R., & Tunks, J. (2016). Elementary preservice teachers' experiences 

with response to intervention. Teacher Education Quarterly, 43(3), 25-

48. https://www.jstor.org/stable/teaceducquar.43.3.25    

 

Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004, 20 USC § 1400 et seq. (2004). 

 

Jimerson, S. R., Burns, M. K., & VanDerHeyden, A. M. (2016). From response to 

intervention to multi-tiered systems of support: Advances in the science and 

practice of assessment and intervention. In Handbook of response to 

intervention: The science and practice of multi-tiered systems of 

support (2nd ed., pp. 1-6). Springer. 

 

Krippendorff, K. (2018). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology 

 (4th ed.). Sage Publications. 

 

National Center for Learning Disabilities. (n.d.). RTI Action Network. 

http://www.rtinetwork.org/  

 

17

Taylor et al.: PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RTI/MTSS

Published by Murray State's Digital Commons, 2022

https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402917693580
https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.41.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406414548598
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20339
https://doi.org/10.20429/cimle.2019.240204
https://www.jstor.org/stable/teaceducquar.43.3.25
http://www.rtinetwork.org/


 

 

Pierangelo, R.A. & Giuliani, G. (2017). Assessment in special education: A 

practical approach (5th ed.). Pearson.  

 

Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd ed.).

 Sage Publications. 

 

Salvia, J., Ysseldyke, J.E., & Bolt, S. (2013). Assessment in special education and 

inclusive education (12th ed.). Wadsworth Cengage Learning.  

 

Vollmer, L.E., Gettinger, M. & Begeny, J.C. (2019). Training preservice general 

education teachers in response to intervention: A survey of teacher 

educators throughout the United States. Journal of Applied School 

Psychology, 35(2), 122-145. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2018.1528488  

 

Ysseldyke, J.E., Algozzine, B., Shinn, M.R., & McGue, M. (1982). Similarities and 

differences between low achievers and students classified learning 

disabled. The Journal of Special Education 16(1), 73-85. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002246698201600108  

18

Kentucky Teacher Education Journal: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the Kentucky Council for Exceptional Children, Vol. 9 [2022], Iss. 1, Art. 3

https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/ktej/vol9/iss1/3
DOI: 10.61611/2995-5904.1040

https://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2018.1528488
https://doi.org/10.1177/002246698201600108

	PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT
	Recommended Citation

	PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION/MULTITIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT
	Abstract
	Keywords

	tmp.1651248442.pdf.zzw_j

