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Research on éﬂ'ective instructional interventions for students with LD has had a
significant influence on both general and special education. In all cases where
interventions have demonstrated significant positive effects for students with LD,
they have resulted in at least as high (and most often higher) effect sizes for all
other students in the class, including average and high-achieving students (p.

108).

The identification of strategies effective for both LD and GE students would lessen the
need to differentiate for LD students by allowing the GE teacher to implement a strategy
effective for both groups. This may help LD students to fall within the GE teachers’
instructional range.
Student Ratings of Instruction

Although researchers point out the need for multiple supports for inclusive
teachers, including time for collaboration with special educators, inservice training, and
administrative supports (Snyder, 1999), feedback from LD and GE students through
student ratings of instruction may provide insight into which areas these efforts should
focus on. The studies that have been conducted on student ratings of instruction at the
secondary level are positive. Mertler (1997) found that teachers who voluntarily
participated in a student rating of instruction by their secondary students, representing
seven high schools from two school districts in the central portion of Florida, indicated
they valued the experience. Students rated teachers on two occasions during the fall of
1995. He reported that the process was seen as “something done for teachers, rather than

against them” (p. 17). Teacher acceptance of student ratings of instruction by high school



students would facilitate the integration of the feedback into the teachers’ instructional

practices.

Studies by Martin (1988) and Daly (1990} indicate that secondary students would
be capable evaluators of instructions. Martin conducted a study involving six high school
student teachers. The students in their classes were asked to rate the student teachers at
the conclusion of the fourteenth week of the 1986 winter semester. The student teachers
were also videotaped during the first, seventh, and fourteenth week of the semester. The
student teachers and their advisors compared the results of the student ratings with the
videotapes. The results “suggested that pupil ratings of their student teachers can provide
useful information to identify characteristics and teaching behaviors of student teachers
perceived to be most effective and least effective™ (p. 6). Daly (1990) studied the results
of 864 high school students’ ratings of teacher effeciiveness regarding 54 classes and 27
teachers. His results found “no significant differences in student perceptions of teacher
effectiveness based on gender, age, grade, and ability level of the 864 student subjects
participating in the study” (p. 132).

Studies by Freeman (1994) and Cashin (1990) support the finding that student
ratings of teachers are not effected by gender. Feldman (1993) concluded that differences
in ratings between male and female instructors may be a reflection of better teaching
rather than bias. On the other hand, Centra and Gaubatz (2000) noted that “studies that
have investigated gender bias have thus far produced conflicting results” (p. 18). They
found studies reporting no, or extremely small, differences between the evaluation of
female and male instructors as well as studies in which male students rated female

instructors less favorably than male instructors. They also noted studies which found
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evidence of gender related differences in regard to student-instructor relationships. They
conducted a study of 741 classes in an effort to address the issue of gender bias. They
found that while male instructors received equal ratings by male and female students,
female instructors received higher ratings from female students on six of eight variables.
Centra and Gaubatz (2000) noted:
Other differences indicate that female students, relative to male students in the
same classses, saw female instructors as better organized, better communicators,
more interactive, and providing higher quality exams, assignments, and feedback
to students. On the other hand, for the Course Outcomes scale, there were no
same- or cross-gender differences. Although this scale does not measure actual
student learning or achievement, it does at least measure student pezceptions of
the amount and type of learning they received in the course. Thus, considering
the first definition of bias—that bias is when a characteristic such as gender
affects evaluations systematically but does not affect learning—we would

conclude that there is favor of female instructors by female students (p. 30).

The literature regarding gender bias is conflicting, Although this variable may
not be the most significant variable regarding high school student ratings of instruction, it
takes on greater importance when comparing GE and LD high school student ratings
because the percentage of female LD students is less than the percentage of female GE
students. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (1997) profiles of
students with disabilities identified in NELS: 88 were more likely than their nondisabled

counterparts to be male (60.8 percent versus 49,7 percent).
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Studies indicate that student motivation is related to student ratings of instruction.
A study by Smith and Brown (1976) of 436 students in grades seven through twelve at
the Florida State University Developmental Research School examined the correlation
among student attitudes toward school, course difficulty, class characteristics and their
evaluation of instructors. They found that “the attitudes of students toward school and
teachers, as well as their specific opinions regarding course difficulty, their enjoyment of
the subject and the grade they expect to receive, are strongly related to their ratings of
teachers” (p. 27). At the secondary level teachers could expect to receive more favorable
results from students who are enrolled in an elective course as opposed to a mandatory
course. When choosing an elective course, students would be more likely to choose a
course they were interested in and would expect to be successful in. These students
would be more motivated and would provide favorable ratings of instruction for the
teacher and the course. Cashin (1995) in a summary of related literature recommends
taking into consideration student motivation when interpreting student ratings. “Student
motivation tends to show higher correlation with other student rating items than any other
variable” (p. 2). He also recommends deciding on how to treat student ratings from
different course levels and from different academic fields when interpreting the ratings.
These findings reinforce the findings of Smith and Brown at the secondary level.

Greenwald and Gillmore (1997) in a study of 200 undergraduate courses at the
University of Washington during the Autumn 1993, Winter 1994, and Spring 1994
sessions also found that student ratings are sensitive to grading leniency (see also Marsh,
1984). Marsh and Roche (2000) conducted an investigation to address the issue of

workload and grading leniency bias. Using a construct validity approach, they reviewed
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previous research, reanalyzed recently published data, and presented new analyses based
on student evaluations of teaching (SET). They found a small positive correlation of
about .20 between global student evaluations of teaching and expected grades. They
disagreed with Greenwald and Gillmore’s conclusion that grading leniency explains the
relation. Marsh and Roche (2000) concluded that, “grading leniency explains only a very
small portion of a very small grade-SET relation” (p. 224). Tbey argue that controlling
for perceived learning eliminates the grade-SET relation and therefore higher grades
associated with higher SETs may actually reflect student [earning. They also found that
the workload-SET relation is positive. “Indeed, courses demanding the least amount of
work tend to receive lower ratings—not higher ratings—and the grade-SET function is
relatively flat for grades that are above the mean grade™ (p. 226).

Marsh and Roche (1997) state that the reliance on student evaluations “stems in
part from the lack of support for the validity of any other indicators of effective teaching”
{p. 1190). Verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors, indicating physical or psychological
closeness and caring, have been identified by researchers as indicators of effective
teaching by students. Teven and McCroskey (1996) in a study to determine perceived
competence, trustworthiness, and caring of teachers by 235 students enrolled in
communication classes at an Eastern university found the correlation of perceived caring
with evaluation of the instructor was r = .81 (p<<0001). The correlation between
perceived caring and reported learning loss was r = .65 (p<.0001). They concluded that
the results of their study “clearly support the theory that perceived caring generates more
positive teacher evaluations and influences levels of learning of both affective and

cognitive learning in a positive way” (p. 8). This study lends support to previous studies
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(Abrami, d’ Apollonia, & Cohen, 1990; Marsh, 1984) that associated positive ratings by
students with teacher warmth, supportiveness, dominance, and confidence.

Research supporting the use student ratings to measure teacher effectiveness is
vast. Cashin (1995) reports that “there are probably more studies of student ratings than
all of the other data used to evaluate college teaching combined” (p. 6). Determining the
validity and reliability of these measures comes from comparigg student ratings with
other indicators. D’Apollonia & Abrami (1997) noted:

One important criterion for the validity of student ratings of instruction is that the

teaching processes reflected in student rating forms should cause (or at least

predict) student learning. That is, if student ratings measure instructional
effectiveness, students whose instructors are judged most effective also should

learn more (p. 1201).

Researchers have found that teachers with high ratings from students do positively
influence the cognitive achievement of their students (Cohen, 1981; d'Apollonia &
Abrami, 1997; Marsh & Roche, 1997). Cohen (1981), after conducting a meta-analysis
of 41 independent validity studies reporting on 68 separate multisection courses relating
student rating to student achievement, concluded that “students do a pretty good job of
distinguishing among teachers on the basis of how much they have learned” (p. 305).

Overall and Marsh (1980) investigated the long-term stability of students’
evaluations of instructionai effectiveness. They conducted a study of 1374 undergraduate
and graduate business administration majors from 100 different classes at a
comprehensive state university between 1974 and 1977. Students were surveyed

regarding instructional effectiveness after course completion and then again one year
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after graduation (one to three years after course completion). Overall and Marsh (1980)
stated:
The results of this study provide strong support for the assumed stability of
students’ evaluations of their courses and instructors and suggest that this stability
does not vary systematically with course level or content. The large and
statistically significant correlation obtained between epd-of-term and
retrospective ratings indicate that after a period of time for reflection, students do

not change their initial evaluative judgments, at least in a relative sense (p. 324).

Researchers point out the lesser amount of research on secondary student
evaluations (Daly, 1990; Mertlet, 1997, Smith & Brown, 1976). One reason for the lack
of research may be found in the perceptions of their effectiveness by principals. Since
principals are currently responsible for teacher evaluations, they would have to consider
an alternative method of evaluation viable in order to implement the change. Research
suggests that they may not perceive student evaluatioﬂs as credible. Savage and McCord
(1986) conducted a study to determine differences in assessment of teacher competence
when student evaluation data was added fo supervisor evaluations. Participants were 51
principals from elementary, middle school, junior high school, and high schools from
urban, suburban, and rural schools across the state of Texas who were attending a
summer institute. Savage and McCord found that the students’ evaluations were not
taken into consideration by the principals. The principals based their assessments on the
evaluations written by the teachers® supervisors. They concluded that “if student

evaluation is a valid source of data about teaching performance, and a review of the




literature suggests that it is, then a great deal of education is needed to convince school

administrators of the validity of students evaluations™ (p.8).

Cashin (1995) in his review of studies regarding the use of student rating data
pointed out that “writers on faculty evaluation are almost universal in recommending the
use of multiple sources of data. No single source of data—including student rating
data—provides sufficient information to make a valid judgement about overall teaching
effectiveness” (p. 1). Daly (1990) concurred with Savage and McCord (1986) who
recommended including student evaluations along with other forms of evaluations ina
teacher portfolio. The development of a professional portfolio would provide the
teachers with an opportunity to reflect on their teaching practices. The student
evaluations would represent one of the many artifacts used to identify effective teaching
practices. Secondary school principals, who traditionally have based their identification
of indicators of effective teaching on a primary source, their classroom observations of
teachers, may begin to recognize the effectiveness of student ratings of instruction by
reviewing multiple measures of teacher effectiveness in a professional portfolio.
Summary

The review of literature presented highlights the emphasis on educating LD
students with their nondisabled peers in the GE classroom. Proponents of inclusion
conclude that LD students can be successful in GE classrooms with differentiated
instruction. Researchers opposed to full inclusion note studies showing that LD students
are not receiving differentiated instruction in the GE classroom.

The literature also points out that while GE teachers are not opposed to the

concept of the inclusion of LD students in GE classes, they do not feel confident in their




ability to meet the needs of LD students. In addition, interaction between LD students

and GE teachers is limited, Teacher lack of confidence and diminished interaction
between LD students and GE teachers may be due to the teachers’ attitudes regarding the
teachability of LD students. LD student needs may extend beyond the instructional
tolerance of the GE teacher, Instructional tolerance theory in conjunction with the model
of differentiated expectations implies that LD students with mjld disabilities experience
rejection by GE teachers more frequently than their nondisabled peers.

Studies indicate that secondary students would be capable evaluators of
instruction. Student ratings of instruction have been found to be valid and reliable.
Results indicate that secondary students, and postsecondary students, do not vary their
ratings of teachers based on gender, age, grade, or ability level. Student ratings of
instruction are influenced by motivation, grade expectation, and student perception of
teacher caring. Student ratings of instruction should be evaluated along with many other
measurements to determine teacher effectiveness as no one tool provides an effective
measurement.

Studies on student ratings of instruction did not include students who were
classified as learning disabled. Perceptions of classified students regarding significant
variables, such as communication, may differ from regular education students. It is clear
that examinations of student ratings of instruction need to include learning disabled
students in order to effectively measure variables such as student-teacher interactions in
inclusive classrooms. In addition, since LD students are inactive learners, the

information provided to GE teachers by LD and GE students may provide valuable
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feedback for GE teachers in their effort to identify indicators of effective teaching and as
well as effective learning environments.

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there were differences in
perceptions of teacher effectiveness between learning disabled and general education
high school students in their ratings of instruction. The intent was to focus on both GE
and LD student perceptions of teacher effectiveness, academic and social growth, and

course features of the required high school English class.




Chapter I11

Method

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there are differences in
perceptions of teacher effectiveness between learning disabled and general education
high school students. The independent variable for this study was student type: general
education or learning disabled. Comparisons of the ratings of instruction given by these
two groups of students will be conducted for each of the research questions in the study.
The IDEA Form H was utilized for the student ratings of instruction. Daly (1990)
utilized the IDEA Form H for high school student ratings of instruction.

Subjects

The subjects in this study were from a public high school in central New Jersey.
The high school is one of four schools within the K-12 district. The District Factor
Group (DFG) is CD, indicating the district falls within the lowest third of the districts in
the state in regards to its socioeconomic status. Its K-12 enrollment group includes
districts with a student enrollment range of 0-1800.

The subjects in this study were students enrolled in grades 9 through 12, The
subjects (n = 243) were general education students (n = 212) and learning disabled
students (n = 31) enrolled in English 9, 10, 11, and 12 classes. To control for the effect of
motivation on ratings, English classes were chosen because English is a required (non-

elective) course and classes (excluding honors level classes) are heterogeneously grouped
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according to grade level. Students enrolled in honors level classes are not included in this
study. The 243 students are comprised of 65 freshmen, 61 sophomores, 60 juniors, and
57 seniors.

The LD students in the school who were enrolled in the GE English classes
received instruction in the GE classes from a GE teacher or from a GE teacher with
support from a special education teacher. LD students in the GE classes, both with and
without support, were required to meet the GE curriculum requirements for the grade and
subject being taught and were therefore considered to have mild disabilities. LD students
in a replacement resource program have the GE curriculum modified in accordance their
IEP. The LD students receiving instruction in the resource room instead of GE classes
were therefore not included in this study.

Instrument

The IDEA Form H was utilized for the student ratings of instruction (Appendix
A). The IDEA Form H was developed by the Center for Faculty Evaluation and
Development at Kansas State University for use by high school students in 1981.
Permission to reprint Form H for this study was granted by the Individual Development
and Educational Assessment Center at Kansas State University (Appendix B). Cashin
(1995) reports median reliabilities for the IDEA system items are .69 for 10 raters; .83 for
20 raters; .88 for 30 raters, and .91 for 40 raters.

IDEA Form H includes five parts with a total of 50 items. Part], items I —9,
focus on social and academic progress by the student. Part I, items 10-13, focus on
homework, tests, and other features of the course. Part II, items 14-18, focus on student

attitude towards learning. Part [V, items 19-26, focus on the learning environment of the
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class. Part V, items 27-50, focus on teacher behaviors, which included 24 areas related to
instruction. Parts I, II, and V were relevant to this study because they focused on teacher
behaviors and student outcomes resulting from teacher bebaviors. Parts I1I and I'V, which
focused on student attitudes and the learning environment, were not relevant to this study.
The participants completed atl five sections of Form H, but only the items in Parts I, I1,
and V were analyzed for statistical significance and included jn this study.
Procedure

All students included in the study were asked to con}plete the IDEA Form H
during their regular English class on the same day in the final month of the academic
year. Students were given a copy of the IDEA Form H and an answer grid. To avoid
possible bias, Cashin (1995) recommends that the instructor not be present while the
ratings are being completed and collected and that the students be instructed to not sign
their names. To insure this anonymity, guidance counselors administered the IDEA Form
H and English teachers were not present. Students were directed to not identify their
name or the name of their teacher. Students were asked to grid his or her student ID
number on the direction sheet. This allowed the counselors to separate the general
education and leaming disabled student responses and maintain student anonymity on the
student answer grids. Responses were aggregated so the results were not influenced by
ratings of individual teachers. Upon completion of the IDEA Form H by each of the
classes, the surveys and the answer grids were collected and sorted by the counselors and
then returned to the researcher. The data from the surveys was entered inte a computer

and SPSS 10.0 was used to complete the statistical analysis.




Statistical Analysis

To test the null hypotheses in this research study, the following statistical
operations were performed using SPSS 10.0. First, means and standard deviations were
calculated for both GE and LD student responses. Second, ¢ tests were performed to
compare the means for each group. Third, reliability coefficients were calculated for
Parts I, II, and V of the IDEA Form H.

Part V of the IDEA Form H addressed the first null hypothesis. Responses to
items 27 through 50 were tabulated and GE student response means were compared to
LD student response means. A f test for two independent samples was conducted to test
the null hypothesis and to determine if there were significant differences between
learning disabled and general education high school students’ perceptions of teacher
effectiveness. Differences were considered to be significant at the .05 level. Differences
in items 27, 30, 34, 45 and 50 of Part V would illustrate differences in the rapport
established between the students and the teacher. Differences between LD and GE
student responses to item 49 would show whether or not the teachers were differentiating
instruction for LD students, GE students, or all students to meet their academic needs.
Results of items 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 46, 47, and 48
would highlight which instructional skills and techniques are viewed as effective by both
LD and GE students. Results of the analysis of Part V items are presented in Chapter 1V,

Part I of the IDEA Form H addressed the second null hypothesis. Responses to
items one through nine were tabulated and GE student response means were compared to

LD student response means. A f test for two independent samples was conducted to test




the null hypothesis and to determine if there were significant differences between

learning disabled and general education high school students' perceptions of their level of
academic and social progress resulting from this course. Differences were considered to
be significant at the .05 level. Differences in items 1 through 5 would highlight a lack of
academic growth for LD or GE students. Lower ratings by LD students would indicate
the need for additional differentiation and lower ratings by GE students would indicate
that the course is not challenging ¢nough for GE students. Differences in items 6 through
9 would highlight a lack of social growth for LD or GE students. The data provided by
analysis of Part I would demonstrate the need to include additional modifications in
student IEPs and/or the need to focus on social acceptance of differences by students.
Results of the analysis of Part I items are presented in Chapter I'V.

Part II of the IDEA Form H addressed the third null hypothesis. Responses to
items 10 through 13 were tabulated and GE student response means were compared to
LD student response means. A f test for two independent samples was conducted to test
the null hypothesis and to determine if there were significant differences between
learning disabled and general education high school students’ perceptions of homework,
tests, and other features of the course. Differences were considered to be significant at
the .05 level. Differences in items 10 through 13 would highlight the effectiveness of the
modifications outlined in the IEPs. 1f LD students rated these items lower and GE
students it would indicate the need to include additional modifications for these students

in the IEPs. Results of the analysis of Part 1] items are presented in Chapter IV,




Chapter IV

Resuits

This chapter presents the results of a comparison of GE and LD student ratings of
instruction. Three null hypotheses were tested to determine if there were any significant
differences in the perceptions of teacher effectiveness by GE and LD students enrolled in
the same high school English classes. The statistical data and results of each null
hypothesis as well as the reliability coefficients are presented.

Research Question

Are there differences in perceptions of teacher effectiveness between learning
disabled and generai education high school students?
Null Hypothesis |

No significant differences exist between learning disabled and general education
high schoo! students in their perceptions of teacher effectiveness.
Test of Null Hypothesis [

To test the first null hypothesis Part V of the IDEA Form H asked the students to
rate their teachers using survey items 27 through 50. Means and standard deviations
were calculated for GE and LD student ratings on each of the Part V survey items. Table
1 presents the results of the comparison of GE and LD ratings for Part V of the survey.
The comparison indicates that GE students rated their teachers more favorably than did

the LD students.




Table 1

Mean Ratings of Instruction on Part V Teacher Behaviors

Variable Number Mean SD
Item 27 LD 31 3.0323 1.2776
GE 212 3.8302 1.1961
Item 28 LD 31 3.0968 1.2208
GE 212 3.6132 1.1850
Item 29 LD 31 3.0968 1.2742
GE 212 3.8821 1.1059
ftem 30 LD 30 3.0000 1.4622
GE 212 3.8160 1.2728
Item 31 LD 31 3.2258 1.4991
GE 211 3.7441 1.1836
Item 32 LD 31 3.2581 1.2102
GE 212 3.4151 1.2032




Item 34

Item 35

Item 36

Item 37

item 38

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

31

211

31

212

31

212

31

212

31

211

3.1935

3.8057

3.3871

4.0047

2.8710

3.6604

3.3871

3.6934

3.0000

3.6682

1.5582

1.1893

1.3584

1.1079

1.2581

1.2535

1.2826

1.2258

1.4142

1.2282




Variable Number Mean SD
Item 39 LD 31 2.8065 1.4241
GE 212 3.6651 1.2529
Item 40 LD 31 3.4194 1.2589
GE 212 3.7689 1.1430
Item 41 LD 31 2.9355 1.2632
GE 212 3.5094 1.1703
Item 42 LD 31 3.1613 1.3440
GE 212 3.7783 1.1935
Item 43 LD 31 3.0645 1.2893
GE 211 3.5261 1.3177
Item 44 LD 31 3.0968 1.1932
GE 211 3.8057 1.1402




Item 45

Item 46

Item 47

Item 48

Item 49

Item 50

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

LD

GE

3]

212

31

212

31

212

31

212

31

212

31

212

2.9355

3.4057

3.2903

3.8113

3.1613

3.7217

3.1290

3.5060

2.9677

3.5000

3.5484

4.1509

1.3149

1.3580

1.2960

1.1405

1.3928

1.1695

1.3352

1.2487

1.4941

1.3923

1.5883

1.1947




A t test for two independent samples was then conducted to determine if there

were significant differences between learning disabled and general education high school
students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness. Differences were considered to be
significant at the .05 level. Table 2 presents the results of the f test on Part V of the
survey.

The results show that there were significant differcnoes_ in the ratings of
instruction on 18 of the 24 items included in Part V. Five of the items included in Part V,
items 27, 30, 34, 45 and 50, focused on the rapport established between the students and
the teacher. LD students rated the teachers lower on all five items. The differences
between the ratings were statistically significant for tems 27, 30, 34, and 50. The
difference was not significant for item 45. One item included in Part V, item 49, focused
on the teachers’ efforts to differentiate instruction when studeﬁts have trouble learning.
The LD students rated the teachers lower on item 49 and the difference was statistically
significant. The remaining 18 items included in Part V focused on instructional
behaviers and strategies utilized by the teachers. The LD students rated the teachers
lower on all 18 items. The difference between the ratings were statistically significant for
items 28, 29, 31, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 44, 46, and 47. The difference between the
ratings was not significant for items 32, 37, 40, 43, and 48. Based on these results, Null
Hypothesis I, that no significant differences exist between learning disabled and general

education high school students in their perceptions of teacher effectiveness, is rejected.



Table 2

#-test for Equality of Means on Part V Teacher Behaviors

Variable t df Sig.
Item 27 -3.439 241 o1
Item 28 -2.258 241 025
Item 29 -3.620 241 000
Item 30 -3.225 240 001
[tem 31 -2.195 240 029
[tem 32 -.678 241 498
Item 33 -2.778 240 006
[tem 34 -2.564 240 011
TItem 35 -2.812 241 005
Item 36 -3.274 241 .001
Item 37 -1.292 241 198
Item 38 -2.773 240 006
Item 39 -3.501 241 001
Item 40 -1.570 241 118
Item 41 -2.525 241 012
tem 42 -2.645 241 009




[tem 43
Item 44
Item 45
Item 46
Item 47
Item 48
Item 49

[tem 5¢

-1.826
-3.212
-1.808
-2.334
-2.430
-1.531
-1.970

-2.506

240

240
241
241
241
241
24i

241

069
001
072
020
016
127
050

013




Null Hypothesis Il

No significant differences exist between [earning disabled and general education
high school students in their perceptions of level of academic and social progress.
Test of Null Hypothesis I

To test the second null hypothesis Part 1 of the IDEA Form H asked the students
to rate their teachers using survey items 1 through 9. Means and standard deviations
were calculated for GE and LD student ratings on each of the Part I survey items. Table

3 presents the results of the comparison of GE and LD ratings for Part [ of the survey.




Table 3

Mean Ratings of Instruction on Part I Academic and Social Progress

Variable Number Mean SD
Item 1 LD 30 3.4333 1.1043
GE 212 3.5660 9786
Item 2 LD 31 3.1290 1.0244
GE 212 3.3679 1.0195
Item 3 LD 31 3.3226 1.1072
GE 212 3.3255 1.1531
Item 4 LD 31 3.4194 1.1768
GE 212 3.6132 1.0716
Item § LD 31 3.2258 1.3344
GE 211 3.0995 1.2666
Item 6 LD 31 2.9677 1.2776
GE 212 3.0047 1.2218







A 1 test for two independent samples was then conducted to determine if there

were significant differences between learning disabled and general education high school
students’ perceptions of the academic and social progress made as a result of this course.
Table 4 presents the results of the ¢ test on Part [ of the survey. Differences were
considered to be significant at the .05 level.

Part I included nine items regarding student perceptions of academic and social
growth gained as a result of the course. Items 1 through 5 focused on academic growth.
The results indicate that there are no significant differences between the LD and GE
students’ perceptions of academic growth resulting from the course. Items 6 through 9
focused on social growth. The results indicate that there are no significant differences
between the LD and GE students’ perceptions of social growth resulting from the course.
Based on these results, Null Hypothesis II is retained. Table 4 presents the results of the

comparison of GE and LD ratings for Part I of the survey.




Table 4

t-test for Equality of Means on Part I Academic and Social Progress

50

Variable t df Sig.
Item 1 -.599 240 550
[tem 2 -1.218 241 ' 224
Item 3 -.013 241 990
Item 4 -.929 241 354
Item 5 515 240 607
Item 6 -.156 241 876
Item 7 094 241 925
Item 8 -.993 241 322

Item 9 -1.024 240 307




Null Hypothesis Il

No significant differences exist between learning disabled and general education

high school students in their perceptions of the course requirements.

Test of Null Hyporhesis Il

To test the third null hypothesis Part II of the IDEA Form H asked the students to
rate their teachers using survey items 10 through 13. Means and standard deviations
were calculated for GE and LD student ratings on each of the Part 11 survey items. Table

5 presents the results of the comparison of GE and LD ratings for Part II of the survey.




Table 5

Mean Ratimgs of Instruction on Part Il Course Requirements

Variable Number Mean SD
Item 10 LD 31 3.5484 1.0595
GE 212 3.1604 - 7368
Item 11 LD 31 3.4839 9263
GE 212 3.3726 7140
Item 12 LD 31 3.2903 9379
GE 212 3.0283 7473
Item 13 LD 31 3.1200 9571
GE 212 2.9623 7144

A ¢ test for two independent samples was then conducted to determine if there

were significant differences between learning disabled and general education high school

students' perceptions of the course requirements, Table 6 presents the results of the 7 test

on Part II of the survey. Differences were considered to be significant at the .05 level.

Part IT included four items regarding student perceptions of the course

requirements. Item 11 asked students’ to rate the number of tests. There were no
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significant differences between the LD and GE student perceptions of the number of tests
included in the course. Item 12 focused on the difficulty of the reading required in the
course and item 13 on the difficulty of the course. There were no significant differences
between the LD and GE student perceptions of the difficulty of the reading or the
difficulty of the course. Item 10 focused on the amount of homework required for the
course. There was a significant difference between the LD and GE student perceptions of
the amount of homework required for the course. Based on the results of item 10 in Part
IL, Null Hypothesis 11, that no significant differences exist between learning disabled and
general education high school s£udents in their perceptions of the course features, is

rejected.

Table 6

t-test for Equality of Means on Part II Course Requirements

Variable t df Sig.
Item 10 2.573 241 on
Item 11 778 241 A37
Item 12 1.761 241 079
Item 13 1.158 241 248

Reliability analysis for each part of the IDEA Form H that was utilized in this

study is presented in Table 7.



Table 7

Reliability Coefficients

NofCases Nofltems  Alpha
Part [ (Ttems 1 - 9) 240 9 9028
Part Il (Items 10 - 13) 243 4 7216
Part V (Items 27 - 50) 236 24 9814
Total 233 37 9720




Chapter V

Summary, Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

This chapter contains a summary, discussion of the findings in relation to the
literature, conclusions, and recommendations for future research.
Summary

The primary purpose of this study was to examine feedback provided by LD and
GE students through student ratings of instruction to determine if there were differences
in their perceptions of teacher effectiveness. Chapter I contained an introduction and
background on IDEA *97 and inclusion. The research problem, question, and three
hypotheses were stated. Chapter II reviewed the related literature regarding Pubiic Law
94-142, the inclusion movement and practices in public schools. The review also
included the related literature regarding student ratings of instruction and the variables
related to student ratings of instruction. Chapter III described the subjects, methods, the
instrument used, and the statistical procedures used to analyze the data. Chapter IV
presented the results of the three hypotheses that were tested to determine if there were
differences between LD and GE student perceptions of teacher effectiveness. The results
indicated that there were no differences between LD and GE student perceptions of their
academic and social growth. Results also indicated that there were significant differences

between LD and GE students on their ratings of teacher effectiveness and course features.
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In addition to this summary, Chapter V contains discussion of the findings in relation to
the literature, conclusions, and recommendations for future research |
Discussion

The results of Part V of the IDEA Form H, used to test Hypothesis I, showed that
there are significant differences between LD and GE high school students in their
perceptions of teacher effectiveness. LD students rated their tgachers lower on all 24 of
the Part Vitems. Of the 24 items, the difference in the ratings between GE and LD
students were significant for 18. Amnalysis of the 18 items reveals significant differences
in perceptions of LD student-teacher interaction as well as perceptions of effective
instructional strategies.

Mcintosh, Vaughn, Schurnm, Haager and Lee (1993) found that LD students are
not engaged in the learning and are not encouraged by their GE teachers to become
engaged. Statistically significant differences between GE and LD student ratings on
itemas 27 (understands student ideas and questions), 30 (cares about students as people),
and 34 (shows interest in student ideas) supports that finding. It is evident that the LD
students’ lower ratings on all of these items are the result from the lack of interaction
between the LD students and the teachers. Frymier and Houser (2000) found that
communications skills were important to good teaching and communication between
teachers and students is relational as well as content driven. Their results indicate that
referential skill (explaining content effectively) and ego support (providing
encouragement and confirmation) were significant predictors of learning and motivation.
The statistically significant lower ratings by LD students on item 28 (expresses

interesting and challenging ideas about the subject) and item 31 (gives understandable
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explanations of course materials) indicates that LD students do not perceive the GE
teachers’ referential skills as effective. In addition, item 38 (makes helpful comments
about student work), item 45 (is sensitive to student feelings about the subject), and item
47 (identifies strong points of student work) indicates that LD students do not feel that
GE teachers provide effective ego support. The significantly lower ratings by LD
students on these items is also supported by Teven and McCroskey (1996) who
concluded that perceived caring generates more positive teacher evaluations. Diminished
interaction would therefore result in more m@tive teacher evaluations,

The results of item 49 (tries different ways of teaching when students have trouble
learning) indicates that the LD high schoo! students included in the study are not
benefiting from differentiated instruction. The lack of differentiation for the LD students
in the GE classes corroborates the findings of previous research (Fuchs and Fuchs, 1995,
McIntosh et al. 1993; and Schumm et al. 1995) that found little evidence of differentiated
instruction for LD students. Although this study did not include the collection of data on
GE teachers regarding implementation of student IEPs, the Schumm et ak. (1995) finding
that secondary teachers have a strong belief that expectations and evaluative criteria be
the same for LD and GE students might provide an explanation for their instructional
choices.

The results from Part V also indicate that the best inclusive practices identified by
Swanson and Hoskyn (1998) and Fisher, Schumaker and Deshler (1995) are not being
implemented in the GE classes. For example, the findings by Fisher, Schumaker and
Deshler supported the use of graphic organizers and study guides. There was a

significant difference between the GE and LD students’ ratings on item 39 (reviews




material in ways that help students remember it), item 42 (makes helpful suggestions

about what kinds of things to study for a test) and item 46 (provides helpful instructional
materials (such as worksheets, study questions, unit objectives). Using graphic organizers
and study guides would address the need identified by the LD students and would, as
Fisher, Schumaker and Deshler noted, also be beneficial to the GE students.

The results of Part I of the IDEA Form H, used to test Hypothesis 11, showed that
there are no significant differences between LD and GE high school students in their
perceptions of the academic and social growth resulting from the course. Although these
findings appear to support the idea that outcomes for LD students in an inclugive
environment are akin to those for GE students, one cannot make that conclusion based on
self reported academic progress without supporting data such as grades and standardized
test scores. The similarity of the self reported ratings of social growth do tend to
demonstrate support for the full inclusionist claim that inclusion strengthens socialization
skills (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998).

The results of Part II of the IDEA Form H, used to test Hypothesis 111, showed
that there is one significant difference between LD and GE high school students in their
perceptions of the features of the course. The mean score on item 10 regarding
homework was 3.16 for GE students and 3.54 for LD students. This finding implies that
homework is also not differentiated for LD students since their mean is tending toward a
rating of too much. The IEP for all LD students outlines instructional adaptations for
homework and other methods, materials, and assessments. LD students in this study
provide evidence that the GE teachers are not implementing these adaptations or are not

including them in the IEP. The findings once again support the existing literature (Fuchs




& Fuchs, 1995; MclIntosh et al., 1993; and Schumm et al., 1995) on the lack of

differentiation for LD students included in GE classes.
Conclusions

The findings from this study provide evidence that there are differences in student
perceptions of teacher effectiveness between learning disabled and general education
high school students. Although the literature regarding student ratings of instruction did
not include LD students, one might predict that there would be no differences in the
ratings of instruction by LD and GE students included in this study because previous
studies determined that ability level is not a significant variable in student ratings of
instruction. The findings of this study suggest that teacher attitude, not student ability
level, may be the important variable to consider. Although Scruggs and Mastropieri
(1996) reported that two-thirds of teachers agreed with the general concept of inclusion,
they also noted their concern regarding their ability to meet LD student needs.
MacMillan (1997) noted that teachers described students with mild disabilities as more
difficult to teach. These findings support the findings of research that identified teacher
warmth, supportiveness, dominance, and confidence as associated with positive student
ratings of instruction (Abrami, d’ Apolionia, & Cohen, 1990; Marsh, 1984),

Results from this study lend support to the instructional tolerance theory posited
by Gerber (1988). GE teachers have a range of students’ whose needs they can meet
given their personal and classroom resources. LD students do not fall within the GE
teachers’ range of instructional tolerance. That is why they were referred for special
education services initially. The lower ratings by LD students may be a reflection of the

attitude of the teachers toward the LD students. Although the teachers in this study were




60

not asked to nominate students to each of the four attitudinal categories identified by
Silberman (1969), one could hypothesize based on Ceok (2001) and Good and Brophy
(1972} that the LD students in this study would be overrepresented in the rejection
category. Since the LD students included in this study were students with mild
disabilities, the findings are further supported by the model of differentiated expectations
(Cook and Semmel, 1999). The GE teachers may have rejectqd the LD students with
mild disabilities because their disabilities were not always apparent causing the teachers
to hold unadjusted expectations for them. Thus the severity of the disability of the LD
students included in this study (mild) may help to explain the significant differences
between LD and GE students’ ratings. LD student responses may also have been
influenced by their previous academic experiences within a general education and/or
special education setting. Examining the impact of previous school experiences by LD
students was outside the scope of this investigation. Future researchers should recognize
this potential variable and attempt to isolate it so its impact can be determined.

The effect of gender bias on the results must also be considered. The ratings by
GE and LD students included in this study were not aggregated according to gender so
comparisons of the ratings by male and female GE and LD students were not possible.
The LD student population of the school is predominately male, mirroring the national
LD population (NCES, 1997). Centra and Gaubatz (2000) concluded that there is favor
of female instructors by female students. Even if the differences are small, the LD
female student poputation compared to the greater GE female student population may

also have contributed to the statistically lower ratings by LD students.
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The findings from this study also suggest that both the GE and LD secondary
students included in this study were capable evaluators of instruction. Previous findings
by Martin (1988) and Daly (1990) found that GE secondary students provided useful
information through student ratings of instruction. The ratings by the LD students in this
study agree with previous research on student ratings of instruction as well as the
inclusion of LD students in GE classrooms. Based on these ﬁ:_ldings it can be concluded
that the data gamered through student ratings of instruction would be useful for GE
teachers when making recommendations to the IEP team for LD students and highlight
areas of focus for GE teachers’ professional development.

The results from this study add to the existing debate on the inclusion of LD
students into GE classes. There were no significant differences between GE and LD
student ratings of their sociai and academic growth, which supports the full inclusionist
point of view, However, the fact that the differences on the items regarding the student-
teacher relationship were statistically lower for LD students lends support to the
inclusionist point of view which emphasizes that the GE classroom may not be
appropriate for all LD students. Since Frymier and Houser (2000) found that teacher-
student communication skills are relational and are significant predictors of learning and
motivation, the LD students’ significantly lower ratings on these items casts doubt on the
full inclusionists claim that the GE classroom is the proper placement for all students. It
can be concluded that the LD students included in this study were not exposed to the
optimum learning environment. It must also be noted that it can not be concluded that
the GE classroom is an inappropriate placement, rather the need to address the teacher-

student relationship within the GE classroom is highlighted. It is clear that changes in
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teacher attitudes, as well as behaviors, will be necessary to provide the optimum inclusive

learning environment for LD students.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made for future research as a result of the
findings and limitations of this study:

1. Feedback from student ratings of instruction should be used to identify professional
growth and development opportunities for GE teachers. Research is needed to
identify validated practices to extend the instructional tolerance range of GE inclusion
teachers.

2. The impact of the professional growth opportunities for GE teachers to extend their
instructional tolerance range should be studied to determine if there is a significant
difference in student ratings of instruction as a result.

3. Further research is needed to investigate the finding that there were no significant
differences between Li) and GE students in their perceptions of the level of academic
progress resulting from the course. Studies of LD student perceptions of academic
growth should include other achievement data to determine if there are significant
differences.

4. The inclusion of severely disabled students should be studied to determine if the level
of disability has an impact on student ratings of instruction as suggested by the model
of differentiated expectations.

5. Student ratings of instruction from inclusion classes in other high schools should be
studied to examine the impact of an increased sample size to determine if the results

can be generalized to all high schools in the state with the identical DFG.
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6. Further research is needed to determine if gender bias is a significant variable due to
the increased percentage of male students within the LD student population. This
would provide information for future researchers so they can control for gender if
need be.

7. Methods to increase GE teachers’ awareness of the needs of LD students wﬁh mild
disabilities should be studied. General education teachers’ may hold unrealistic
expectations for students with mild disabilities. Heightening their awareness may
allow them to set realistic expectations and ultimately increase student-teacher

interactions.
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STUDENT REACTION TO COURSE AND TEACHER: IDEA FORM H

Your honest and thought ful answers to the questions on this form can help your teacher improve this course and hisher teaching
methods.  Record all your responses on the scparate anywer card. Do ool write your name on cither this form or on the answer card.
Your tescher will receive a summary of the responses of all students in your class, but should not know how any individual person

answered

Part 1. Some of the things that students leamn in school are
listed below. For each, rate the amount of progress you have
made in this course by marking the numenal of the most

sujlabie response.

1 =Nope 4 = Much

2=Link 5 = Gremt

3 = Medium

1.  Qaining fectual information (such as learning
defitions, dates, vocabulary).

2. Understanding and applying peinciples, ideas, and
theorice.
). Improving my leaming skills (much as listening,
- X

4. Improving my writing skills.

5. Improving my spesking skills.

6. Gaining skills and habits ussful in everyday life or an a
job.

7. Developing good foelings about myself {moce
scceptance of myself, more self-confidence).

§.  Discovering or realizing my own interexts, aplitudes,
beliefs, and vatues,

9. Gening along with most other people.

Part [V. Indicate how well each of the following staternents
describes the students in this class by blackening the proper
mumeral

1 = Definitely false 4 = More true than false
2 = Mors false than true 3 = Definitely true

3 = In betwoen

The sudents in this class:

19. Enjoy working together.

21, Usz their mistakes as opportunities to learn.
22, Take responsibility for their ovm learning.
23. Think they are wasting their time.

4.  Are bored.

16. Arerade and out of control

PartII. For each of the following features of the cousse, fill
in the numeral that best describes your reaction.

1 = Definitcly not cnough 4 = Too much

2 = Not enough 5 = Definitety 100 much
3 = About right

10, Amount of homework.

11. Number of tests,

12. DifTiculty of reading.
13.  Difficulty of course.

Part ITL, Describe your attitudes, feclings, and behaviors by
filling in the appropriats numeral for each of the following
statemments.

1 = Definitely false 4 = More tru than falss
2 = More false than true 3 = Definitely true

3 = In between

H4. In general, | like my school teachers.

15, 1am very glad it was this teacher who taught this
courss.

16. vy vary hard to learn in all of my coneses

17.  Axa resul of taking thix courss, [ like this subject

mors.
18. Ireally wanted to take this course regardless of who
taught it

©Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development, 1981
IDEA Cemter Kansas State University
REPRINTED BY PERMISSION

Part V. Indicate how well each of the following statements
desctibes your teacher by blackening the most suitable
numersl

1 = Defindtely falss 4 = More true than false
2 = More false thur true 5 = Definitely true

3 = o between

This teacher:

27, Understands stident ideas and questiona.
28. Expresses interesting and challenging ideas about the
subject.

19, Useatesis, papers, projects, ete., that closely relate to
the course purposes.

30. Cares about students as people.

31. Gives understandable explanations of course matciials,

32, Asks inteyesting and stimulating questions.

13, Gives tests, projects, efc, that cover the important
pointz of the course,

34. Shows interest in shudent ideas.

35, Speaks in an undergtandable voice. i

36. Suggests clearer ways for students to express their
ideas,

37 Gives quizzes, papers, projects, eic., that hetp studems
10 learn.

38, Makes belpful comments about student work.

39, Reviews muterial in ways that help students remember
it.

40, Gives projects, tesis, of assignrnents that reqoire
original or creative thinking.

41. Creates opportunities for students to use the material
they learn.

42.  Makes hefpful suggestions about what kinds of things
to study for a test,

4). Shows how the subject relates to other areas of
kywledge.

44. Spesks with expressivencss and variety.

45, Issensitive to student feelings about the subject.

46, Provides helpful instructional materials (zuch 2
worksheets, study questions, uni1 objectives).

47.  ldentifies strong points of student work.

48  Uses good examples and ilbustrations.

49.  Tries different ways of 1eaching when students have
trouble leaming,

50. Seemsto enjoyteaching,
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Appendix B

Permission to Reprint IDEA Form H
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February 24, 2000 Individual Development and
Educationol Assessment Center

1815 Anderson Averse
Manhottan, Kansas 645024073
1.800.255.2757

785.532 5970

Fox: 785.532.5637

E - mail: idea@ks.edy

Kathleen Monks
12 Murphy Drive
Bridgewater, NJ 08807

Dear Ms. Monks:

This is to respond to your e-mail of February 23, 2000. On behalf of this Center, you
are given permission to reprint Form H. This permission is given under the following
conditions:

1. that lhs IDEA Center and Kansas State University be indicated as its source;
2. that the institutional affiliation of the author(s) be indicated;

3. that the Center’'s copyright be acknowledged;

4. that each copy will state, REPRINTED BY PERMISSION, on the bottom; and

5. that the Center will receive a complimentary copy of the publication in which Form H
is reprinted.

We look forward to learning about your research findings.
Sincerely yours,

Lt 1. Rl —

William H. Pallett, Ph.D.
Director




