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ABSTRACT
The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) requires that studenthwlisabilities
(SWD) be educated in the least restrictive environment, while the No Chil@&kind
Act (NCLB) requires that these students meet minimum criteria on stigtéggting by
2014. This sequential explanatory mixed methods action research study, situated in
Bandura’s self-efficacy and Atkinson'’s drive theories, examined the effetdacher
training and subsequent implementation of strategies on the intrinsic motivatiorDof SW
Intrinsic motivation was measured using the Children’s Academic Intfihsivation
Inventory (CAIMI) before and after the training. A repeated meagtiesst analyzed the
mean difference in the students’ responses to determine whether teaolivey &ad
subsequent implementation of motivational strategies had a significarttaiféhe
intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education classroom. Mean scorespme the
and post administrations of the CAIMI were not statistically differgb8) = 1.426p =
.177. A focus group interview with the students’ teachers provided data, which helped
ascertain how teachers perceived the relationship between teachegtimaini
motivational intervention strategies and teacher practice and levelsidimtmotivation
for 14 SWD in inclusive classrooms. Typological analysis revealed tegurersved a
relationship between the training, their practice, and intrinsic motivatiowaf.S
Finally, qualitative responses were compared to responses on individual CéAih4|tid
explain inconsistencies between expected outcomes, actual results, and theory.
Implications for positive social change are evidenced by the data that deateast
better understanding of motivation for SWD for educators and administrati&isgsee

ways to merge requirements for NCLB with IDEA.






Intrinsic Motivation of Students With Disabilities in the General Educationn§ett
What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do

by

Beverly Stinson Faircloth

M.A., Central Michigan University, 2002
B.S., University of Georgia, 1983

Doctoral Study Submitted in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Education

Walden University
November 2008



UMI Number: 3336714

Copyright 2008 by
Faircloth, Beverly Stinson

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

®

UMI

UMI Microform 3336714
Copyright2008 by ProQuest LLC
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, M|l 48106-1346



DEDICATION

This work is dedicated to my family.

Rick, you supported me emotionally throughout the entire grueling process. You
have always seen the best in me and you think more highly of me than you ought. Thank
you for refusing to come to my pity parties and for loving me in spite of myself

Derek and Lauren, you two have inspired me since before I laid eyes on you.
Never forget that mediocrity is not an option for you (Colossians 3:23). Iraadglso
proud of both of you that at times | can hardly stand it. Continue to strive for excellence
in all that you do.

The support of my parents, Jimmy and Delores Stinson, has never wavered. They
have always expected my best and convinced me that | could do “anythingyl isétan
to.”

Daddy, it was you who planted the idea to pursue my doctorate as we sat waiting
for the curtain to rise at a dance recital. Mama, you were ever the egeoana prayed
me through the rough patches. | am so very blessed to be your daughter.

| love you all!



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

It has been said that a dream is nothing more than a goal with a deadline. | have
found this to be true. There are so many who helped to nudge me toward the deadlines
and my dream when | thought there was no end in sight.

My committee has been a tremendous support. Dr. Nathan Long and Dr. Rebecca
Watts were just an email or phone call away. They were so knowledgeable Entdsel
| waded through the process. They saved this orphaned researcher and | yallswa
grateful for their attention to detail and encouragement.

Dr. Walts and Mrs. Rafferty were encouraging as always and so hielpifial
data gathering phases of the study. Jennifer and Jennifer, thank you for beiliggo w
to assist me when your schedules were already so full.

The study would not have been possible without my colleagues and our students.
Their willingness to participate in this project will always be apprediat

Finally, thank you does not begin to express my appreciation for the support |
received from Melanie Spradley and Jami Lee, my friends and fellow doctoral
candidates. Their calls, e-mails, reading and rereading of drafts, and hooussélng

kept the dream from becoming a nightmare.

Some portions of the CAIMI were

“Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Psychological
Assessment Resources, Inc., 15204 North Florida Avenue, Lutz, Florida
33549 from the Children’s Academic Intrinsic Motivation Inventory by
Adele E. Gottfried, Ph.D. Copyright 1986. Further reproduction is
prohibited without permission of PAR.”



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ...ttt e e e sttt e e e e e e e aaaaaeeaaeeseeaannnnnes Vi
SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM .......cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeiie, 1
Introduction and BacCKgrOUNd ...........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1
Problem STATEMENT ........uiiiiee et 5
NALUIE OF the STUAY ...eeeeeiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeennnnas 9
Research QUestioNnS/HYPOLNESIS........uuiiiiiiiie e 9
Population/Sample ... 10
1171 0 To o [P PPPPPPPPPPPPR 11
(D= 1= W @do] | [=Tox 1o o H OO UUPPPPPPPPUUPPPRPPT 11
Data ANAIYSIS ... e a e e ————————— 12
PUIPOSE Of the STUAY ...ccoeeiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e 13
TheoretiCal FramMEWOTK ...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiii i e e e e e e e e e e e e e 15
Operational DefiNItIONS..........ccuuiiiiiiiiii e e e e ee e b 21
TS 1] o] 1 £ U 22
[T T = U o £ TR 23
D= 110 T €= 11 [0 PP PPTPPPPP 23
Significance Of the STUAY ......ccoooi i 23
Implications for SOCial ChaNQe..........uuiiiiiii e 24
SUMIMBIY <.ttt e ettt e e e ettt e oo e et e et e e e e e ee et e e e e e eesaa e e e e e eesbn e eeeeeennnnnans 25
SECTION 2: LITERATURE REVIEW .....ouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 27
T goTo (3 {ox 1 o] o PP 27
Historical Look at Inclusion and Least Restrictive Environment..............ccoooovviinnee 28
Academic Achievement of Students With Disabilities in Inclusive i&gti............. 30
The Role of Motivation on Academic Achievement............cccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 36
Increasing INtrinSIiC MOtIVALION .........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiie e 38
ACHION RESEAICKH ... a e e e e e e e e 43
Summary and Implications for Social Change ... 46
SECTION 3: METHODOLOGY ....uttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee et ee e e e e aeaaaaaeaaeaaesnannnnns 47
T goTo (3 {ox 1 o] o PP 47
Research Design and APProach .........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e 48
Setting and SAMPIE ... .o 50
[ T [T o] 1Y O 1 1= £ - SR 52
Characteristics of the SamPIe...........uiiiii 53
Y00 =7 o T PPPPPPPPPPPTPPRR 53
TRACKNEIS .ottt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaanraa 55
ROIE Of the RESEAICNET ... 55
QUANTITAIVE SEQUENCE ....ceeiiiiiiiiiiiieiae e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeebbsana e e e e eeeas 58
Reliability and Validity ..........ccoooioeeiiiiiiieee e 60
TeACNE! TrAINING ..o e i e e ettt a s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeesennnees 61



QUANITALIVE SEOUEINCE ...uveiiiiei i ee ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e et e et e e e e eeaeeeaaaeeeeennnnnns 64

FOCUS GrOUP INTEIVIEW ...ttt e e e e e e e e eeeeeaneees 64
1 =T oo 66
DAtA ANAIYSIS ... a et b e e aaaaeaees 67
L@ TUE=T o)1 =1 (A= SO PPPPRTR 67
(@ TU T 11 =11 LY/ PR 69
D= 1= W [ 0] (=T | = U1 o o U 71
Justification of Mixed MethodS DeSIgN .......uuiiiiiieiieeeeieeee e eeeeeeees 72
Summary of Protection of Participants’ RIQhtS ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiici e 76
SECTION 4: RESULTS ...ttt e e e s s st e e e e e e e aaaaeaaaaaeaaeasannnnnnes 77
1o o[8[ i o] o PP PPPPPPPPPPP P 77
QUANITALIVE PRASE .....cooeiiii e 77
Characteristics of Student PartiCipants .............cceeeeiiiiiiieeeeecceeeeeeen 77
Data Gathering and ReCOrding........coooooieiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiie e 79
JLIC=T2 Tl 1= G I = 111 o USSP 81
Keeping Track Of the Data..........cooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 82
Data ANAIYSIS ...t a e e 82
QUANTItAIVE FINAINGS ...etviiiiiiiiiee e 83
Quantitative Phase CONCIUSION .........ccoviviiiiiieeeiiceeeeeeeee e 85
QUANTALIVE PRASE ... e 86
Characteristics of Teacher PartiCipantS...........coovvvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e eeeeeeeeeeeeiennns 86
Data Gathering and ReCOrding........coooouiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 86
Keeping Track of the Data.............ccceeeiiiiiiiieeie e 87
Data ANAIYSIS ... 88
1T 1T o U 89
L@ T 1=1] 1o ] o ST 89
QUESTION 2 .. et e e e e e e e e e e e st e e e e e e et e e e e e e aaa e e 91
QUESTION 3. Lo e e e 92
QUESTION 4. .. et e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e 94
QUESTION B, Lo 95
Qualitative Phase CONCIUSIONS..........ocuuiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e 97
INtEGration Of DALA .........coeiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e s 98
Evidence Of QUAIILY .......coovvieeiiiiiiie e e e e e e 107
[0 T = Lo PP UPPT 108
SUIMIMIAIY ..ttt ettt e e e et e e et e e et et r e e e et e e e e e e e e et e e e et e e e ea e e e et e eeenns 109
SECTION 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ............ 110
OVBIVIBW ..ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s bbbttt b ettt e e et e e e e aeaeeeeenas 110
RESEAICN QUESTIONS ... ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeesnnnnnes 110
Review of the Methodology............uuuueiiiiiiiiii e 111
SUMMANY OF FINAINGS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeneennnes 112
QUANITALIVE PRASE ......coeiiiiiieeeeec e 112
QUANITALIVE PRASE ..o 112



Interpretation Of FINAINGS ....ccoooi oo e e e e e e 114

GeNEraliZation L.......ccouuiiiiiiieiii e aan 115
(1T o 1T = 114 1o ] o U USUS 119
GENEraliZatiON 3......ccoiiiiii e aan 124
Data Integration SUMMAIY ..........ouuuuiuuiiiiiiee e eeeee e eee e e e e e e e eeaeeeeens 127
Implications for Social Change........... i 130
Recommendations fOr ACHON .........cooiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e eaes 132
Researcher Reflections and Recommendations ............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 134
SAMPIE SIZE. ..o ——————————— 134
(@] g1 1] N € (o 1¥ ] o PP 136
CAIMI ettt a e 137
Student FOCUS Group INTEIVIEW .......coooiiiieiiiiiiieieeeiiiiiee e eeeeeeneaees 138
=TTl 1T g I = 11T o PSS 139
Focus Group Guiding QUESHIONS..........ceeuiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 142
ANONYMOUS tEACHET SUIVEY .....uuuiiiii i e e e e ee et e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaaneennnan 142
Other DAt SOUICES ......iiiiiiieeeeeei ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e eeaaeas 143
(@0 1] 1113 [0 o PSSP 145
REFERENGCES .....ooiiiiiiiiee oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e sttt e e e e e e e aaaaaeeeeaeeeeanns 147
APPENDIX A: PERMISSION TO USE CAIMI ..ottt 154
APPENDIX B: CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT/RESEARCH ASSISTAN......156
APPENDIX C: CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT/

SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST ..ccitiiittitiaaae ettt e e e e e e eeeeeeasesnnnnns 157
APPENDIX D: RAW DATA - CAIMI ..ottt 158
APPENDIX E: TEACHER TRAINING .....outiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e 159
APPENDIX F:STUDENT ASSENT/PARENT CONSENT .....cuttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeees 163
APPENDIX G: TEACHER CONSENT ..ottt eana e e e e e 165
APPENDIX H: FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDING QUESTIONS.................... 167
APPENDIX I:CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT/TRANSCRIPTIONIS .............. 168
APPENDIX J:SAMPLE TYPOLOGY SUMMARY SHEET ........ccceooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 169
CURRICULUM VITA Lttt e e e e e e e et e e e e s s sttt e e e e e e e aaaaaaeeaaasessnannnnnns 171



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Students Meeting Study Criteria by Race, Grade, and Gender .......................... 52
Table 2. Students Meeting Study Criteria by Grade and Disability ...........cccccoeiiiiinennnnnn. 53

Table 3. Student Participants by Grade, Race, and Gender ..............coovvvviiviiiiiiiiieeeeeeeenn, 77
Table 4. Student Participant by Grade and Gender..............ooouuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiis 78
Table 5. Paired SampPles TeST.......ccoiiiiiieeeeiciiie e e s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeennnnn 83
Table 6. Paired Samples STAtiSTICS ......uuuuuiiiiiieeee e 84

Vi



SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
Introduction and Background

In January 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 was passed by
congress. Each year since its passage, the drive of educators to find waysase itiee
academic achievement of students with disabilities (SWD) has intelh&iBeause every
year the percentage of students who must meet minimum grade level egpgscises.
In addition, the criterion that delineates minimum expectations is raisdd Blipulates
that students described as disadvantaged, who historically score lower tharettseir pe
are to be included in this percentage (Handler, 2006, p. 6), and SWD are among the
groups NCLB defines as disadvantaged. While NCLB requires educators to ensure the
achievement of these struggling students, another important piece of legjdlai
Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA, 2004), stipulates these same studente ae
educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE). This means that theljuasatesl
with their general education peers to the greatest extent possible. Iwotlsr each
year NCLB requires a higher percentage of these students must perform orrtoclos
grade level, while at the same time, IDEA requires learning take pltdtéess
specialized instruction and in the same setting.

While NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004) are federally mandated, each state is
charged with the responsibility of devising a plan that will bring the ataddocal
districts into compliance by 2014, when all students are expected to “meedefiaed
standards of academic performance” (O'Connor & Williams, 2006, p. 2). Georgia has

responded to the combined effect of NCLB and IDEA by developing the State



Performance Plan. In 1999, the Georgia Division for Exceptional Students in
collaboration with various agencies developed and published Performance Goals for
Students with Disabilities. The 10 performance goals evolved into four gohl4 6vit
indicators. Two of these indicators are pivotal to this study. Indicator 9 stateslibals
should “increase the percentage of time students with disabilities recersetios in

the general education setting with appropriate supports and accommodations” and
Indicator 10 requires that schools “increase the performance of students withtigisabi
on statewide assessments when given appropriate accommodations” (Georgia
Department of Education, 2007, p. 1). According to the guidelines set forth in this
document, the amount of time SWD spend in the general education classroom, as well a
the percentage of these students meeting proficiency on Georgiaso@riReferenced
Competency Test (CRCT), must increase each year.

Meeting the stipulations of NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004) is a challenge for
educators and administrators in the K-12 context (Handler, 2006). Both acts have the
same goal — increased student achievement — but changes are required dat thibe
realized. Students who are currently noted as having disabilities were idefatifie
special education testing because they were failing to meet gradexipeeiations.

Once identified as having a disability, these students were provided with an
Individualized Education Plan (IEP). These plans address student weaknesses and
provide accommodations so students can participate fully in day-to-day assigaments

well as on state and district-wide assessments. Accommodations servelkdhte
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playing field so that the test measures what a student knows and can do and nattthe effe
of the child’s disability” (Cortiella, 2006, p. 14).

In addition to accommodations, IEP committees address setting. Previously the
students were placed in smaller settings with teachers trained to deéealigpd
instruction. Now however, these same students are being placed back in the general
education classrooms and expected to perform up to grade level expectatiorie@inder
premise that exposure to the rigorous, grade level curriculum will bemeit t
academically. The reasoning is that, because they are educated ittitigs they will be
more likely to score in the “meets expectations” range on state andtdistiec
assessments (IDEA, 2004, 20 USC 1400-1402, sec 682(5)(a)(i)). However, according to
Guisbond and Neill (2007), “Research refutes the assumption that low achievingsstudent
are motivated to work harder and learn more in a high-stakes context. On theycontrar
low achieving students are most likely to become discouraged and give up in that
environment” (p. 14).

NCLB (2002) does not merely suggest all students meet “minimum proficiency
on challenging State academic achievement standards and stateiaesdessments”
(20 USC 6301. sec 1001), it requires that they meet the standard. Data from annual
statewide assessments are to be used to drive instruction and measure edsh school
progress. If the school can demonstrate to the state through data that it is regldgg s
significant progress in academic achievement for all students, the schaidlts siake
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). When a school fails to make AYP it is plackd on t

state’s Needs to Improve List. Relegation to this list can mean sanciorective
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action, and possible restructuring (NCLB, 2002). NCLB seeks to “close theaciant

gap between groups of students that historically perform poorly and their higher
performing peers” by including the test scores of subgroups such as SWDIgortie
2006, p. 9). Because NCLB includes SWD in the AYP formula, a disability label can no
longer be used as an explanation for the reason a student failed to meet gtade leve
expectations.

As required by IDEA (2004), Individual Education Plan (IEP) teams have
increased the rate at which they place SWD in the general educationartagsstead of
removing the students to a separate setting. The Georgia Department didatsiSsate
Performance Plan for exceptional students dictates an increase in thegoeraén
“students with disabilities who receive their instruction in the generalagidn setting
with appropriate supports and accommodations” (Georgia Department of Education,
2008, p. 1). This percentage increases each year. At the research site Sh¢ded
with their typically achieving peers in the general education classrooarder to meet
the demands of IDEA. Teachers are working to discover ways to help them achieve to
satisfy the intent of NCLB and the State Performance Plan.

Motivation is a catalyst for achievement (Atkinson & Feather, 1966). However,
according to Deci and Flaste (1995), teachers cannot motivate students; orotivast
come from within. If students are not motivated from within, teachers should have a
strategy to help. Can teachers affect motivation? This study seeks to detén@achers
can employ specific teaching strategies that will create the envirdinmehich students

will become motivated to achieve.



Problem Statement

According to the Georgia Department of Education State Performance3dAan (
DOE SPP), coteaching and inclusion are the service models reserved to meeddlté nee
SWD in the general education classroom (2008). The coteaching model provides students
support from both the special education teacher and the general education teacher. The
inclusion model affords the services, often through a paraprofessional and
accommodations, before the student is removed from the classroom (GA DOE SPP,
Frequently Asked Questions).

The push to have all students, even SWD, master grade level standards has
reached an apex at this southeast Georgia school. Administrators, teauherg@ort
staff are studying all areas of instruction and curriculum carefudlgiring teams meet
regularly to analyze student data and work samples. These teams scfoitmete/e and
summative assessment data and use the information to diagnose and pres@ihi acad
treatments for students who struggle. As required by the school’s improvement plan,
Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) are unpacked by grade level asbyellibject
level teams in an attempt to understand the standards and how best to communicate them
to students. Despite great strides in these areas, some students continaecorfdihg
to the school’'s disaggregated data. A perceived lack of motivation on the part of SWD is
one area the professionals have not yet been able to overcome.

It remains a struggle to balance what is best for individual students with the
demands of state and federal laws. Research suggests that education iardde gen

classroom is best for students (Peetsma, Vergeer, Roeleveld, & Kar§i&nR2a,
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McLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002). Considering students individually, rather than as
a statistic to be achieved in order to meet a State Performance Plaromdivatild be
the norm. NCLB and IDEA, though different, complement each other in that they both
focus on increased student achievement (Handler, 2006). NCLB mandates that this
achievement is to be measured through standardized test scores. The problera with thi
mandate lies in the fact that “standardized test scores offer nothing raorentdgpshots,
often fuzzy ones, of student achievement at a single moment in time” (Guisbond,& Nei
2007, p. 13). Helping each student become motivated to do his or her best, regardless of
the setting or the assignment, will serve two purposes. It will ashisplscand local
school systems in being accountable for student progress. More importantlygivevil
students the desire to achieve, an attribute needed to be more successful in any
environment.

Inclusion for SWD is here to stay for the immediate future (Georgia Deeatt
of Education, 2007; IDEA, 2004). Understanding what drives these students will help this
researcher and other educators ensure that these students are successhanMore t
simply an opportunity for an education, SWD need hope and the belief that they are
capable (Saphier, 2005).

Unfortunately, the way in which the current legislation is being applied in

many schools is depriving students of hope. Students who have struggled

in the past recognize that the bar is being raised higher and higher and

ultimately conclude that school does not offer them a place of success and

affirmation. (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Karhanek, 2004, p. 11)

NCLB (2002) and the IDEA (2004), the legislation driving this practice, will not

change in the near future, nor will academic content and achievementdsandar
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However, educators can adapt their practice. This researcher wished to #xplore
change in teacher practice will have a positive effect on intrinsic motivatii@\V¥D in
the general education classroom. Can educators change their practice in suchaa way t
the student is intrinsically motivated to learn?

A review of the literature verified that much has been written about motivation,
academic achievement, and SWD. Literature concerning motivation and thdistyugg
student is available (Daniel & King, 2001; DuFour et al., 2004; Garcia & de Caso, 2004;
Grolnick & Ryan, 1990; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003) as is literature arguing the best
place for SWD to be served (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994; Hockenbury, Kauffman, & Hallahan,
2000; Marston, 1996). In addition to the literature addressing motivation and the
struggling learner, a small number of research articles examininglgti@mship
between motivational intervention and the intrinsic motivation of SWD was located
(Garcia & de Caso, 2004; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Margolis & McCabe, 2003;
Schunk, 2003).

Several authors have presented suggestions for teacher practice in resent yea
(Boscolo & Gelati, 2008; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Margolis & McCabe, 2003;
McCabe, 2006). Still others such as Garcia and de Caso (2004), Schunk (2003), and
Kozminsky and Kozminscy (2002) have offered research on the issue. Howeer, ther
were no articles or research located which specifically addresseditheg of teachers
to affect the environment of SWD thus increasing intrinsic motivation. The caseain
conjunction with librarians from Walden University, conducted a search of several

databases including ERIC, Education Research Complete, Academic Seanatr Fand
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SAGE Journals. Key words used in the searches included disabilities, disorders,
motivation, self-efficacy, environment, professional development, inclusive schadls
mainstreaming. Through these searchers however, five additionalsawtele located
which added to the understanding of different components of the issue. These articles
were summarized in the literature review in section 2 of this study.

This gap in the literature warrants an examination of a possible link between
teacher training, teacher practice, and intrinsic motivation of students muggletl in
the general education classroom, but who are now expected to achieve in this challenging
environment. The theoretical works of Bandura (1986) and Atkinson (Atkinson &
Feather, 1966) are similar as both posit the supposition that students will befalidfcess
they believe they are capable of succeeding. The standards nor the lalhawjke, but
perhaps the environment can change.

The Individuals with Disabilities Act demands that students with disabilities
receive service in the least restrictive environment possible (IDEA, 2004hebgeneral
education setting is only “least restrictive” if students are as mativéteot more so, to
achieve as they would be in a pullout, resource setting. Like all students, stuidents w
disabilities should have the opportunity to be educated in the setting most conducive to
learning. The aim of this study is to determine if training for generalatidun teachers in
specific strategies that are grounded in motivational theory and the subsequent

implementation of these strategies can have an impact on student motivation.



Nature of the Study

The sequential explanatory mixed methods study was designed to answer two
research questions, one quantitative in nature and a second question that requires
gualitative methods. The rationale for doing a mixed methods study instead of one that
was strictly quantitative study is the premise that the qualitative phihseldvboth
“breadth and scope” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) to the quantitative results. The study
followed a QUAN/QUAL sequence. First, the Children’s Academic IntiMotivation
Inventory (CAIMI) was used to measure the intrinsic motivation of SWD befwdeafter
teachers implemented motivational intervention strategies they tegrt@ining Then, a
focus group interview was held with the teacher participants to gain the voice of the

practitioner and to provide data to explain the results from the quantitative phase.

Research Questions/Hypothesis

Research Question 1: Will teacher training in motivational strategeshe
subsequent implementation of these strategies have a significant effeetiotminsic
motivation of SWD in the general education classroom?

Hol: Teacher training in motivational strategies and the subsequent
implementation of these strategies will have no significant effect on tinesint
motivation of SWD in the general education classroom.

Hal: Teacher training in motivational strategies and the subsequent
implementation of these strategies will have a significant effect on tivesiatr

motivation of SWD in the general education classroom.
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Variables as identified in the null hypothesis included teacherrigaini
motivational strategies and the subsequent implementation of theseias$rateg
(independent variable) and intrinsic motivation as measured by the CAIMin@=me
variable).

Research Question 2: How do teachers perceive the relationship betwéen teac
training in motivational intervention strategies, teacher practice, and lgiviatrinsic
motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms?

Anticipated findings: Teachers will experience a change in practice and notice
higher levels of intrinsic motivation in SWD after implementing straggresented in

training.

Population/Sample

The setting for the study was an elementary school in southeast Geotge. In
school system there were 694 SWD being served in inclusive classrooms for most of the
day during the 2007-08 school year. A sample of n = 8 students in the Grade 4, and n =
10 students in Grade 5 were invited to participate. This sample of n = 18 students
constituted all SWD in the fourth and fifth grades participating in the generaitextuc
setting for 100% of their school day.

Throughout the school system, 41 general education teachers taught these
students in inclusive classrooms. A sample of n = 9 general education teagteers w

asked to participate in the study. Since Grades 4 and 5 at the researchesite wer
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departmentalized, all of the teachers taught all of the students with disslgéich day.

Of the nine teachers, 5 taugtft grade and 4 taughf'grade.

Method

There are numerous models of mixed methods research. Tashakkori and Teddlie
(2003) stated the model chosen depends on the purpose of the question. They went on to
say “when the purpose is complex (as it often is), it is necessary to haveenultipl
guestions, and this frequently necessitates the use of mixed methods” (p. 169). This
researcher chose a mixed methods strategy because she desired tonahither sémsons
behind statistical data garnered from a pretest posttest design. The broad puapgse of
research is to collect data to answer a research question. The real puthessdy
however is why the question was chosen. This study was pursued as actiom researc
because the researcher wished to learn if there was anything teachédocto help
struggling students want to learn. The sequence and type of data gatliecefbca
sequential explanatory study because the qualitative data was to be useditotie&pl

statistical evidence gained during the initial quantitative phase.

Data Collection

During the quantitative phase of the study data were collected using the
Children’s Academic Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (CAIMI; Gottfried, ¥)8The
initial administration provided baseline data for the students’ level of&ntrmotivation

in the General subcategory, which measures academic intrinsic nootiragieneral
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rather than subject specific areas. The teacher participants then took paaiohes
based training in intervention strategies and implemented these sisatetiie
classroom. A follow-up administration of the CAIMI provided data on the effect of the
implementation of the strategies on the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the@tess
Norm referenced scale scores from the CAIMI provided the raw data needealstarene
change in intrinsic motivation.

The qualitative phase of the study involved a focus group interview with the
general education teachers, which was facilitated by a researstaas This phase of
the study provided data on any changes in teacher practice resultindpé&amervention
training and implementation, but most importantly, it helped to explain the quantitative
results. The focus group interview was coded and analyzed using a typologgyystéat

complete discussion of design, setting, and sample is included in Section 3.

Data Analysis

In the first phase of the study, SPSS software was used to analyze the@tjuanti
data obtained from the CAIMI. The repeated meaguiest was used since the same
group of students was tested before and after the motivational interventiogiatratere
implemented. The CAIMI was administered before and after teachengand
subsequent implementation of intrinsic motivational strategies. Data fi@mitial
administration were used as a baseline ant-tbst was employed to determine if there

was a significant difference after the treatment.
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Typological analysis was used to explore the data gained during the ouealitat
phase of the study. The typologies were developed during the writing of the guiding
guestions for the focus group interview. Once completed, the interview was transcribed
and the researcher read the data three times. With each reading eleenerusior-
coded based on the predetermined typologies and summary sheets wetle Thest
summary sheets aided in the identification of themes and patterns in the data.

Finally, the data were integrated. Fundamental to the sequential explanatory
mixed methods design is the use of one qualitative data to explain the qualitatitee res
The researcher used a focus group interview to help explain the CAIMI resultsand al

to add the voice of the practitioner to the results.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this sequential explanatory research study is twofold. Inarder t
address the problem set forth in Section 1, the researcher needed to answer two questions.
First, the quantitative portion of the study was designed to discover if teeaharg and
implementation in motivational strategies would have a positive effect on timsimt
motivation of SWD included in the general education classroom.

Currently, educators and administrators in Georgia are left with no chdite b
include SWD in the general education classroom in increasing degrees (Georgia
Department of Education, 2007; IDEA, 2004). While the evidence appears to suggest that
inclusion has a positive effect on the academic achievement of SWD (Chiaiglen,

Cade, & Baker-Kroczynski, 2002; Peetsma et al., 2001; Rea et al., 2002; Saint-Laurent e
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al., 1998) other research indicates that effects are mixed (Daniel & Ki@g) ar
negative (Marston, 1996). Additional factors such as motivation, behavior, type of
classroom, and subject matter may or may not have an impact on achievement for SWD
in the general education environment. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) stated these
students, many of whom are not confident in their academic ability, are hkelyetti
give up in this challenging environment. In contrast, they state students who b&dgve
have the ability to successfully complete a task are “much more likely to biively
engaged” (p. 130). Deci and Flaste (1995) stated teachers cannot motivatedieetsst
because motivation must come from within. This study was undertaken because the
researcher wishes to determine if teachers can create an environmentistuwtiénts
will motivate themselves.

Secondly, the qualitative aspect was implemented to explore the teachers’
perceptions of the relationship between teacher training in motivational imierve
strategies, teacher practice, and the intrinsic motivation of SWD in inelalsissrooms.
According to Dantonio (2001), mandated training for teachers may inspire public
confidence, but true professional development will begin on a teacher-to-teasisesid
teachers identify their own needs. “It is teacher sponsored and teacher driven” (p. 12).
The researcher and the teachers of the students in question have voiced concerns about
the lack of engagement for SWD in an academic setting. These educators “are
responsible for determining, developing, and refining their own teaching piicfjic
12). Because this is an area of great concern to the educators, the training sbthuid res

new ways of teaching and have a greater impact on day-to-day practice.
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Theoretical Framework

The connection between intrinsic motivation and the achievement of SWD in the
general education classroom in this study is situated in two theories:hdrorg aind
social cognitive theory. The drive theory of John Atkinson (Atkinson & Feather, 1966)
suggests two drives compete in every individual: the drive to succeed and the drive to
avoid failure. Though the two drives operate simultaneously, one will win out over the
other, thus becoming habitual behavior; this predominant drive will influence attitude
motivation whenever challenges are faced (Marzano, 2003). Since motivation is a
catalyst for achievement, achievement will either suffer or be baldteised on which
drive is predominant: success oriented or failure avoidant (Atkinson & Feather, 1966).
SWD included in the general education classroom will face many chediebgsed on
the drive theory, these studemtsl be motivated. The obligation of the teacher is to
ensure that the motivation to succeed supersedes the motivation to avoid failure when
faced with challenging material.

At the core of Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory is self-efficacighnk
defined as an individual’s belief in his or her ability to succeed at a given taskélief
will determine motivation to attempt that task. “Because unless people belietieeiha
actions can produce the outcomes they desire, they have little incentive tooact or t
persevere in the face of difficulties” (Pajares, 2002, para. 14). Bandurarateanat
motivation to attempt a task is more rooted in what individual’s believe theppable
of doing than in their actual capabilities. According to Bandura, these seHeaffbeliefs

will affect the choices students make and their behavior toward challpagademic
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tasks as well as other aspects of human functioning. Students with a historyesésucc
then, will act on the belief that they are capable when contemplating engageae
challenging task and behave accordingly. Conversely, students accustomkoieoidi
not be motivated to attempt challenging tasks since the outcome may be undesirable

According to Pajares (2002), Bandura assumed self-efficacy belfiefsnce
individuals’ motivation to attempt a task. In addition, these beliefs determine thenm
of effort spent on an activity, perseverance when confronting obstaclebacksgtand
resilience when faced with difficult circumstances. All of thesestraite needed for the
successful completion of challenging tasks. In addition, self-efficdmfowill
influence “thought patterns and emotional reactions” (p. 140). High self-effiadicy
produce feelings of competence and calmness, but low self-efficacy vdliggdeelings
of ineptness and anxiety. These feelings will determine the individual’s carfdegk
difficulty and his or her competence to complete the task. In terms of studentayitfiose
high self-efficacy will look at difficult tasks as challenges to be overceovhée students
with low self-efficacy will look at challenging tasks as situations tovoédad (Bandura,
1986; Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli, 2003).

There are those however, who take issue with Bandura’s theory. While Marzill
and Eastman (1984) agree with Bandura’s tenet that one’s belief in his orlitytabi
complete a task has great influence on the decision to engage in the task, tteliatate
outcome considerations are an equally determining factor. In response to&Bamauk
they stated,

Since human activity can be seen as a continuous interchange between
behavior and environmental response (outcome), any assessment about



17

how well one is going to perform a particular activity must take into

account not only one’s estimation of competence but also an assessment of

what likely outcomes may occur. (p. 259)

Marzillier and Eastman concluded by stating that the focus must not only be on the
person’s perceptions of competence (self-efficacy) but also on their perceigetheudf
the given task. “Distorted perceptions about the magnitude of the task...or the likely
consequences of action...will be as important as their assessment of satfy&ffx

262).

More recently, Deci and Flaste (1995) stated that while perceived cardiden
important it is not enough. They posit that in addition to self-efficacy people need to fe
autonomous. They must feel that they are being supported, not manipulated. They add,
“Gaining competence alone is not enough. To be a competent pawn, to be effective but
not to feel truly volitional and self-determined at the activity you can do spdeels not
promote intrinsic motivation and general well-being” (p. 70).

Finally, although Meichenbaum (1990) expressed admiration for Bandura’s
scholarship and depth of knowledge, he also urged caution. Speaking of BaSduaral's
Foundations of Thought and Acti¢h986), Meichenbaum reported it “surprising to find
his discussion of the nature of social foundations of thought and action to be somewhat
narrow” (p. 99). He urged Bandura to consider the works of other theorists in the field.

Every theory has its caveats, thus the descriptor “theory.” Despite tls,criti
Bandura’s theory has “provided psychology with a model that portrays people as both

products and producers of their own environments” (Simon, 2001, p. 34). In addition,



18
many psychologists still use the theory as a basis for clinical work andessunt
researchers situate their studies in his work.

The work of both theorists indicates that students tend to pursue tasks they feel
capable of achieving (Atkinson & Feather, 1966; Bandura et al., 2003). Between NCLB
and IDEA, SWD are expected to achieve academically in all areas, incthdsgthe
educational system has already identified as areas of significaknessa Special
education placement committees agreed the students could not learn in spedfic are
without specialized instruction. Therefore, in conjunction with parents, the tesagmele
a course of study to remediate and close the gap. This specialized coursg oftstud
required a separate setting. Due to current legislation, these studemis/dreing
returned to the environment they found frustrating and failure ridden. Within this
environment, they are expected to accomplish the same challenging tasksrak gen
education students with less or even no time in a setting that is conducive to theiglearni
needs. Frustration increases and the student’s belief in his or her abittydeea
plummets. High self-efficacy is needed in order to persevere when fatechaitenges
(Bandura et al., 2003). On the other hand, low self-efficacy leads to avoidance and
anxiety, which is perceived as a lack of motivation. Like general education student
SWD are motivated either to succeed or to avoid failure (Atkinson & Feather, 1966).
That motivation, according to Bandura (1986), will be steeped in the student’s self-
efficacy, which determines whether the student engages in a task or avaaiskthe

(Atkinson & Feather).
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Writing on Atkinson’s drive theory, Marzano (2003) stated that either the success
oriented or failure avoidant behavior will become predominant over time. Teachers
cannot motivate students (Deci & Flaste, 1995), but they may be able to employ
strategies or develop relationships that will create an environment in whagngt with
disabilities become intrinsically motivated to achieve. Doing so may chheg®trse of
students’ academic careers. According to Marzano, when students engagesaverpe
in academic tasks, it is more likely that academic achievement wiaser Increased
achievement will lead to higher self-efficacy, which will lead to more esmgagt. Based
on Atkinson’s theory, this increased achievement and higher self-effichdgad to
success oriented behavior (1966). The more a student succeeds, the more likady it is t
success-oriented behavior will become predominate. Thus, the self-defeateng/itly
be broken.

Studies situated in drive theory and self-efficacy have been conducted on
typically functioning and struggling learners. Two research artibkgsspecifically
targeted the motivation of SWD were found by this researcher (Garcia &ste 2004,
Lackaye & Margalit, 2006). Garcia and de Caso (2004) studied the impact afdraini
students in several motivational strategies including self-efficacyedfidsteem and the
impact of that training on the writing of sixth-grade students with leaisapilities.
They found that although positive attitudinal changes resulted from the irmtrubtere
was no evidence that the training led to intrinsic motivation in the area aigviiihile
the study did focus on motivational intervention, it did not address the issue of SWD

struggling to achieve in the general education classroom. The researclssesisine
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importance of increasing writing ability of students and how attributionalggsacould
affect their writing, but they did not suggest implications for further study.

Another study conducted in Israel compared achievement effort and self-
perceptions between students with and without learning disabilities (Lackishsrdalit,
2006). The seventh-grade students attended general education classesaftteersse
confirmed that various factors including academic self-efficacy, wexiqtors of effort
investment for students with learning disabilities. While this study focused denss
with learning disabilities, it did not focus on SWD in general. In addition, the iparis
were older than the elementary aged participants the researcher wishely to st
According to Gottfried, Fleming, and Gottfried (2001), “It may not be easy t@ehan
academic intrinsic motivation in adolescence” therefore, it is importanidg #tis topic
early in a child’s academic career (p. 11).

It should be noted that many articles are available discussing the oferit
teaching motivational strategies to students (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 200@ja\ile.&
McCabe, 2003; McCabe, 2006; Schunk, 2003). In addition, a few studies that focus on
motivation and SWD were found (Margolis & McCabe, 2003; Peetsma et al., 2001).
Research on the impact of intervention in motivational strategies to incnegisation,
and research involving the theories of drive and self-efficacy spelyiffoalSWD is
scant. In-depth reviews of the articles and research mentioned above oandaf

Section 2 of this study.
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Operational Definitions

For the purposes of this study, the following terms are to be understood as
follows:

Extrinsic motivationengaging in an activity expressly because it leads to a
desirable outcome. The outcome itself is usually unrelated to the actieity, [¥72).

Failure avoidanceattempts to avoid failure by engaging in activities that are very
easy or in which success is guaranteed; also involves engaging inexctivitvhich
failure is certain, but the failure can be attributed to the difficulty ofable tather than to
the individual’s effort or ability (Weiner, 1974).

General educationeducational setting for students where achievement in grade
level curriculum is the norm.

Inclusion:“implies that students with disabilities are a part of the overall school
community and should be included in all activities associated with the school” {&eorg
Department of Education, 2007, Frequently Asked Questions, Question 1).

Individual education plan (IEPg legal document that includes the student’s
current level of functioning, measurable and observable goals for eaalf area
educational need, details of specially designed instruction, and any additiated rel
services needed to support the student with a disability (Logsdon, 2007).

Intrinsic motivation:‘the process of doing an activity for its own sake, of doing
an activity for the reward that is inherent in the activity itself” (e€laste, 1995, p.

17).
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Least restrictive environmerthe concept that students with disabilities should be
educated

with children who are nondisabled; and that special classes, separate

schooling or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular

education environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the

disabilities is such that education in regular classes with the use of

supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (IDEA,

2004, 34 C.F.R. 8300.550)

Self-efficacy people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p.
391).

Students with disabilities (SWBtudents who have been identified with a
recognized disability in the state of Georgia. These students have an Igieddsy a
team in the local school based on psychological and academic testing.

Success orientedhe drive to achieve; strive for excellence (Atkinson & Feather,

1966).

Assumptions
There were several assumptions made in regards to this study. Fiest, it w
assumed that the students and teachers involved in this study were repvesehtiad
total population of fourth and fifth grades in the southeast Georgia school system. The
researcher also assumed that students were truthful and capable of responding
appropriately to the CAIMI (Gottfried, 1986). The final two assumptions werghbat
teachers involved in the training fully applied the strategies presented theitraining

and patrticipated openly and honestly in the focus group interview.
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Limitations

The study’s sample was limited to students with disabilities in fourth and fifth
grades and their teachers in one elementary school in southeast Georgiaedokther
cannot be generalized to all grades or all elementary schools. Additjanatly the
teacher participants were co-workers of the researcher for between 3 yatd,5
assumptions may have been made or the researcher may have read into regf@mnses gi
during the focus group interview due to personal knowledge of the participants.,Finally
the student participants in the study were students of the researcher fet atylear.
Although steps were taken to bolster validity and reduce bias, this famibatitgeen the
participants and the researcher must be taken into account when drawing conclusions
from results of the study. Steps taken to reduce bias will be outlined in Sections3 of thi

study.

Delimitations
The mixed methods study took place between February and May 2008 at an
elementary school in southeast Georgia. Fourteen SWD in Grades 4 and 5 along with
their teachers participated in the action research. These studentsdradigivetruction in

the general education classroom setting.

Significance of the Study
It does not matter that the professionals in the field agree or disagree onitee mer

of inclusion; it is clear that for the immediate future full inclusion of SWD irg#reeral
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education setting will continue. What is not clear is how to ensure the succes of thes
students. This study attempted to extend existing knowledge of how to afford these
students the opportunity to move beyond a minimal level of classroom participation and
thrive in a traditional academic setting. Teacher leaders and admarstiathe local,
state, and federal levels can use information on how students become motivated, and how
a lack of motivation may interfere with academic achievement. This infamiday
prove useful in helping to close the achievement gap between students witht@isabili
and their typically achieving general education peers. Federal mandgeiesssNCLB
and the LRE component of IDEA are not optional for SWD; educators must find a way to
help these students achieve their academic potential. The results of this sfudy ma
provide evidence that motivational interventions grounded in self-efficacy and drive
theory generalize to this population and the inclusive setting; if not, policy chavagyes

be in order.

Implications for Social Change
The implications for positive social change include better understanding of
motivation for SWD in inclusive settings for all educators, and increased knowtadge f
K-12 administrators and program developers as they continue to seek ways tchemerge t
requirements of NCLB with IDEA. Most importantly, the study may provideaech-
based strategies for helping SWD succeed in the general education settindasy.
The impact of the implications described in this section can be measured by

analyzing the quantitative and qualitative data garnered through this stude.tki¢hi
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study itself focuses on students in the fourth and fifth grades and their teachers at one
elementary school, the participants represent their counterparts in othesstfttbel
strategies lead to success in this school, perhaps they will work in other sotbels
district, in the state of Georgia, and perhaps in the nation. Helping students to become
“able” as well as knowledgeable is at the core of everyday instruction.

Students will continue to have disabilities. Current legislation and the state’s
responses to that legislation may be out of the hands of individual educators. What
remains within educators’ control is their personal response to the legislatize
analyzed results of this study suggest that strategies may exibt amserve to close
the achievement gap between SWD and their higher achieving peers, then positive socia
change has been realized. The results will add to the body of researablaail the
subject of increasing the motivation of SWD in the general education classrbism. T
research can then serve as a springboard for other teacher researchersgeogftaphic
locations.

Summary

The focus of this study was what teachers could do to foster the intrinsic
motivation of SWD in the general education setting. The rationale for this fesus |
the changing tide of education. State and federal agencies expect aloS\ttidetve at
minimum levels of proficiency regardless of placement and disability. IDEAdtas
changed. Students are still entitled to the support needed to bolster achievement;
however, the way school personnel deliver that support is changing. No longer are the

majority of these special needs students educated in the protective environment of the
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resource room. They spend the majority, if not all, of their day in the generatieduca
classroom struggling with grade level material delivered at the pdbe ofpically
achieving learner. Some manage to keep their heads above water while othersevho hav
the ability to achieve despite the struggle, seem to lack motivation no matter wha
teachers do to bolster their chances of academic success. The prevailiiog duaesst
become, “Is there something teachers can do to make the student care?”

In Section 1 of this study, an introduction and background information were
provided. Also included was the statement of the problem and nature of the study. The
purpose of the study, theoretical framework, introduction to literature surrounding the
problem, and significance of the study were discussed. Delimitations, iomgaand the
scope of the study completed the section.

The remainder of this study includes an additional four sections. Section 2
consists of a review of pertinent literature as it relates to inclusion, asteaeteand
motivation of SWD in the general education classroom. Section 3 outlines the
methodology used to conduct the mixed methods study, as well as the justification for
that methodology. In addition, the criteria for selecting participants wecdispgeand
data collection and analysis were discussed. Section 4 served to present the t&ta and i
analysis, and Section 5 completed the paper with an interpretation of the findings.
Implications for positive social change within the professional educatiomaaity,
researcher reflections, and recommendations for further researchlseceoffered in the

final section.



SECTION 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The literature review that follows consists of pertinent literatureratates to the
research questions and the theoretical framework of this study. It is wachisnany
aspects of the education of SWD including setting and motivation and the effedt of the
roles on the academic achievement of SWD in the general education setiovgrs
intervention strategies for teachers’ use as well as researaw®tirsgs about how these
strategies will effect teacher practice and student motivation. Fiaalgview of
literature on action research and its appropriateness for this study is discusse

The organization of the review is straightforward. The review covers the most
general information first and then concludes with a summary that syrebéisez
literature and its relevance to the topic of study. This synthesis also linketetrance
of the topic to social change and its relationship to educator leadership within the K-12
context and the greater professional education community.

The researcher completed the review using a key word search stiidtegy.
sources included multiple electronic databases and libraries including@B&xT,
Proquest, ERIC, UMI Proquest Dissertation, Education Research Complete, Academ
Search Premiere, SAGE Journals, and GALILEO. Libraries at the Uyef<seorgia,
Georgia Southern University, and Armstrong State College and Univessigyalso
utilized. Key words that proved fruitful included motivation, academic achievement,

special education, elementary/secondary education, inclusive education, msalucti
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strategies, motivational theory, disabilities, and environment. In addition, books that

covered the topic were useful.

Historical Look at Inclusion and Least Restrictive Environment

Special education is still a relatively new field, but it has changed trexaslyd
since its inception just over 3 decades ago. Before PL 94-142, the forerunner of IDEA
many students with disabilities were not identified, and their education sahsdely
of fulltime instruction in the general education setting with no accommodations or
modifications. After the passage of this ground breaking act in November 1975, the
educational placement of these students became a subject of great delgita (Va
Elbaum, Schumm, & Hughes, 1998). Many have weighed in on the merits of full
inclusion (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994), while others insist that special education shoald re
separate and special (Hockenbury et al., 2000).

In 1997, Public Law 105-17, better known as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) made it clear that students with disabilities were ealbeated in
the least restrictive environment (LRE). This meant SWD should be educatetieuit
peers in the general education setting to the greatest extent pdBétilevas
reauthorized in 2004, but the LRE tenet remained intact. Educators continupgie gra
with what LRE should look like and several service models were developed and
prescribed to meet student needs. These models included resource, self-contained, and

separate schools.
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When President George W. Bush and Congress passed the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB, 2002) schools became accountable for ensuring that all studentgmet hi
academic standards. Students in both general and special education would have to meet
the same rigorous standards. No longer could a disability or label be used asdhearea
student failed to make adequate academic gain on grade level standardsulis a res
individual states are striving to ensure that federal guidelines, whichieedustudents
make adequate yearly progress (AYP) are met. In response to thiatiegi Georgia
instituted a plan to ensure students with disabilities receive maximunrtithe general
education classroom with their peers. According to the State PerformancsuBmitted
to the United States Department of Education by the Georgia Department ofiéduca
(2007), the percentage of instructional time SWD receive in the regular educati
classroom must increase each year. The goal for 2008-2009 is that 61% of SWD be
removed from the regular class no more than 21% of the day. This goal will ineeetse
year so that by the 2010-2011 school year, 65% of SWD will be spending 80% or more
of their instructional time in the general education classroom (Geoggarbnent of
Education, 2007).

In addition to these requirements, the plan also stipulates that increasingsiumbe
of students in subgroups make AYP on high-stakes testing. One of these subgroups is
SWD. For the school year 2008-2009, 98.75% of all SWD must patrticipate in regular
state and local high-stakes testing with no accommodations in the area iof readi

language arts, and mathematics (Georgia Department of Education, 2007).eOf thos
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tested, 67% must test proficient in reading and 57.77 % must test proficient in math.
These percentages rise each year.

Even though increasing numbers of these students will remain in general
education classrooms, it does not change the fact that students with disatsktie and
are entitled to, support as specified in their IEP (Hockenbury et al., 2000). Siag@lygpl
the students in the general education classroom is not enough. An examination of the

literature concerning the variables for this study follows.

Academic Achievement of Students With Disabilities in Inclusive i&gsti

Research on academic achievement for SWD in the general education classroom
abounds (Cawley et al., 2002; Daniel & King, 2001; Jennings, 2002; Peetsma et al., 2001,
Saint-Laurent et al., 1998) and the results are polarizing for educatorst @e&2@02).

While some argue that special education should remain separate and spetiahfidry
et al., 2000) others use research to examine the benefits of including SWD in tia gene
education population.

Rea et al. (2002) explored the relationship of academic outcomes for SWD in both
inclusive and pullout settings. They studied 36 eighth-grade students in an inclusive
setting and 22 eighth graders in a pullout setting. The information that resattethe
gualitative and quantitative data indicated that classroom grades for stwitbnts
learning disabilities served in the inclusion model were considerably highéclasaes
than their counterparts who were served in pullout or resource models. Standartlized tes

results were also higher for those students served in the inclusion model. lonaidditi
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increased academic achievement, they found that school attendance was higher among
students served in the inclusion classrooms. The researcher noted that better school
attendance might be an indicator of increased motivation to learn or satisfaitfiohex
school setting. Several reasons for the lower achievement of students in the pullout
models included weak curriculum, lower expectations, and student attitude. They
surmised student attitude suffered from the stigma of being removed from thal gener
education classroom.

Although this study showed positive results in the areas of achievement and
school attendance for SWD in the general education classroom, the pullout students who
did not do as well received resource service at the expense of their eledsesclt is
not known how the students felt about having to forfeit their elective classes to attend
special education resource classes, or if this had any effect on their motigataimeve
in this setting. However, the results of this particular study indicate thasupport,
proper accommodations, and an IEP in place, SWD can achieve in the general education
classroom (Rea et al., 2002).

In 2001, Peetsma et al. published the results of a mixed methods longitudinal
study comparing the cognitive and psychosocial development of students in special and
general education in the Netherlands. They were interested in knowingigiorcin
regular education schools offered students with mild disabilities enhanced Igeessibi
for development. They began with a review of how SWD in the Netherlands have often
been served in separate schools because educators believed that the studeits’ specif

needs could best be met through the expertise of specially trained teaahgrs usi
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specialized materials in a smaller, controlled setting. Their study eatlpdpils from
two different schools. One group was from schools specializing in learning and
behavioral difficulties (LBD), and another from a school with students who had mild
mental retardation (MMR).

At the end of the 4-year study of matched pairs of primary-aged students, they
concluded that students included in the general education schools would do no worse
than their counterparts in the special education schools, and for the most part those
included would excel cognitively beyond their segregated counterparts. Psyiehoso
progress was not as promising. There was no significant progress made irethitearé
years in either program (Peetsma et al., 2001).

This same study also examined the extent of special care for the pupils with
special education needs in the general education setting and its effect on théioraluca
progression. The researchers defined this special care as “the exterdhiachabs
teaching is differentiated according to pupil’s varying needs, the presegpeadlist
help to assist the teacher with pupils who have learning difficulties, and the use of
individual plans” (Peetsma et al., 2001, p. 133). The researchers hypothesized that this
special care would lead to greater progression in cognitive and psychosocial
development. This was found to be true only in the school for students with LBD. More
specialization and differentiation “can even lead to negative outcomes: dgssg¥ in
mathematical skill, poorer school motivation and less self-confidence” (p. 133).

The results of this study support the inclusion of special education students in the

general education setting. Students did make more progress academicatlattihg,
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but psychosocially, the results were not quite as promising. They caution that while
inclusion is better for students in general, some will fare better in the lspeacation
setting. In addition, it would be wise to pay close attention to the psychosocial
development of students with LBD and MMR when placing them in the inclusive setting
(Peetsma et al., 2001).

Cawley et al. (2002) published the results of a quantitative school-based project
designed to investigate the inclusion of 114 junior high students. Of the 114, 27 were
students with serious emotional or learning disabilities. They were groupegeaials
education classes by grade rather than by disability. The students wetdedniclu
general education classes, one Grade 7 and one Grade 8. The project examined the
academic achievement of the students as well as their behavior. Thehesea
concluded that the number of SWD was proportionately equal to the number of general
education students passing the exam. Their data showed that the behavior of SWD was
not an issue in the class and did not negatively affect either the generaledstatents
or the academic achievement of either group. The academic success of SWD was
comparable to those students in general education. The results of theirtstielyged
the results of previous studies focusing on academic achievement and behavior of SWD
in the general education classroom. The context of this study was a stasscean
where students were involved in hands-on learning. Therefore, the results of this stud
may not generalize to other settings such as reading and language, nemohtgpically

hands-on, participatory settings.
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On the other hand, Daniel and King'’s (2001) quasi-experimental study provided
evidence that the results of the effects of inclusion on achievement are nheed. T
researchers studied the effects of inclusion on academic achievement anssoteer i
related to inclusion on 12 classrooms. Group 1 consisted of 68 students from four
noninclusive classrooms, Group 2 included 34 students from two clustered inclusion
classrooms, and Group 3 included 105 students from six random inclusion classrooms. In
the matter of achievement, the quantitative evidence did not suggest a relitdste qgfat
gain or loss. While some students showed gains in achievement, others displayed
behavioral difficulties.

This study also revealed that due to an increase of behavioral issues in the
inclusion classrooms, the teachers were required to spend more time on discipline
causing instruction time to diminish. This decrease in instructional timénaveeybeen
the reason for inconsistent achievement results. In addition, their resultgeddself-
esteem was lower in the inclusion classrooms, which may also have hampered@academ
achievement. Although motivation is not specifically mentioned in the article, the
researchers pointed out students in inclusive settings receive benefits. Tiedige be
include an environment that bolsters self-esteem, compassionate educators, and
supportive peers. Any one of which could be a powerful force for enhancing the self-
esteem of students (Daniel & King, 2001).

Many arguments for and against inclusion based on academic achievewgent ha
been found, but only one research study found by this researcher clearly shows negative

results. Using two separate studies, Marston’s (1996) longitudinal restadgh
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investigated inclusion, pullout, and a combination of the two models and the effects of
these models on academic achievement. The first study involved a questionnavasthat
mailed to 152 elementary and 63 secondary special education resource teachers. The
guestionnaire asked about the number of students served with IEPs, the amount of time
they were served per week, whether or not there was an inclusion program at the school
and how long it had been in place. Only 61 elementary teachers and 19 secondary
teachers returned the survey. In the second study, Marston’s focus was on reading
improvement among elementary students. He measured the performance of 240 students
from all three models with IEP reading goals.

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed that of the three models, the
inclusion-only model showed the lowest rating, while the combination of inclusion and
pullout, received the highest. Marston’s research concluded that the full continuum of
services must be exercised for SWD so that each student may get what he odshe nee
bolster their chances of academic success. While this is true in theory,nbirelways
work in practice, given the shortage of personnel in some schools and the push from
federal and state regulations to maximize the time these studentsladedhin the
general education classrooms (Georgia Department of Education , 2007; IDEA, 2004,
NCLB, 2002).

Most evidence appears to suggest that inclusion has a positive effect on the
academic achievement of SWD (Cawley et al., 2002; Peetsma et al., 2001aRea et
2002; Saint-Laurent et al., 1998). Other research indicates that effectxade (Dianiel

& King, 2001) or negative (Marston, 1996). Various factors such as motivation, behavior
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type of classroom, and subject matter may have an impact on achievementfon SW

the general education environment.

The Role of Motivation on Academic Achievement

Motivation is a complicated construct, and much has been written about the
important role of motivation on academic achievement (Atkinson & Feather, 1966;
Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Covington & Beery, 1976; Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 2001;
Grolnick & Ryan, 1990; Ryan & Deci, 2000b; Saphier, 2005; Stiller & Ryan, 1992).
Most of the research on motivation and student achievement was completed between
1970 and the early 1990s.

Deci (1971) disrupted traditional practice in education when he published his
initial work on the negative effect of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivatibmtyl
years after the initial publication, Deci et al. (2001) examined the issure &bair meta-
analysis of 128 experiments clearly showed that extrinsic rewards undeimimesic
motivation. The majority of teachers in most schools use extrinsic motivattrasuc
honor roll, good citizenship awards, stickers, verbal praise, pencils, and good notes home
in order to motivate students. Deci’s analysis of the research found the rewands to ha
the opposite effect. He and his colleagues stated the very act of rewardiciggiaim
undermined intrinsic motivation. They found that the effect was particularly sivong
young children. Their work indicated that motivational factors are at the foonad

such variables as adjustment, self-efficacy, self-regulation, andeangag These
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variables are important predictors of academic engagement, which &l éoustudent
achievement.

Self-efficacy, which is the extent to which a student believes he or she has the
ability to complete a task at a certain level of competence was posik¢drgglis and
McCabe (2003) to be a key factor in improving the motivation of struggling Isarfiee
authors stated that many struggling learners avoid academics bectheseamfstant
struggle; they do not engage in academic tasks because of their experiarfaedum.

They simply do not perceive that they are capable of success. This leads failue

and more avoidance (Marzano, 2003). Margolis and McCabe stated the cure for low self-
efficacy requires that teachers “recognize that low self-effiaopt an immutable,

global trait. Rather, it is a modifiable, task-specific set of beligfs168).

The authors provided a prescription for increasing self-efficacy for stngggli
students. This treatment included linking new work to recent successes, ofkgliog e
instruction in learning strategies, providing a collection of learning gtestérom which
the students can choose, teaching them to attribute success to effort, aimg) &s$hs
creation of goals that are personally significant. They assert stwdériteen be more
motivated to learn and will consequently become more successful learrmego(is &
McCabe, 2003).

A portion of a study by Peetsma et al. (2001) touched on motivation and SWD in
inclusive settings. They found that in addition to learning difficulties, SWD also
encounter problems with attention and motivation. The authors noted the vicious cycle of

learning difficulties and motivation; motivation to face challengingemal is lacking
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due to learning difficulties resulting in negative learning experiencesatithors
concluded with a call for explicit instruction in motivation and self-imagé&ivD.

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) published an article on the role self-efficacy
beliefs play in student engagement and classroom learning. They stateidntStelf-
efficacy is inherently changeable and sensitive to contextual featuresatdseeom”
(p. 136). Drawing on the literature of the past 20 years, they suggested teachease
a great impact on students’ self-efficacy, which in turn will increasagamgent and

achievement.

Increasing Intrinsic Motivation

Kozminscy and Kozminsky (2002) specifically addressed increasing the
motivation of students through student teacher dialogue. They based the practice on
Weiner’s attribution theory. They stated student’s motivation would increasetivye
learned to attribute their academic achievements “to their own educatftored and to
the appropriate application of learning strategies they practice” (p. 89).

The process began when each student was asked to complete a dialogue page. The
instructions required the students to describe one event that was perceivadcaess s
and one that was perceived as a failure. They were then asked to answertibesques
“Why did | succeed?” and “Why didn’t | succeed” in response to the events. Thetea
responded in writing with personalized comments and then the papers weralregurne

the students. At this point, the students responded to the teacher's comments and one



39
week later the papers were returned to the students who then wrote an explanation of how
they had used the teacher’s feedback.

The teachers participated in in-service training held once a week. Itedclud
training in attribution principles and how to apply them in the context of the study. Using
the student’s response pages, they engaged in dialogue to increase theirndgidgrsta
and quality of feedback for the students.

The authors concluded by stating that the process did increase the likelihood of
students attributing academic outcomes to controllable factors. They a¢xbthttthe
change occurred over the period of one year. They pointed out that it was vital that the
teachers examined their own causal beliefs, allowing them to be reshaped inéiss.proc

Linnenbrink and Pintrich’s (2003) study on the role of self-efficacy on student
engagement and achievement included suggestions aimed at affecting motivation. The
authors discussed how self-efficacy may be bolstered in three areas: béhaviora
cognitive, and engagement. They list and expound on four implications for classroom
practice. These include

1. Helping the students maintain relatively high but accurate self-effixefs.

2. Providing students with challenging academic tasks that most students can
reach with effort.

3. Fostering the belief that competence or ability is a changeable, contralablet
of development.

4. Promoting students’ domain specific self-efficacy beliefs rather tlodalg

self-esteem (pp. 134-135).
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This article did not address a specific grade level, subject area, groudeftst
or environment. The implications for practice were offered as researetl-pasciples
which, when implemented by teachers, may increase self-efficacy, theasimgy
motivation, engagement, and finally achievement.

Garcia and de Caso (2004) completed a study specifically addressing ronélvati
intervention and achievement for SWD. Their research provides evidence foicspecif
intervention in motivational strategies in the classroom. Their sample @sheist27
fifth- and sixth-grade students with low achievement and/or learning digshilising a
pretest-posttest design, the control group received standard instructionh&hile t
experimental group received instruction in the writing process as welir@adran
motivation towards writing. Their results showed that the control group’s attitomtasc
the writing process decreased, while the attitudes of the experimentpligcreased
significantly. Even so, their motivation towards writing did not increase. Thagierd
the results by stating that emotion is a significant variable in motivatoyrwifiting or
motivation to increase, the material had to do two things: make sense and increase
interest cognitively and emotionally. They also concurred with Gottftiedl €001)
when they stated that after the age of 12, motivation is somewhat stable.

While their study relates to the study at hand, it focused only on writing and olde
students. Garcia and de Caso (2004) believe, as do Gottfried et al. (2001), thatanotiva
should be affected prior to age 12. Another concern is that the specific motivational
strategies used may have been inappropriate for this group or may not have been

instituted for an adequate amount of time.
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More recently, Boscolo and Gelati (2008) offered suggestions for increasing the
motivation to write for students with learning disabilities. These suggesteresoffered
primarily to the teachers of primary-aged students. Their stated go&d imgygest
instructional activities through which struggling writers can progrelsrealize that
writing makes sense and that they can do it” (p. 72).The suggestions are broken down
into three categories: the writing task, the writer, and the writing envinanieough
they refer to no theory in their article, the authors do state one of the components
impeding motivation to write is the student’s belief that he or she does not have the
ability to write. This component is related to the self-efficacy theoryaoidBra (1986).
Despite the mounting research on the role of setting on academic achievament f

SWD, little research has been found connecting the motivation of these tim¢hesion
in the general education classroom. Gaps between these studies and thatagyenrte
noted. Kozminsky and Kozminsky’s (2002) work was anchored in Weiner’s attribution
theory rather than the theories of Bandura (1986) and Atkinson (1966). In addition, it was
based on the intervention’s use with students in Grade 5 through Grade 10 and students
who were typically achieving as well as some who had learning disahiisiesd of
younger students and students with a full array of SWD. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003)
offered suggestions for educators based on reviews of research. Like thestudgnt
these suggestions were not offered to address the needs of a specificvgladabgect
area, group of students, or environment. The authors did not write the article to present
findings from teacher training, the implications for practice were simfdéyed as

research-based principles which, when implemented by teachers, magemsed-
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efficacy, thus increasing motivation, engagement, and finally achieve@emia and de
Caso’s (2004) research focused on students older than the students in the study, studying
only those with learning disabilities and only the area of writing. Boscolo aradi Gel
(2008) presented strategies with the goal of increasing the motivation toowrite f
students with learning disabilities. While it did hint at Bandura’s selfafficheory and
addressed the learning environment, it focused only on students with learningtidisabil
and the writing process. It also only made suggestions for teachers, but did nthstudy
effect of training the teachers to implement the suggestions.

The current study was created specifically to examine the effecabiae
training in subsequent implementation of strategies that offer promiseatimgran
environment in which SWD would be intrinsically motivated to engage in learning
despite the struggle. It was designed to fill the gaps in the literature,pastitipants
were SWD prior to the age of 12 with a broad range of disabilities who receivwed the
education in the general education classrooms. Teacher training, which wasfoahd i
one of the articles reviewed, was of major importance. The researchedwaslearn if
teacher training in research-based strategies would have an effect arrimggle
environment. Lastly, while most other studies examined motivation through the lens of
specific subjects, this study examined intrinsic motivation for school leamigenieral.

The study added to the body of knowledge provided by researchers such as
Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003), Kozminscy and Kozminsky (2002), and Garcia and de

Caso (2004). Research based strategies posited by Margolis and McCabe (2003) and
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Linnenbrink and Pintrich as well as those posited by Saphier (2005)will be ditiizikee

teacher training.

Action Research

Action research is defined by Mills (2003) as “any systematic inquirghwazied
by teacher researchers...in the teaching/learning environment to gatheraitabor about
how...they teach, and how well their students learn” (p. 5). It is research iedtiga
teachers for the purpose of answering questions about their practice, problents in the
school, or questions about their students. Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2001) described this
model as a search for knowledige-practice as opposed to knowledgfe-and
knowledgein-practice. It is a model based on the assumption that “the knowledge
teachers need to teach well is generated when teachers treat their ewosooiasand
schools as sites for intentional investigation” (p. 48). Dana and Yendol-Silva (2003),
label the practice as teacher inquiry. They stated, “The teacher inquiry emvi@Tuses
on the concerns of teachers (not outside researchers) and engages teachersigmthe de
data collection, and interpretation of data around their question” (p. 4).

Those working on the front lines of the educational system are the practioners of
action research. Its organization is most closely understood as cytlnalre (Hatch,
2002, p. 31). Mills (2003) summarizes the many guidelines and models of action research
that have been put forth, but most models have four areas in common. He provides this
straightforward four-step process:

1. Identify an area of focus.
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2. Collect data.

3. Analyze and interpret data.

4. Develop an action plan (p. 5).

Whether action research is a requirement or it is born of genuine inquiry, the
initial phase is the same. The area of focus must be identified and clarifiedoThe
nature of action research or teacher inquiry, the area of foeusnalering as Dana and
Yendol-Silva (2003) label it, springs from a teacher’s everyday experisrefeastrives
to make sense of “the child, the context, the content, the acts of teaching, and the
teacher’'s own beliefs of dispositions” (p.14). This can be accomplished by making a
statement describing an area of concern (e.g., My students with disalgittnot seem
to be as motivated to achieve in the general education classroom as they tvere in t
resource room.), and then asking a question (e.g., What happens to motivation if teachers
are trained to transform the environment?). The answer to the question will inform
teaching practice.

After the wondering or area of focus is identified, Mills (2003) stated Hubée-
researcher should conduct reconnaissance. This is a systematic look at thefrthtur
problem as it relates to the researcher’s personal situation and atgaeher’'s personal
beliefs. Existing literature on the issue should be reviewed. The reseaaghéndn
alternative ways of looking at the issue or may shed light on practices inldaceay
solve the problem.

The collection of data is the second phase in the action research process. Mills

(2003) stated the question or the nature of the research problem drives the decision about
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which type or types of data to collect and how to collect that data. He goes grihatsa
while neither qualitative nor quantitative methodology is superior, the litersuipports
the use of qualitative methodology when undertaking action research. In most mstance
of qualitative research the data “occurs naturally and are regulagteallby teachers”

(p. 52).

At some point in the process, the information gathered must be analyzed and
summarized. This is Phase 3 of the process. The researcher has embarloeoiray ag
answer a question and the answer to that question lies in the data. Mills (2003) suggested
there is no substitute for immersing oneself in the data. He wrote, “Lytbraly yourself
in what you have. Read and reread, listen and relisten, watch and rewatch. Get to know
intimately what you have collected. Struggle with the nuances and caheataptleties,
the persuasive, the incomplete” (p. 104).

Finally, based on the answers resulting from careful data analysissdaealger
develops an action plan. The scope of the plan will depend on the scope of the problem.
Some assume that the “action” part of action research occurs only aftethallfatts are
in since action planning is in response to the question being researched. Howeser, Mill
(2003) suggested action is ongoing. In the course of their day, teachers naturally
implement the processes of teaching, analyzing, remediating, atiogleaad extending.

These same processes should generalize to action research.
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Summary and Implications for Social Change

Much research in the recent past has covered various aspects of inclusion and
motivation. Since that time, many articles have been written offenatggies based on
what was learned through the research. This review of the literature was oneaptiire
the essence of the research.

The conclusion to date is that the academic and social benefits for studbants wit
disabilities in the general education classroom are mixed. While thesenes empirical
evidence suggesting SWD do achieve more or benefit socially when includedeirth t
general education peers, other research yielded mixed or even negati® eff

Likewise, research conducted to examine the motivation of SWD in the general
education classroom yielded mixed results. Most of this research was caongeteteen
1970 and 1990. Since that time, IDEA and NCLB have changed the way students with
disabilities are served. Each year, increasing numbers of SWD arecbeicafted within
the general education classroom (McLeskey & Henry, 1999).

Most researchers contend that students who believe they can achieve act on that
belief. Self-efficacy, the belief that one has the skills necessary toletena given task
successfully, is needed before students will put forth the effort needed éegucc
(Bandura, 1986). Perhaps a study examining what can be done to create an environment
where students with disabilities will be intrinsically motivated to leBrec{ & Flaste,

1995) will give educators the information and strategies needed to narrow the gap

between students with and without disabilities.



SECTION 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this research study was to study the impact of teacher training
motivational strategies and the subsequent implementation of those stratetjies
intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education setting. The intent oflthjster is
to outline the sequential explanatory methodology chosen to carry out the study. A
justification for the methodology is also included.

Before data collection began, research proposals were submitted to the
Institutional Review Board of Walden University, the Interim Superintendentradds,
and the building principal at the research site. After reviewing the proposatssgien
to conduct research from the Interim Superintendent and the building principal was
granted. The researcher completed revisions required by The InstitiRievialv Board
(IRB) and permission was granted to conduct the study in February 2008. IRB approval
number 03-10-09-0307493 was assigned to the study.

The researcher chose a sequential explanatory mixed methods actiorhresearc
design to carry out the study. This design was most appropriate because thaeesearc
desired to study the effect of teacher training and implementation egséstdesigned
to bolster the intrinsic motivation of SWD through quantitative means, and then explore
the quantitative findings through the eyes of the educator (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).
A focus group interview with the teachers who implemented the strategresl sleis
purpose. The qualitative findings were used to help explain the statistical firfchng

the quantitative phase of the study. The CAIMI (Gottfried, 1986) provided baseline
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guantitative data on the students’ intrinsic motivation (see Appendix A). This raeasur
was chosen for two reasons. First, it targets the age group of students who were
participants in the study. In addition, one of the five hypotheses tested byedattfthe
validity phase of the instrument stated that “academic intrinsic motivatarid be
positively related to children’s perceptions of their academic competéNaetarato,
1988, p. 18). This hypothesis relates to the current study as it ties direaliretfisacy,
one of the two theories in which the study is situated. The CAIMI was re-adrediste
after a period of 9 weeks to determine what effect, if any, the trainshgubsequent
implementation of the strategies had on the intrinsic motivation of the SWD. tNext
researcher used the qualitative data obtained from a focus group discudsithre wit

teachers involved as a means of enriching the quantitative findings.

Research Design and Approach

Action research in the form of a mixed methods study was used to study the effec
of teacher training and subsequent implementation of research-basediomativat
strategies on the levels of intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general edncati
classroom. Mills (2003) defined action research as “any systematic iroquidycted by
teacher researchers...in the teaching/learning environment to gatheratidoriabout
how...they teach, and how well their students learn” (p. 5). Since the study enrerged f
the researcher’s desire to effect change in the context of her studamntiade

environment, action research was a logical choice.
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The research followed a sequential explanatory design. The researchahhose
particular design because the data were collected in two phases. While tjuauolatia
were given priority, qualitative data were gathered as a means dfiagrthe findings
and giving voice to the statistical data (Creswell, 2003). The teachersépivsp on
how training in motivational strategies affected their practice, and thssuthents’
engagement was of profound interest to the researcher.

There are definitive strengths for this mixed methods approach. First, ctear-
cut design and is therefore more easily implemented than other designs. Th&isebe
data collection and data analysis fall into two distinct stages with a sytiekita at
the conclusion (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Lastly, combining quantitative and
gualitative data in one study serve to strengthen results. The researshetenested in
the quantitative data obtained through the administration of the CAIMI. However, there
was an equal interest in the teachers’ perspectives of how the traiotgdftheir
practice and the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education classroom
environment. The information gained from the interview helped to inform the reeearc
about change in teacher practice.

Data collection took place in an elementary school in southeast Georgia. The
initial administration of the CAIMI occurred March 17, 2008. The training for fourth-
and fifth-grade teachers followed on March 19, 2008. The teachers implemented the
strategies for a period of 9 weeks after which the school psychologist cainpiete
follow-up administration of the CAIMI. The data were analyzed using a gheat

measures-test (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005) to compare the mean difference between the
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pre and posttest scores. Finally, a focus group interview was conducted withctier$e
participating in the study and the data were analyzed typologicallgi{H2002).

Quantitative data provided the baseline data on intrinsic motivation. A follow-up
administration of the same instrument measured the possible impact of the
implementation of motivational intervention strategies. Secondary dataforthef a
focus group interview proved useful and enriched “the overall data sets of qualitati
studies” (Hatch, 2002, p. 131). The quantitative and qualitative aspects were idtagrate

the researcher interpreted all data (Creswell, 2003).

Setting and Sample

The research was conducted at an elementary school in southeast Georgia. The
population for the quantitative phase of the study was the 694 special education students
in the school district served in inclusive settings for most of the day during the 2007-2008
school year. For the qualitative phase of the study, the population consisted oftalgme
teachers in the district who taught in inclusive settings. There were 41 teabloers
taught in inclusive settings in the county’s eight elementary schools during the @087
school year. A sample of 18 SWD in the fourth and fifth grades who participated in the
general education setting 100% of the school day at the researcher’'s homevsshool
asked to participate in the study. This sample constitutes all SWD in the fodiftia
grades served in inclusive settings. Their general education teachenswvited to
participate in the qualitative phase of the study. This group consisted of 9 general

education teachers, 5 of whom taught fourth grade and 4 of whom taught fifth grade.
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The students and teachers were chosen through purposeful sampling. This method
was chosen because the essence of the research study was to deterchizuegé an
teacher practice could have an effect on the intrinsic motivation of the SWD with whom
the researcher worked with on a daily basis. Convenience sampling was aed tili
the study because the participants were a naturally formed group atdbeisckhich
the researcher wished to study (Creswell, 2003). The sample is also cehsnietilevel
sampling since there were “two or more sets of samples that are exfrantatifferent
levels of the study” (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Sutton, 2006, p. 70). This selection
process has limitations. Since the purpose of quantitative research on a sample is t
generalize results back to the population (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005), the congenienc
sample may prove too small. However, action research is the driving force stitty.
The researcher embarked on the project with the goals referred to bydMills a
characteristic of action research and that involve “gaining insight, denglogiiective
practice, effecting positive changes in the school environment...and improving student
outcomes and the lives of those involved” (Mills, 2003, p. 5). This project was
intentionally designed to study the effect of specific practice on the intrimsivation
of the students under the researcher’s direct care, making the convenmapleetha
most appropriate sampling method.
The sampled participants in the study represented students across tharspéctr

disabilities including those with learning disabilities, emotional/behawiisarders,
other health impairments, speech and language impairments, hearing impgiandnt

autism spectrum disorders. Eight students matched the sample criteriaéndGvehile
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10 matched the study criteria in Grade 5, totaling 18 SWD who were invited to
participate. Of the 18 students asked to participate, three of the students’ pasamds de
participation; their decline to allow student participation brought the sampléosis.
Of those participating in the initial administration of the CAIMI, one studenvea
during the study bringing the total number of students who participated from the
beginning to the end of the study to 14. All of the 9 general education teachexstagre
participate in the study.

Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) defined a sample as “a set of individuals @delecte
from a population, usually intended to represent the population in a research study” (p.
4). The sample size for the study was small and therefore, it may notcstifyist
represent the intended population. However, it consisted of the total number of SWD in
the fourth and fifth grades at the research site who agreed to particidatee enrolled
in the school for the duration of the study. It also included all nine teachers of these
students. Because the sample size was small, the researcher offerditigs fs

indicative but not conclusive of patterns found.

Eligibility Criteria
Students were selected for participation because they were SWD heied) ise
the general education setting. The study was limited to students with dissablitie
fourth and fifth grades, as the CAIMI (Gottfried, 1986) is normed for students ofjghis a
The sample of 14 students represented a broad spectrum of categories of students with

disabilities served in the county. The criterion for teacher participatiomded|teaching
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fourth or fifth grade, and teaching SWD in the general education settinfyvedburth-

grade teachers and all four fifth-grade teachers were asked to paatinigze study.

Characteristics of the Sample
Students
Students in the sample were both male and female and between the ages of 8 and
12. The students were multiethnic and could be categorized as Caucasian, African
American, multiracial, and Hispanic. The students were predominantly tihate;were
5 female and 12 male students. Table 1 details the demographics of the sample
Table 1

Students Meeting Study Criteria by Race, Grade, and Gender

Fourth grade Fifth grade
Male Female Male Female
Caucasian 2 4 2
African American 2 2
Hispanic 1
Multiracial 1

Table 2 details the breakdown of students according to disability. Participants in
the study met the criterion for varying disabilities. These categocksled autism,
behavior disorders, intellectual disabilities, hearing impaired, speeghdga impaired,

as well as other health impaired.
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Table 2

Students Meeting Study Criteria by Grade and Disability

Fourth grade Fifth grade

Male Female Male Female
Autism 1 1
Emotional/behavioral disabled 1 1
Hearing impaired 1
Intellectually disabled 1 2
Learning disabled 3
Other health impaired 2 1

To the casual observer, most of the students described above could not have been
identified as having disabilities. They had friends in the classroom and paetitipatl
activities with their peers. Behaviorally and academically, they did notipg&and out,
as there were others in the grade level without disabilities who strugglederatiees.

What did set these students apart was years of struggles despite interseateyies.

Each student in the study had been placed in a special education program based on the
determination of an IEP team. The decision to place the child in special education wa
based on psychological testing, observations, student work samples, and at timak medic

information. In most cases, these students read two to three grade lewwlIshedl peers
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and needed more accommodations in order to participate in the general education

curriculum.

Teachers

The general education teachers of the SWD in Grades 4 and 5 served as the
sample for the qualitative phase of the study. The teachers’ personal insigkeir
practice and its effect on their students added depth and clarity to the quantsiite
A convenience sample was used because the project was designed to study and enhance
the practices of teachers in the researcher’s school in order to effiegedrathe
intrinsic motivation of the SWD, who were students of the teachers and thehesea
After gaining permission from the building principal, the local school system
superintendent, and the Institutional Review Board, teachers were invited ¢gopgetin
the study through an initial email. This was followed by an official writtertation.
Since both grade levels are departmentalized, all teachers on each gghtiEath all
students in the grade level including those with disabilities. Nine teachersskexd to

participate. Five of the teachers taught fourth grade, while four tautihgfede.

Role of the Researcher
The researcher’s role in the study was that of teacher researcheg. spethal
educator in the research setting, she was not the primary teacher, but she aoth co-te
the classrooms and provided support for the students and the general education teachers

on a daily basis. Although the study can be considered backyard research (Creswell
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2003), the quantitative aspect as well as member checking, peer-debriefirttg asd t
of a research assistant (See Appendix B) and school psychologist (see Agpemaiy
ease concerns of bias in data reporting. The purpose of action researclh setlvatas a
“tool for solving problems experienced by people in their professional, community, or
personal lives” (Stringer, 1999, p. 11). Understanding this, the role of the resegashe
naturally one of personal involvement with the participants. In order to redus;e bia
various measures were taken to “create reader confidence in the pafubecfindings”
(Creswell, 2003, p. 184). These strategies are discussed later in this section.

It was the responsibility of the researcher to engage the services of ae outsi
research assistant. The research assistant explained the tesehehes’s role in the
study to the student participants and their parents as well as the geneedian teacher
participants. This was important since all involved saw the researchenidngy
capacity of special education teacher. It was made clear thatoathation collected
would be for the purpose of the research study, all participants would remain anonymous,
and data collected would remain confidential. Each general education taadhbe
parent(s) of each participant were offered a copy of the completed study.

The research assistant is versed in qualitative research to include fmaps gr
interviewing. Her role in the study helped to reduce researcher biasatéls stated
(2002),

It is just too difficult for educators to pull back from their insider

perspectives and see things with the eyes of a researcher. It is just too

difficult for participants in the study to respond to the researcher as
researcher not teacher, colleague, or boss. (p. 47)
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In the context of this study, it was believed that the participants would prove mare ope
and honest with an outside research assistant during the data collection phase.

The school psychologist was recruited to facilitate the administration of the
CAIMI. The researcher’s role included preparing materials and sedagitigjes;
however, facilitating the pre and postadministrations of the inventory fesletechool
psychologist who is qualified to administer the inventory based on the critefoathdby
PAR, Inc, the company holding the copyright for the CAIMI. The school psychblogis
scored the inventory, but the researcher analyzed the data gathered.

The researcher was also responsible for designing and implementing the teache
training. After the training was developed, the researcher worked with tlaenguil
principal to find a date and time that met the requirements of the study asutlthe
IRB, and that fit into the confines of the school’s calendar. The researcheedather
necessary equipment and materials to implement the teacher trainingdsbeur
location, and arranged the room so that the participants would be comfortable. The last
responsibility was for the researcher to deliver the training and follow thythé teacher
participants.

After the quantitative phase, the researcher worked with the reseasthrdadsi
prepare guiding questions for the focus group interview and then pilot tested them with a
team of five colleagues to improve reliability. She secured the school'senoéeroom
and recording equipment for the focus group interview. She also conferenced with the

research assistant to ease any concerns before the assistiéatiefhtie focus group
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discussion. After the interview, the researcher analyzed the data gainetiérom

interview for themes to substantiate or refute the quantitative results.

Quantitative Sequence

The CAIMI (Gottfried, 1986) was used to measure the intrinsic motivation of the
14 SWD in the fourthand fifth-grade classrooms. This inventory consists of five
subtests: reading, mathematics, social studies, science, and genenad l&dithin each
subtest are five scales designed to measure the student’s enjoymernrtiogjea
orientation toward mastery, curiosity, persistence, and learning oéebadg, difficult,
and novel tasks. Designed for students in Grades 4 through 6, the instrument’s author
asserted that it “provides a means for differentiating motivation fromsahent and
ability, within and between the subject areas represented” (Naccarato, 1988, p. 12).
Guidelines for the inventory state administration time ranges from 20 minutes to. 1 hour
Since many of the students read well below grade level, administratigcireckthe test
be read aloud to some students and therefore, the time needed was closer to the 1-hour
timeframe.

The CAIMI is a norm-referenced tool and the administration yielded scalesscore
The instrument allowed the researcher to clearly interpret student scutéseananual
provided profile information and norms. Because the technical manual allowed for the
scores for each subscale to be interpreted individually, it was possible to seolae on

only the General subscale, the subscale used to answer Research Question 1.
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The CAIMI was administered at the beginning of the study in March 2008. The
follow-up administration occurred in late May 2008 during the last week of school. All
raw data from the CAIMI was included in the appendixes of this study (See Ap@&@ndi

The repeated measuretest was used to analyze the mean difference between the
pre and posttest scores. This information served to answer the quantitativehresea
guestion: Will teacher training in motivational strategies and the subsequent
implementation of these strategies have a positive effect on the intrinsiatoot of
SWD in the general education classroom? This particular test is appropritsdec
Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) assert the test is meant to measure the sabhe ‘taice
for the same set of individuals” (p. 275). In this particular study, responses fraamntiee
sample of students were compared before and after the shared treatmenttm orde
measure the treatment’s effect on intrinsic motivation.

After the administration of the CAIMI, the school psychologist scored the
inventories and returned them to the researcher. The researcher then batdatd into
a Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) spreadsheetdtiteusd@tware to run
a paired samples test. The analysis was done to ascertain the mean diffeteac
CAIMI scores for the students on the general orientation toward learning siibiest
software also provided other statistics such as the means for the pretesstest, the
standard deviations, and the standard error mean. The statistics were used toereport

data and will be discussed further in Section 4.
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Reliability and Validity

Naccarato (1988), reported that coefficient alphas on the CAIMI ranged from .80
to .93 for two separate studies. These relatively small studies were based on 260 and 166
students. Nonetheless, Naccarato reported these coefficients are inditsixteemely
high homogeneity of responses and excellent reliability within each spal&7), When
tested over a span of two months, test-retest coefficients “ranged from .69 tas& acr
the scales for a sub sample of 138 students” (p. 17). Given the time span and the small
sample size, Naccarato, who reviewed several motivational inventories, notetetites
retest coefficients to be more than adequate.

Gottfried (1986) demonstrated construct validity for the CAIMI through several
correlations. The author looked at correlations between the scale scores and’student
achievement, perceptions of their own competence, and levels of anxiety. The author put
forth five hypotheses as she set about determining convergent and discrimlidéteofa
the CAIMI subscales. They were

1. Academic intrinsic motivation would be positively related to school achievement

2. Academic intrinsic motivation would be negatively related to student anxiety
level.

3. Academic intrinsic motivation would be positively related to children’s
perceptions of their academic competence.

4. Academic intrinsic motivation would be positively related to teachersépeons

of students’ academic intrinsic motivation.
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5. Higher academic intrinsic motivation would be associated with lower agtrins
orientation (Naccarato, 1988, pp. 17-18).

The absolute value of the validity coefficients was comparable to most
standardized achievement tests with a range of .40 to .62. Naccarato (1988hatated t
while these “validity coefficients are not numerically astounding in sizen$truments
of this nature it is quite good for them to be comparable to those of standardized

achievement tests” (p. 13).

Teacher Training

The researcher implemented training for the teachers in motivationakintens
based on Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy theory and Atkinson’s (1966) drive theory.
Comparing the students’ CAIMI scores before and after the training andmemiation
of strategies provided the data needed to answer the first research questiach,Ake
training was an integral part of the quantitative sequence.

Training was presented in an informal setting using an electronic slide seew (
Appendix H). The participants were also provided with hard copies of the information.
The training began with a background in the theories of motivation mentioned above. The
researcher reminded the teachers of the difference between intringixtansic
motivation. She also explained that motivation is not something we do to a student, but
something that must come from within (Deci & Flaste, 1995). The strategssnfed
were drawn from the literature (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003;

Margolis & McCabe, 2003; McCabe, 2006; Saphier, 2005; Schunk, 2003; Taylor &
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Adelman, 1999). The training presented practical ways to increase intrinsi@nooti
through increasing self-efficacy (Bandura & Schunk) and the drive to succeeqs@tki
& Feather, 1966). It included strategies put forth by Saphier such as patteatisngfon
students, responses to students, dealing with errors, and feedback on student
performance. During the training, the researcher also outlined psattiateshould be
avoided since they have been shown to decrease intrinsic motivation. These included
practices such as an overreliance on extrinsic motivators or rewards andgetigat the
student perceived the teacher as supportive rather than controlling (T abtel&an,
1999).

In addition to explaining the strategies, the researcher presented specific
situations. The teachers discussed methods of dealing with the situations by using the
strategies offered to build intrinsic motivation, while avoiding practices sliow
decrease intrinsic motivation. The teachers spoke freely and dialogue wagipeoduc
They shared concerns such as how much wait time was too much and how to preserve
student dignity when dealing with incorrect answers. As the training unfolded,afome
the teachers realized that they were currently using some of theissatéout
realizing it. They shared ideas while the researcher maintained the fdabesgobup on
the training.

In addition to the slideshow and dialogue, a portion of the time allotted for the
training was set aside for role-playing. The teachers were givestamas scenarios and

were then assigned the role of teacher or student. This portion of the training fartee
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the most useful because the teachers were able to try the strategiateirravsonment
with feedback from the researcher and their peers.

The training occurred after school on Wednesday during the first week of the
study. This day was chosen so that the teachers would not be pulled from instructional
time. The research site had a modified work schedule and Wednesdays were feserved
training and to give teachers the opportunity to collaborate.

Implementation of the strategies began the next day and continued for nine weeks
The teachers had hard copies of the electronic slide show and their notes sisogaiidie
them in the implementation. They were not required to use specific strategies, but
encouraged to incorporate as many as possible into their instruction and intera¢hons wi
their students.

As a requirement of the school's improvement plan, grade level teams mey weekl
to discuss all aspects of life at the grade level. During these meetiagesearcher met
briefly with each team to answer questions or address any concerns. Teedashared
the strategies that were working for them and stories of how their changeticgmwas
making a difference. They shared challenges and received feedbackédrossearcher
and their peers. In addition, the researcher co-taught in three of the difte-gjassrooms
each day as well as one of the fourth-grade classrooms. She was ablede feediback
on an informal basis. All of the classrooms were on the same hall, making cditabora

and support more feasible.
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Qualitative Sequence
Focus Group Interview

One week after the follow-up administration of the CAIMI, the researchtasisis
facilitated a focus group interview in the school’s conference room. Hatch (2@Q2Y s
a comfortable setting that is not too large and affords quality audio recording is
important. This location also offered a large oval table such as Hatch recommeéended. |
was large enough for everyone to sit around so all involved were able to see agml be se
by everyone. The teachers participating in the focus group had worked togetresrbet
1 year and 15 years. There was a level of comfort in place, which served to preclude
spending extensive time for building trusting relationships. The researstaassias
asked to describe the intent of the research, the role of the researcher, thle possi
benefits of the project, and to make the participants feel at ease.

Guiding questions were prepared in advance; however, the researcher and the
research assistant realized that the interview might go in differentidire as the
participants explored the topic. This was desired as it serves to create oppsrtanit
more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon (Hatch, 2002), and to help
answer the second research question of the study: How do teachers perceive the
relationship between teacher training in motivational intervention strajegacher
practice, and levels of intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms?

As Hatch (2002) suggested, these questions provided a “way to keep track of the
progress of the group and steer discussions in desirable directions” (p. 137). This

prepared list also ensured the assistant maintained focus should the discussian begin t
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veer off topic. The questions were open-ended so that the participants were oot led t
answer in a specific manner; on the contrary, diverse views on the issue weragedou
Closing gquestions or statements provided by the research assistantddditieat
summarizing of the issue and provided closure. Guiding questions were

1. How did this intervention in motivational strategies affect the intrinsic
motivation of students with disabilities in your classroom?

2. Explain any changes you experienced in your individual practice after the
training.

3. How did this intervention in motivational strategies affect the intrinsic
motivation of students with disabilities in your classroom?

4. Of all the interventions, which one(s) do you feel had the most impact and
why?

5. A statistical analysis revealed no significant difference betWeestadents’
responses when the researcher compared what students marked beforengddraini
their responses after the training. Yet, as teachers, you reported sediegence in
behaviors that can be associated with intrinsic motivation across the board. Wit insi
do you have into why this may be?

According to Hatch (2002), focus group interviews can be used to enrich
guantitative data. This study revolved around a specific set of teachers andsstudent
These educators shared the experience of the teacher training and imglemehthae
strategies. They worked with the students each day. Having the teachess thsir

experiences in a group setting provided the opportunity for information that can only be
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gained through group interaction. As the interview evolved, insight into areas tieat we
not evident in individual interviews could have emerged. For example, did the
experiences of the science teachers vary from that of the languaggeltsrs? Did the
strategies have different impacts in different settings? Did all stucksgend in the
same way to the strategies? Do all teachers perceive the same outcoensti@tegies
used? Focus groups have the unique characteristic of providing data that can only be
gained when all participants have the opportunity to enter into focused dialogue, (Hatc

2002).

Authenticity

Built into the data analysis procedures were steps to reduce the possibility
researcher bias, thus increasing authenticity of the results. As mentionedfabose
group questions were designed so that they were not leading. Added to the transcripti
were bracketed notes and contextual information taken by the researa@nasisishg
the interview. These notes included non-verbal behaviors such as facial expressions or
body language, as well as impressions of the assistant. Member cheakingeud to
“determine the accuracy of the qualitative findings through taking the fipaitrer
specific descriptions or themes back to participants and determining winetber t
participants feel that they are accurate” (Creswell, 2003, p. 196). The biadbe that
researcher brought to the study were defined and rich, thick descriptionseleded to

help place the reader in the setting.
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Data Analysis
Quantitative

The researcher analyzed the quantitative data obtained from the initial
administration of the CAIMI to determine the level of intrinsic motivation foheac
participant in the area of school learning in general. Although the instrummms &tir
scores in the subject areas of reading, math, social studies, and scienna| tageigory,
general, which measures general orientation toward school learnindgyenass$t
appropriate score for the researcher to test the hypothesis. The dataefinitiah
administration served as a baseline.

After the collection of baseline data, the teachers of the students p&etidipa
training designed to help teachers create an environment in which students were
intrinsically motivated to achieve. The researcher delivered the tramihg ischool’'s
conference room. Following the training, teachers implemented strate djnesri
classrooms for a period of 9 weeks. After this period, the school psychologist conducted a
second administration of the CAIMI. The mean difference between the two s&ses
computed using SPSS software.

The researcher chose to use a repeated meagdastso analyze the data because
the same group of students was tested before and after the motivationahtrderve
strategies. Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) stated “The repeated-measigasge
especially suited for studying learning, development, or other changes thatizde pl
over time” (p. 287). SPSS is designed to run this test using the Paired Sategles

function.
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Another important reason for considering the repeated-measures ddbajntis
“removes or reduces or eliminates problems caused by individual differd@resetter
& Wallnau, 2005, p. 287). They state one of these differences could be 1Q. This was an
important consideration in this study because although the students all hadtidisabili
their 1Qs ranged from 61 to 139. The reduction in individual differences presented by the
use of the repeated measurésst aids in lowering sample variability, which will help to
raise the probability of achieving significant results. Because tharobss compared
scores on the motivational inventory from the same set of students before and after the
treatment (teacher practice), the chance of finding a significsuit tbat is not tainted
by individual differences increased. Variability in intrinsic motivation betbe
interventions was controlled as a result of comparing pre and posttest measures on the
CAIMLI.

Gravetter & Wallnau also stated that an important disadvantage of the design is
progressive error. In other words, the participants’ scores may indicate change f
factors other than the treatment. One example of this could be attitude during téstin
the student had a bad morning prior to the pretest and an exceptional morning before the
posttest, a difference would be noted in the scores, but the difference would be due to
attitude not the treatment. The data would not be accurate and the results would be
skewed. This factor will be considered when drawing conclusions from the data.

Loss of instructional time required for the administration of the CAIMI was
minimal. Students in the fourth and fifth grade had an extended reading period one day

per week. This period was established so that students had time for recreatdingl rea
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and participation in an incentive reading program. The inventory was admididtereg
this time, so that direct instruction would not suffer. The inventory took approximately 45

minutes to 1 hour per session.

Qualitative

In addition to the quantitative measure, a focus group interview was conducted in
the school’s conference room. The purpose of the focus group interview was to gain
qualitative data that would enrich the data gained from comparing pre andtptesties
from the CAIMI. The data were analyzed typologically. This method is usafibéus
groups when the intent is to study specific topics from a selected group of (Heaiale,
2002). The data were used to determine if patterns found in the quantitative phase were
supported by the typological analysis. In addition, the researcher wastederethe
teachers’ perspectives on how the training affected their practice andrithe&an
motivation of their SWD.

A typological analysis was used to analyze the transcribed data fronttise fo
group interview. According to Hatch (2002), typologies or categories were ddased
on “theory, common sense, and/or research objectives” (p. 152). Since the research was
designed around a specific, narrow focus, the categories presented themagilye The
researcher followed Hatch’s typological analysis steps:

1. Identify typologies to be analyzed.

2. Read the data, marking entries related to your typologies.
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3. Read entries by typology, recording the main ideas in emmnies summary
sheet.

4. Look for patterns, relationships, themes within typologies.

5. Read data, coding entries according to patterns identified, anddeepacord
of what entries go with which elements of your patterns.

6. Decide if your patterns are supported by the data, and searcatthdor
nonexamples of your patterns.

7. Look for relationships among the patterns identified.

8. Write your patterns as one-sentence generalizations.

9. Select data excerpts that support your generalizations. (Hatch, 2002, p. 153)

The very nature of an action research project requires that researchgrs stud
problems experienced in their “professional, community, or personal livesig&t,
1999, p. 11). Therefore, there was a possibility that the researcher’s strong personal
involvement would result in researcher bias and compromise the validity of the §inding
To combat this, the researcher employed strategies to bolster validis/(20103)
suggested relying on “trusted colleagues to offer insights” (p. 114 ) thabenay
overlooked due to the researcher’s closeness to the work. Throughout the study, the
researcher continued to foster relationships with colleagues who offeréidad exie
during the data interpretation phase. As another safeguard, Creswell (2003)exsliggest
member checking as a means of ensuring the accuracy of the findings. atbigystlave

the participants the occasion to review the work, by “taking the final report...back to
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participants and determining whether these participants feel that thagaurate” (p.
196).

Since the role of the researcher in an action research project would ndtarally
one of personal involvement, the need to reduce bias was increased. Creswell (1998)
stated bringing “values, biases, and understandings to a project, and intimatedgeowle
of a setting may be an asset” (p. 114). However, it can also be a problem since
“individuals might withhold information” or “slant information toward what they want
the researcher to hear” (p. 114). For this reason, the researcher emipéogervices of a
qualified research assistant. This assistant gathered the data in theivpialitase of the
study. All of the strategies mentioned above were used to reduce bias and bolster the

validity of the action research study.

Data Integration

Essential to the sequential explanatory design is the integration of the data so tha
the qualitative data explains the quantitative results. After the focus gremyjemt was
completed and analyzed, the researcher integrated the data in order to haigt itite
guantitative findings. In addition, the researcher chose to use the focus groupvintervie
add the voice of the educators to detail their perceptions of the impact of trainingron thei
practice and the intrinsic motivation of their SWD. This segment of the g3 @tgo
allowed the researcher to identify issues with validity and reliabilityticged will

address this in depth.
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Justification of Mixed Methods Design

According to Creswell (2003), the past two decades have ushered in many types
of research approaches. The three primary approaches are quantitativetj\pjadind
mixed methods. Creswell stated the quantitative approach is used when trehessear
interest lies in “cause and effect thinking, reduction to specific variabtebygpotheses
and questions, use of measurement and observation, and the test of theories” (p. 18). In
contrast, through a qualitative approach, the researcher makes claims babsed on “t
multiple meanings of individual experiences, meanings socially and histgricall
constructed, with an intent of developing a theory or pattern” (p. 18). Mixed methods
studies result when researchers “combine the qualitative and the quantpiptivaches
into the research methodology of a single study or multiphased study” (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 1998, pp. 17-18). The mixing of methodologies is useful when the researcher is
attacking a question that is “consequence-oriented, problem-centered, ahdtu(p.

18). Research questions in this study were developed to address the perceived problem of
low intrinsic motivation of SWD in the challenging setting of the general ¢idaca
classroom.

In contrast to a single method study, a mixed methods approach was most
appropriate for this study for two reasons. First, the purpose of the study ddajptine
guantitative and qualitative aspects. The researcher wished to determiaeshaicd
effect relationship of training teachers in the use of motivational steatagd the
intrinsic motivation of SWD. This question required a pretest/posttest expesiment

design. In addition, the researcher wished to learn the teachers’ views datibagieip
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between their training in motivational intervention strategies, their peaetnd the levels
of intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms. This question required
gualitative methodology in the form of a focus group interview using open-ended
guestions and typological analysis. The methods were employed sequenttalbpewi
guantitative being predominate. While the quantitative approach is predetermeed, t
gualitative emerged as the interview progressed. The information gainechsom t
interview was analyzed and used to help explain and add depth to the quantitative results
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).

The second justification for choosing a mixed methods design for this study was
the intended audience (Creswell, 2003). The implications for positive social ahahge
area of special education compelled the researcher to address colledhed®id as
well as administrators and policy makers at the local and state. [€helgjuantitative
data provided statistical information to inform practice, but the qualitativeaddtd the
voice of practitioners. It was important to discover if training in the interve raf
motivational strategies and the subsequent implementation of the stratfgiesiahe
intrinsic motivation of students with disabilities in the general educationratass In
addition, it was essential to study what the teachers believed about the relationshi
between the training, their teaching practice, and its effect on the studetitgation.

For this reason, quantitative methods alone would not have yielded the information
needed to effect social change in the K-12 setting.

“A mixed methods design is useful to capture the best of both quantitative and

gualitative approaches” (Creswell, 2003, p. 22). This study combined both quantitative
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and qualitative strategies in order to communicate to the intended audienceth&hile
guantitative results are concrete data, the qualitative data will providenStet’
perspective” to fellow educators (Creswell, 1998, p. 16). For these reasonsda mixe
methods approach was the most appropriate methodology for this study.

When selecting a mixed methods strategy, Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) stated,
the choice of methodology is dictated by the research question. Creswell (2003) added
personal experience and the researcher’s audience to the criteria onecshseider
when choosing an approach. Personal experience is inclusive of the researcher’'s own
research strengths and writing preferences. When considering choiaeseidweher
took into account to whom the research results would be addressed. Colleagues in the
field and possibly conference attendees are among the intended audietivesdsults
of this study. Including qualitative data will add the voice of fellow edusatothe
statistical data gained during the initial phase of the study.

Creswell (2003) lists four criteria for choosing an appropriate mixetdade
strategy. The criteria include implementation, priority, integration, andehealr
perspective. “Implementation means either that the researcherg botlethe
guantitative and qualitative data in phases (sequentially) or that they i athidie same
time (concurrently)” (p. 211). Priority dictates whether the weight wiljiven to the
gualitative or the quantitative data. The researcher bases this decision @e#netre
guestion(s) and the intended audience. The third criteria, integration, spaicifiesh
stage in the research process the two types of data are mixed. Thidioriegrght

occur while data are being collected, analyzed, or interpreted. Itls@mgaur in more



75
than one stage. Finally, the researcher should decide if a “larger, thedquetspective”
is guiding the study (p. 213). For the purpose of this study, a sequential explanatory
design with priority placed on the quantitative phase was used. Focusing on the purpose
of the research and the intended audience, the researcher concluded that a sequential
explanatory strategy was most appropriate. The researcher’s purmotdewgame as the
purpose of this strategy: “to use qualitative results to assist in explaimchipterpreting
the findings of a primarily quantitative study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 215). Within the
current study, the researcher sought to measure quantitatively the efffieetsher
training on the motivation of SWD. To explain these results further, qualitatizewdae
collected from a focus group interview. Using the sequential explanatory dasigjecd
the researcher to use the qualitative data gained from the focus grougwnteradd
breadth and scope (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) to the quantitative results.

Creswell (2003) stated sequential strategies, which also include transferma
and exploratory, are those in which data are collected in phases. The decisiaghto wei
the quantitative or the qualitative more heavily “depends on the interests of the
researcher, the audience for the study..., and what the investigator seeks tsizgmpha
the study” (p. 212). The researcher ruled out sequential transformative sidesign
gives priority to the theoretical perspective which “is more importantisiirgg the study
than the use of methods alone” (p. 216). In the current study, quantitative data and
analysis were given priority, thus sequential transformative was inapgepri

Sequential exploratory was also rejected because priority in this modeiveas g

to the initial phase, which is qualitative. Further, the initial phase of datatawileas
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followed by an analysis phase. These results then informed data collectiamefysisan
the second phase. The present study differed in that it used the qualitative resulbsefr
second phase to “assist in explaining and interpreting the findings of a pyimaril
guantitative study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 215).

Concurrent strategies are those in which equal priority is given to both sets of
data; thus data are collected and analyzed simultaneously (Creswell, 2088t
previously, quantitative data were given priority in the current study. Tharceer
gathered baseline data from an inventory prior to implementing a tre¢affherndesign
of the current study required data collection in two separate phases instead of t
simultaneous collection required in concurrent designs. For these reasonsdhehess

rejected concurrent strategies.

Summary of Protection of Participants’ Rights
Both qualitative and quantitative data obtained through this action research study
will remain confidential. It did not include names of participants, or the namhbs of t
school, school system, or county. The researcher only identified the location of the stud
by its broad geographical location. A copy of the results of the study will eeedffo all

involved and will be a matter of public record upon completion.



SECTION 4: RESULTS
Introduction

The researcher employed a sequential explanatory mixed methods study to
discover if teacher training and subsequent implementation of motivationalissateg
would have an effect on the intrinsic motivation of students with disabilities servied |
general education setting. In this methodology, quantitative methods amdl{ygicen
priority, as is the case in this study. The qualitative results garfrera the second
phase of the study were used to explain or aid the interpretation of the quantsite r
(Creswell, 2003). First, this chapter will present the quantitative datasafiym the
pre and posttest administrations of the CAIMI. Next, it will present the datatjipally
analyzed from the focus group interview. Finally, the analysis will bgrated so that
the qualitative data gained from the focus group interview will add breadth and scope
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) to the quantitative results. The researcher will off

interpretations and support the findings with the data.

Quantitative Phase
Characteristics of Student Participants
Eighteen students were invited to participate in the study. They were students
the fourth and fifth grades at an elementary school in southeast Georgia. All X8sstude
were SWD who were served in the general education classroom 100% of the school day.
The research assistant phoned parents of all students explaining the study angd inviti

them to allow their child to participate. The parents of three students declined
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participation, and 15 fourth and fifth grade students participated in the initial
administration of the CAIMI in March 2008. Three weeks before the end of the study,
one of the fourth grade boys moved out of state and did not participate in the post
administration; therefore, his baseline scores were removed from theetathe
remaining 14 students participated in the final administration of the CAIMI n208a8.

The students ranged in age from 9 to 13 years. As shown in Table 3 the majority
of the participants were boys and there were more fifth graders than foagtdrg The
students represented Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, and mulgthaialties.
Table 3

Student Participants by Grade, Race, and Gender

Fourth Grade Fifth Grade
Race Male Female Male Female
Caucasian 2 5 1
African American 2 2
Hispanic 1
Multiracial 1

The students also represented a range of disabilities. Participant®urstesfigible for
special education services under the eligibility categories of autisatiosal behavioral
disabled, expressive/receptive language impaired, hearing impaired; imiédlectually

disabled, and other health impaired (see Table 4).
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Table 4

Student Participants by Grade and Disability

Fourth Grade Fifth Grade
Disability Male Female Male Female
Autism 1 1
Emotional/Behavioral Disabled 1
Exp/Rec Language Impaired 1
Hearing Impaired 1
Intellectually Disabled 1 2
Learning Disabled 3
Other Health Impaired 2 1

The researcher concedes that the sample size is small; however, yheastud
site-specific action research and all available students were asketdipaizz. Due to
the small sample size, data analysis for this action research projesplasatory in
nature. The results therefore can only be viewed as indicative of patterns and not

conclusive in nature.

Data Gathering and Recording
Data for the quantitative phase of the study consisted of pre and post

administrations of the CAIMI. The instrument was used to provide an answer todResear
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Question 1: Will teacher training in motivational strategies and the sulvgeque
implementation of these strategies have a positive effect on the intrinsiatoot of
SWD in the general education classroom?

The CAIMI is a normed inventory which was specifically designed to assess
intrinsic motivation in the basic subject areas of reading, math, socialsstsiciience,
and orientation toward school learning in general for students in Grades 4-8.difis a s
report inventory made up of 44 questions translating to 122 items between the fsve area
Students respond to the items based on a 5-point Likert scale with choices ranging
betweenrstrongly agreeandstrongly disagreeThe last two items on the inventory force
the student to choose between an intrinsic and nonintrinsic alternative for eaglficnirth
subject areas (Gottfried, 1986).

Following the return of the signed consent forms from students and parents (see
Appendix F), the school psychologist administered the inventory March 17, 2008 in an
unused classroom on the fifth grade wing of the school. She assigned each student a
number 1 through 15 and then labeled each booklet with only the student’s gender, grade
level, and assigned number. The instrument was administered either individually or in
small groups based on the student’s level of academic functioning. The psychologist
retained the list of identifying information until the follow-up administration.

During the last week of May, after the strategies had been implediemta
period of 9 weeks, the school psychologist readministered the CAIMI. Again, she labeled
the booklets with the students’ gender, grade level, and assigned number. This numbering

procedure allowed the researcher to enter the raw data into the SPSSesaxftivet the



81
scores could be compared after the 9 weeks of motivational strategeesongpleted.
Based on the assigned numbers, the researcher entered each student’s preeand postt
score into the SPSS software and then executed the paired samples test. Hne softw
computed the means, the mean difference, the standard deviation, standard error of the
mean, the correlations, and thecore for the data. Using Gravetter and Wallnau (2005)

as a resource, the researcher interpreted the data with the charts prodheesbiftyvare.

Teacher Training
“The proper question is not, ‘how can people motivate others?’ but rather, ‘how

can people create the conditions within which others will motivate themsél{2e@i &
Flaste, 1995, p. 10). This statement was the impetus for the teacher training. Since the
guantitative data consisted of the results of a pre and post administration of a
motivational inventory after a treatment (implementation of strategresjeacher
training was an integral part of the quantitative phase of the study. The 90-minute
training was conducted on a Wednesday, which is the school’'s extended workday. This
day was chosen so teachers would not be taken from instructional time. The researche
delivered the information via an electronic slide show.

The researcher designed the training based on Atkinson’s (1966) drive thdory a
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. It began with a statement of daals
purpose and problem and then briefly presented an overview of Atkinson’s drive and
Bandura’s social cognitive theories. From that point, the training focused oicadract

strategies that, when put into practice, should help to create an environment in which
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SWD would be intrinsically more motivated to participate despite their d&siggfter
the training, the teachers began implementing the strategies in tlssnocdias. The
researcher also visited grade level meetings to answer questions and rehrended t

teachers of strategies three times per grade level during the 9 wiek pe

Keeping Track of the Data

The psychologist secured the CAIMI protocols in a locked filing cabineteestw
the pretest and posttest administrations. Following the testing, the psyshdesjroyed
the list of assigned numbers. After the school psychologist scored all protbeols, s
returned them to the researcher. The protocols were stored in a locked filimgt aabi
the researcher’s home office where they will be kept for five years.epoets generated
by the SPSS software program are stored digitally in password-gaféets on the
researcher’'s home computer. Hard copies of this data were added to the prottheols i

locked file drawer of the researcher’s home office.

Data Analysis

As stated previously, the researcher used SPSS software to conduct ttezlrepea
measures-test and address the hypothesis for the quantitative phase of the study. The
researcher chose this method to analyze the data gained from the 14 studentmarticipa
because the same group of students was tested before the teachersnedrintiiae
motivational intervention strategies and again after the strategies hadub@®io p

practice in the classroom for 9 weeks. Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) staed “
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repeated-measures design is especially well suited for studyinghigadevelopment, or
other changes that take place over time” (p. 287). In addition, the design is used to
measure mean differences between the same group of individuals over a peri@d of tim
which was the aim of the quantitative phase of the study.

The data collected were intended to help the researcher determine wheticepto a
the null or alternative hypotheses, which are as follows.

Null hypothesis: Teacher training in motivational strategies and the sigdrdeq
implementation of these strategies will have no effect on the intrinsic motivaEtSWD
in the general education classroom.

Alternative hypothesis: Teacher training in motivational strasegmnel the
subsequent implementation of these strategies will have a positive effect otmitisCi

motivation of SWD in the general education classroom.

Quantitative Findings
The CAIMI examines intrinsic motivation and is divided into five subareas. These
areas include reading, math, social studies, and science, and, general@rientatrd
school learning. This final category, labeled General by the instrunzentisr, provided
the scores that the researcher analyzed to determine if the null hypathesige. This
area was the only subarea used since Research Question 1 addresses iatruasiorm
in all areas instead of a specific subject.
Based on results garnered through the use of SPSS software (See Talde 5), da

analysis revealed there was no significant difference between the pre dadtpost
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administrations of the CAIMI. The researcher used a repeated-meateseto analyze
the data. The critical regions withh = 13 andx = .05 begin at +2.160 and -2.160 in the
distribution. The calculatedscore did not fall outside the boundaries of the critical
regions. Therefore, based on the CAIMI score in the General subarea, intrinsic
motivation of SWD in the general education classroom did not increase=&it26, p =
177,d =.199. The researcher must fail to reject the null hypothesis at the .05 level of
significance.

Table 5

Repeated-Measures t-Test

Mean Standard Sig.
Subtest Difference Error Mean t (2-tailed)
General 4.714 3.306 1.426 A77

The SPSS software computed the means for the posttest and the pretest. As
evidenced in Table 6, the mean for the posttest was the higher of the two sthtistias.
the standard deviation of the post-test mean on the CAIMI was less than therpeatest
these statistics suggest that intrinsic motivation was higher on the pgestddbere was
less variance in intrinsic motivation among the 14 student who were post-tested. In
addition, the standard deviation for the posttest and pretest scores are rather large
considering the standard error mean is 2.585 and 3.397 respectively. Gravetter and
Wallnau stated (2005) “the primary disadvantage of a repeated-measugessidsat

the structure of the design allows for the possibility that factors other thaedahaént
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effect can cause a subject’s score to change from one treatment tatti{e.r288). The

data provided by this sample were not sufficient to reject the null hypothesisefdrber

it should be assumed that the treatment did not have an effect on the intrinsic motivation

of the students. However, due to the small sample size and resulting standartheners,

is a possibility of a type 1l error.
Table 6

Paired Samples Statistics

Standard Standard
Mean N Deviation Error Mean
Posttest 44.57 14 8.925 2.385
Pretest 39.86 14 12.709 3.397

Quantitative Phase Conclusion

Data analysis using the repeated-meaduiest did not show a significant difference

when posttest scores were subtracted from pretest scores. It is possitaletding other

than the treatment known as progressive error caused the students scoreage mrc

decrease which would affect the group mean difference (Gravetter & \ald@5s).

These factors could have included fatigue, boredom, disinterest, or other attitudinal

causes. These scores and conclusions will be discussed in more depth in Section 5.
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Qualitative Phase

The qualitative phase of the study consisted of a focus group interview. This
interview was conducted to address Research Question 2: How do teachevs pleece
relationship between teacher training in motivational intervention strajegacher
practice, and levels of intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive classroom$@wing
the training, implementation of the strategies by the teacher partwigauat analysis of
the quantitative data, a focus group interview was facilitated by thearebeassistant to

gain data that would explain the quantitative data.

Characteristics of Teacher Participants

All fourth and fifth grade teachers, a total of nine professionals, agreed to
participate in the study after being contacted by the research r@issistarly March.
Each teacher signed a consent form (see Appendix G). The educators’ teaching
experience ranged from 2 to 16 years. Each taught one of the core subjebtxin eit

fourth or fifth grade at the research site.

Data Gathering and Recording

Guiding questions (see Appendix H) for the focus group interview were designed
to answer Research Question 2: How do teachers perceive the relationshimbetwee
teacher training in motivational intervention strategies, teacher maatid levels of
intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms? The researcher deddlope

guestions with the research assistant.
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The interview was held during the first day of postplanning in the schools
conference room. The time, date, and location were agreed upon by the school principal,
researcher, and the teacher participants. The researcher set up the rooneta ensur
comfortable setting. During this time, the audio equipment was tested and drehese
made sure comments would be recorded regardless of which chair the partidipaats c
(Hatch, 2002). The researcher was not in the room during the interview so that the
teacher participants could answer openly and honestly without feeling pressure
answer in a way that would please the researcher (Hatch, 2002). The guidinghguesti
were e-mailed to the participants in advance so they could prepare fosshon sand
would be at ease entering the interview situation.

Prior to the beginning of the focus group interview, the research assistant
reminded the participants of the purpose of the research and that their answers wer
confidential. She also reminded them that the interview would be recorded and the tape
would be kept in a secure location. She told them that they would be asked to read and

verify the transcript when a hard copy became available.

Keeping Track of the Data

The focus group interview was recorded using a microcassette reddrer
recording was used by a transcriber (see Appendix I) to type the intervieatirreusing
a word-processing program. The transcription was then e-mailed to theeheseBach
interviewee received a hard copy of the transcript and was asked to read it for

completeness, after which they were asked to sign, date, and return it to dnehese
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These hard copies of the transcript and the audio cassette are stored togekbeked
filing cabinet in the researcher’s home office. A digital copy of the trgoiss in a

password-protected file on the researcher’'s home computer.

Data Analysis
Hatch’s (2002) plan for typological analysis was used to analyze thgalatered

from the focus group interview. In accordance with this plan four typologies gocig®
were developed during the writing of the guiding questions. These typologied,das
“theory, common sense, and/or research objectives” (p. 152), were identified by the
researcher as (a) motivation prior to teacher training, (b) motivatiartedieher training
and implementation, (c) relationship between training and practice, and {ohnshap
between teacher training and levels of intrinsic motivation for SWD insiveisettings.

After the interview was transcribed, the researcher read the datanmesdefore
coding. In accordance with Hatch’s methodology, she then read the transcripdronce f
each typology. With each reading, elements of the transcript were cotat aodording
to the predetermined typologies. These typologies were summarized andthetod w
purpose of identifying themes and patterns. The researcher then made debmibns a
whether the themes and patterns were supported by the data. For each interstiew,que
the researcher created a summary sheet (See Appendix J for samparyssheat).
From these summaries, patterns, themes, and generalizations were detelimatigd. F
the researcher searched the data for quotes that could be shared in thdstudy w

supported or refuted the themes (Hatch, 2002).
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Findings

As the interview began, the research assistant asked each participant & paint
picture of what motivation was like among the SWD before intervention training.
Without exception teachers reported motivation before intervention to be low. Students
were inattentive, did not want to participate, and were not interested in the. [€8©
teachers reported students’ misbehavior detailing how SWD would distracstittients
rather than working or participating in class. One teacher shared thdthhgrdde SWD
were “unmotivated and just kind of tried to blend into the background and not be noticed
during class.”

Two of the five fourth grade teachers specifically mentioned studengsnoer
completing homework or classwork on a regular basis. Four teachers reportatsstude
would use their disabilities as an excuse for not participating saying sgucgsas “I
can't do this, | need your help,” “Do | have to,” or “I can’t read this.” Three of the ni
teachers perceived the students as having low self-esteem or low selenoafiOne
fourth grade teacher had the following comment: “I noticed that the studehts wit
disabilities almost expected that it would be okay if they didn’t participgatk. a

thinking they could slide on through without having to do the work.”

Question 1
How do you feel intervention in motivational strategies impacted intrinsic

motivation of SWD in your classroom?
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Although the teachers mentioned different strategies, all teachers perbeived t
interventions impacted intrinsic motivation positively. They explained thatukeiof
the strategies resulted in behaviors associated with intrinsic motivationssuch a
engagement, risk taking, and beginning work before asking for help. Teackeuidissa
purposefully letting the students know they cared about and believed in them had a
visible impact on intrinsic motivation.

One teacher stated that after the training she was more purposeful about
communicating to the students that she cared about them. According to her comments,
she began to express concern not only for their academics, but also their emotienal wel
being at school and away from school. She stated

| got to know what they liked outside of the classroom and | was able to
make connections to that in the classroom and | believe that did help with
them being motivated to want to please me more. Through pleasing me,
they learned how to please themselves and do well on their own without
me.

Another teacher reported that the use of wait time had a great impact tuddes
in her classroom. The students were more patient with each other than she tieught t
would be when she employed this strategy. Her implementation of wait time @ouple
with their classmates’ patience allowed the struggling students timettallg come up
with an answer without being embarrassed.” Two colleagues agreed. Onehstiosbe t
began to give cues instead of moving on to another student so they could began to
experience success. Another stated that she believed the use of probing and other

guestioning techniques proved to the SWD that she had faith that they could be sucessful

and that she would not give up on them. As a result, she felt the students began acting on
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those beliefs. One stated, “They wanted to try on their own before they would come to a
adult or the teacher to get assistance.”

Overall the teachers agreed that the students’ behaviors were positivelgdffe
when the teachers began to implement practices that communicated thoelignesd in
the students and would not give up on them. One fourth grade teacher put it this way

It was almost like a change would come over them, their whole demeanor

would change. As soon as they started to struggle I'd say, ‘I know you can

do this, | believe in you.” Their whole little disposition would change.
Question 2

Would you please explain any changes you experienced in your individual practice
after the training?

Most teachers spoke of the benefits of several strategies such as ysitegrate
make sure all students were participating, letting students know that theymperéant
and that the teacher believed in them, and the importance of wait time. Hoarelgsjs
showed most teachers percieved the use of wait time appeared to make the biggest
difference. They asserted that the use of wait time apparently senéssage to the
students that they believed in the student’s ability to answer the question. Therseac
reported that their disposition during wait time served to set the stage fattitknts,
noting that their relaxed state helped the class to wait more patiently. A fpade
teacher noted,

| would kind of assume a relaxed posture instead of just standing and

waiting. | might sit on an empty desk, sit on top of the desk and dangle my
foot or just be relaxed about it, and try to release some of the pressure.
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However, two of the fifth grade teachers reported initial problems withtiwveat
These teachers agreed that before they modeled and explained the importaaite of w
time, peers of SWD were impatient and would blurt out answers. Both teachetststate
was difficult in the beginning, but the students began to participate when thegd¢hae
teacher would not move forward until they tried and that the teacher would support them
as they tried to engage. One stated, “I have heard of wait time a lot, butdlWvays
shied away from it because of our schedule and our time constraints in
departmentalization, but you know, it works. It really does.”

One fourth grade teacher reported that a practice she had used prior toitig trai
has now been discarded due to the change she saw in her classroom after the training.
Prior to the training she had allowed the struggling student to ask for help fromdhiffrie
he or she did not know an answer. Instead, now she has honed her questioning skills and
cues the students to help them reach the answer. This sends the message thateshe bel
the student is capable of participating without help from a fellow student. $&& sta

Through this training | have learned even though I thought that [phone a

friend] was such a cute idea and such a wonderful way for the child that

didn’t quite know the answer, | have learned that is it not the best way for

children, and so | have abandoned the practice and | have now started

spending more time probing and trying to make connections with the child
about what we learned in the past to try to make them remember what |

am trying to get from them at the moment.

Question 3.

Can you share a story of something that happened in class as a result of using the

interventions?
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Five of the nine teachers responded with a story. One of the fourth gradsrseach
spoke up to tell about a student who was unable to write. She reported that if he turned in
an assignment, it was because the child dictated answers to either a pasagmaf or
the teacher. He would continually say, “I can’t write” or “I can’t do thihe last week
of school the teacher reported that she was unable to help him with an assignment, but
when she looked up, he had completed more than half of his assignment alone. She feels
this is because the fourth grade teachers had been successful in communicating to the
student that he could do the work and that they believed in him.

A fifth grade teacher shared that a student previously very shy and withdrawn
would now work with partners to justfiy solutions to his mathematics problems. He no
longer waited for the teacher to come to him, but worked through problems on his own.
This student was recognized as the Most Improved Student at the fifth grade awar
ceremony.

Another fourth grade teacher told of a student who always just stood and waited
when she asked the class to find a partner or get in small groups. She stated,

he would inevitably be left by himself at the end and | would have to find

him a partner or group to be in, but after these interventions | found him

walking around and trying to find a partner and find his group and fit in

instead of waiting for me.

Still another spoke of a student who responded very positively when he realized
that she (the teacher) believed in him. She reported “he just took a more active role in the
classroom and would raise his and and was eager to participate and just came into my

classroom with a much better attitude towards what we were doing andstealgd an

interest in what we were learning.”
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Finally, one teacher shared the improved confidence of a student who typically
shut down on a daily basis when asked to participate. The last week of school, the student
volunteered to lead a review which meant he had to read the questions to the class and
give the reason for which wrong answers were eliminated as viable cHoites.
teacher’s view the student risked quite a bit when he volunteered. “It was shbekasg.

really impressed...and I let him know it at the end of class.”

Question 4.

Of all the interventions, which one(s) do you feel had the most impact and why?

All teachers responded to the prompt. Of the nine teachers, six felt the most
important strategy was the use of wait time. They stated that usingmaigent the
message to the students that they were capable of successfully accomplistsk or
answering a question. Waiting for the students to work thorough a problem instead of
moving on to another student sent the message that the teacher belived in the student.
According to one teacher, the use of wait time “reinforced the idea tha¢vdxskin them
and it built up their self esteem”.

Three of the teachers agreed that getting to know the students and letting th
know they cared on a personal level helped to communicate the idea, “I won’t give up on
you” (Saphier, 2005, p. 87). According to the teachers, this intervention made a big
difference in some of the students’ behavior and in the amount of effort the students put
into their work. One of the teachers stated

| feel like becoming more personal with the children helped them become
more comfortable with me and were allowing me to help them a little bit



95

better than they were before. | didn’t get as much of the shutting down and
turning away from me as | did at the beginning.

Another intervention teachers felt had a major impact was the use of probing and
guestioning. Linking prior successes to a current struggle helped the studergéstinesl
could arrive at the right answer if they would persevere. One of the foadh tgachers
shared “| felt every child in my classroom was successful because ¢hep gave the
wrong answer | would guide them to the correct answer and at the end of therggsti
they felt good about themselves.” Two of the teachers also noted that there wagea cha
in student attitude when the teacher communicated that what the students merg lea
was important.

One teacher’s response to this question may show that she still sees motsvation a
something teachers do to students. She stated: “You have to be able to realize which
motivators work best with certain kids. So | think that really all of them wexat gr
motivators for any classroom.” Another teacher agreed, and stated “it is good # have
variety [of motivators] because they all have different needs.” Althouglotius bf the
discussion and the study was intrinsic motivation, these teachers arteugtgling to see
motivation as something that comes from within instead of something one person does to

another.

Question 5.
A statistical analysis revealed no significant difference betwesesttilents’
responses on an intrinsic motivation inventory when the researcher compared what

students marked before the training to their responses after the trainings Yeachers,
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you reported seeing a significant difference in behaviors that can be asodgtat
intrinsic motivation across the board. What insight do you have into why this may be?

Only four of the nine teachers responded to the question. Their opinions on the
contradictory perceptions were varied. Two teachers agreed that the studgniot
have fully understand how to respond to the items. One teacher added that students may
have given the answer they felt the teacher researcher wanted to setat&he

Knowing the kids that were involved in this study, | feel that they gave

what they thought to be the ‘right” answer, which would explain why

their answers did not significantly change. | think maturity probably

played a role in their willingness to answer truthfully because perhaps

they are not ready to believe that ‘there are no right answers’ and that

their answers are truly anonymous.

Another teacher agreed, but also stated that it could have been the time of the
year. She explained that by the last week of school the students may have dbasede
on current motivation and not motivation overall. The same teacher stated that she would
be interested “to see the results after a longer treatment time andalunorg intense
instructional time.”

After sheepishly stating she was currently taking an educational psggholo
course, one teacher stated the explanation might be found in behavioral theory. She
explained,

The behaviors changed. What they feel internally, however, may not have

changed. They still feel that they don't like to learn new things, for

example, but in class, their behavior (say, taking part in an unfamiliar

activity) showed us otherwise Qf course, we could also talk about self-

efficacy. They may have experienced true change that was reflected in

their behaviors, but they do not have enough confidence in themselves that

these behaviors could be duplicated in other settings, classes, grades, and
with different teachers.
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In the end, the teachers never hinted that their perceptions of what they witnessed i

the classroom could be the issue with the contradicting data. There may haveyapen a
in the teachers’ ability to self reflect about their own classroom pegago impacts
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. As lifelong learners, “teachers should bgeddga
the intellectual work of continuous learning through inquiry and reflection”
(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001, p. 31). Instead of objectively looking at the data and
reflecting on their possible roles in the discrepancy, they assumed itotadblyrthe
students’ struggle with the instrument, the time of year, or the students’ errant
perceptions that explained the difference between what they (teachergregukin the

classroom and the statistical results from the CAIMI.

Qualitative Phase Conclusions

Overwhelmingly the teachers reported positive outcomes after implem#émging
strategies for a 9 week period. They reported an increase in behaviorstedseitia
intrinisc motivation such as trying assignments before asking for helpyvexgbr
behavior, more academic engagement, and more of a willingness to take a risk. The
research assistant ended the interview by summarizing that all of themnttens
worked although they worked to varying degrees depending on the student, the teacher,
and the subject. The teachers agreed. The analysis of the transcript showshdrs tea
benefited from the training and were able to see changes in their struggling students

They reported that they will continue to use the strategies.
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When asked about the difference between their perceptions and data from the student
inventory, teachers felt their perceptions were trustworthy and therdogerel
explanations for why the student’s responses did not reflect the change. ionadalgt
analysis hinted that one teacher in the group may still struggle wittaaef intrinsic
motivation. She stated, “you have to be able to realize which motivators work best with
certain kids. Her comment revealed that she continues to see motivation asdtahait

is, something one person does to another.

Integration of Data

“The purpose of the sequential explanatory design typically is to use tivalita
results to assist in explaining and interpreting the findings of a printprdntitative
study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 213). Not only did the researcher want to use the qualitative
data to explain the quantitative, but she also wanted to add the teacher’s voice to the
findings. Social change will occur more readily when the teachers iretdgérceive
research results are significant and grounded in actual practice. To astotiigli data
from the two phases of the study are integrated during analysis. The heseesex
focus group questions from the qualitative phase to explain the quantitative nedutis a
add the perspective of the educators. In addition, though the quantitative data came from
comparing group means, the researcher determined that to fully understand the
inconsistencies in the data she should look beyond the repeated metstisac.

Therefore, she examined individual protocols as well as a frequency charticustor
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this purpose.The discussion that follows details how the two phases combined to address
both the qualitative and the quantitative aspects of the study.

The students were asked to complete the CAIMI before and after the teachers
implemented the strategies learned in the teacher training. All 18iiethres general
orientation toward school learning domain on the CAIMI combined to give an overall
picture of intrinsic motivation. These items covered aspects of intrinsic motivatch
as attitude toward learning, interest in the learning environment, and parsmaiith
this in mind, the guiding questions developed by the researcher and the reséstatt ass
were designed to ascertain the teachers’ perceptions of these aspacitssof i
motivation before and after the implementation of the strategies gaiedththe
teacher training in order to add breadth and scope (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) to the
students’ responses. The teachers’ perceptions could best be understood by émgaging
teachers in a focused discussion of learning behaviors exhibited by the studemts befor
and after the training and implementation of strategies.

In order to obtain a complete picture of any change in motivation, the focus group
guestions were similar to each other so that the participants had more than one
opportunity to reflect upon and share their observations and insights (van Manen, 1990).
The purpose of the focus group questions was to give the teachers an opportunity to
describe the students’ learning behaviors and the effect of the training aoceptiaciugh
specific examples. First, the research assistant asked each partwipaint a picture of

the motivation of SWD in their classrooms before the training. Completing the CAIMI
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required the students to rate their attitudes about learning. Since behavicirgtems
attitude, the teachers’ responses could then be compared to the students’ responses.

As reported earlier, the teachers’ perceptions were similar. They st
before the training and implementation of the strategies, SWD actecay Were not
expected to participate, they did not turn in homework, and some caused classroom
disruptions. The teachers went on to share that the students had “extremely-low self
esteem and no self-confidence.” One teacher noted, “Before intervention, | noéited t
many of the students with disabilities were unmotivated and just kind of tried to blend
into the background and not be noticed during class.” Another stated, “they tended to ask
for help immediately without trying first, saying things like, “I caad this. | need
help.”

The student’s responses on the first administration of the CAIMI were
inconsistent with the teacher’s perceptions, but there were also inconsisbataiesn
the students’ responses on the inventory. For instance, nine of the fourteen students
claimed to enjoy learning although the teachers’ reported behaviors that were
characteristic of just the opposite such as not turning in homework, not participating i
the learning environment, and low self-confidence. In addition, although more than half
claimed they enjoyed learning, 11 of the 14 stated that they would rather do easy work o
work they have already mastered than challenging assignments, andjreedttaat
they did not enjoy working on material that was unfamiliar. These responsethfom
students are inconsistent since engaging in work that has been masteredasing.|

They can also be attributed to failure avoidance since students often atiewpid
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failure by engaging in activities that are very easy or in which ssiceggiaranteed
(Weiner, 1974).

When asked, the teachers unanimously agreed that after the training learning
behaviors associated with intrinsic motivation increased. The students weraphtire
actively engage in learning, take academic risks, and begin working on grelde le
assignments without waiting or asking for help. One teacher shared, “thepitiiare
independent work before they hasked for help.” She also told about the change in a very
shy student.

| had a student who was very shy at the beginning and just didn’'t have a

lot of confidence in himself. Later on towards the end of the year [after the

strategies had been implemented] he would work with partners and they

would come up with different answers and he would justtify his answer

and work with his partner and say, “No, no you had to do this here and this

is what you should be doing,” and he was more confident in himself and

able to share with other people instead of just waiting for one of the

teachers to come around to get him started and, you know, get him on the

right track.

The students’ CAIMI responses to items measuring perseverance mirrored the
teachers’ perceptions. When responding to three of the four items designed teemeasur
academic perseverance, more than half of the students responded that theyegersever
until they reached understading. On the fourth item 7 of the 14 students agreed that they
persevered while 4 students were neutral responding that they neither agreed esdlisagr
with the statement, “When | don’t understand a problem, | give up right avway.” |
addition, on two of the items which measured attitude toward school learning the

majority of the students responded positively. The teachers’ observations of behaviors

were in line with student attitude. If attitude is the basis for behavior thICAI
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responses after the implementation of the strategies and the teaehegptions were
consistent.

Another question asked of the teachers was to explain changes experienced in his
or her individual practice after the training. The purpose of this question wasdwaofol
First, it was intended to press the teachers to explore changes in individtiaepheat
might explain the differences in their students’ attitude about learning. Thenmesit
asked the students to rate their agreement to items such as Item 6: “| &y e
about something that | don’t understand right away so that | will understand iteamd
22 “When | don’t understand a problem, | give up right away” (Gottfried, 1986). Other
items on the CAIMI focused on enjoyment of school learning and interest imigarew
material.

The mean differences in the students’ pre and posttest scores were not significa
which indicates that the students did not perceive a difference in intrinsic nustivat
However, the teachers responded by sharing how the different strateghess sie use
of wait time, connecting past success to current struggle, and patterfisngfara
students, changed the students’ learning behavior. They spoke of how the students wer
more likely to take risks with challenging material, were more engagie ilearning
process, and persevered when work was difficult. The teachers’ observatiche a
students’ scores on the CAIMI should have been consistent based on the changes
observed by the teachers, but this was not the case. While the teachers reported a
significant difference before and after the treatment, the studentsyaighgre and after

the implementation of the strategies were very similar. For example, dneiffigst
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administration 9 of the 14 students marked that they Strongly Agreed or Agreed with *
try to learn more about something that | don’t understand right away so thiat | wil
understand it.” On the follow up administration of the CAIMI, 11 of the 14 students
responded with Strongly Agree or Agree. Though there were marked differerbes
teachers’ perceptions, the students responses were very similar on this item

The second reason teachers were asked to explain changes experienced in his or

her individual practice after the training was to gain data that would add the vdnee of
practitioners. The teachers described the positive change in their pracighthr
examples from the classroom. They told of students who had not previously engaged in
the learning process, but were now more comfortable taking risks. They shared how
different strategies resulted in increased confidence for their SWD and remv the
students were now beginning to work without asking for help instead of saying,t‘l ca
read. | need help.” Most importantly for other educators is that the panti€ipapressed
an interest in continuing the practice because they felt strongly that itanpa$itive
difference in the intrinisic motivation of their SWD.

The final question was asked to help explain why the results from the CAIMI ran
contrary to theory. Simply stated, Albert Bandura'’s self-efficacy thassgrts that one’s
belief in his or her ability to succeed at a given task will determine miotivett attempt
the task. The training was designed to equip teachers with the knowledge and skill
needed to bolster the students’ belief that they were capable.

The research assistant asked the teachers to attempt to explain whyrtegiqes

were vastly different from the students’ perceptions as demonstrated fepédated
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measures-test. One teachers felt that the students were not capable of answering the
Lykert-type items to accurately reflect their true attitudes,aviother stated that the
students may have answered the way he or she thought the researcher would want them
to answer. The later explanation may carry some weight. As the ravg seene being
entered into the SPSS software it was noted by the researcher that two stspemded
to all items with either Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree during battirastrations.

In both cases, all responses were positive. It seemed apparent that these tw® stude
were answering the items in the way he or she thought the researcher would want

Two of the teachers agreed that the students’ actions and behavior in the classroom
demonstrated that intrinsic motivation had increased, but that perhaps the students we
so steeped in failure that they may not have realized the difference in onlk® vee
such, their CAIMI responses reflected their longstanding attitute towardihg, and not
the new behavior. There may be some validity to this explanation. According to the
participants individual profile sheets, 8 of the 14 showed no gains in intrinsic motivation
based on percentile and standard deviation. The remaining six did show significant gain
as evidenced by an increase of one or more standard deviations between the pre and
postadministrations. During the interview however, the teachers spoke of polsange
in all students. If these statements were unbiased and objective, the nadjtray
participants’ profile forms should have shown significant gain in the area of iatrins
motivation instead of approximately half.

The data gleaned from the focus group interview confirmed that the teachers all

agreed the students’ learning behavior changed. However, the changes percdieed by t
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teachers did not translate into a significant mean difference between tedgresttest
scores of the CAIMI. Since the teachers all agreed that the students werengaged in
the learning process and they began to persevere during difficult assigntnent
responses of the SWD on the CAIMI after the treatment should have reflected this
change.

As discussed in Section 3 of this study, the author of the CAIMI demonstrated
both reliabilty as well as construct and criterion-related validity. Esearcher does not
guestion the reliabilty and validity of the CAIMI in general. However, in thessomf
this study, the inferences drawn from the data of both phases reveal twoeseparat
perceptions of intrinisc motivation. “Confidence in the correctness of thencksdi.e.,
internal validity) depends upon the presence or absence of alternative egpkafatthe
findings” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 84). Internal validity is threatened when
“experimental procedures, treatments, or experiences of the partitipamisll as
“characteristics of the participants” inhibit the ability of the redsarto derive correct
conclusions from the data (Creswell, 2003, p. 171). It is very possible that this was the
case in the current study. The teachers and school psychologist agreled imizilectual
and emotional disabilities exhibited by the students may have hindered theirtability
accurately rate the items on the CAIMI. A second threat occurred due tm#imtne of
the study. These students have experienced difficulty in the classroom fal yeaes
and 9 weeks may not have been long enough to effect any significant change.

There is another possible explanation.The students responded to items on the

CAIMI that were designed to measure intrinsic motivation from a genarakfof
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reference. The motivational strategies may not have been implementeg aqmaiyg all
teachers. Thus increases in intrinsic motivation as described by teatiogpanticipated
in the focus groups may be specific to their classes and not applicable to athersea
and classes in which the students attended. In responding to the items on the CAIMI,
students may have interpreted the questions with a specific teaches’srctabject in
mind as opposed to a general as the frame of reference.

The sequential explanatory design is especially useful when the quemtieastilts
are contrary to expectations (Morse, as cited in Creswell, 2003). Such wasetlar cas
this study. According to the theories of Bandura and Atkinson, the student’s intrinsic
motivation should have increased. The students’ responses did not provide evidence that
the students as a group perceived an increase in intrinsic motivation. However, the
teachers were undivided in their perceptions of positive change. Data integrgbed hel
to explain the inconsistency in the perspectives.

Finally, three major themes/generalizations emerged as supported byathEhdse
generalizations are listed below and will be discussed in detail in Section 5.

1. Based on the analysis of the data, teachers perceived training designed to help
them create an intrinsically motivating environment for SWD in the generadigaiuc
classroom as beneficial.

2. Data revealed teachers noticed an increase in student behaviors assatiated w
intrinsic motivation when they conveyed the messages “I believe in you,” “I'mgyaiong

to give up on you,” and “What we’re doing here is important” (Saphier, 2005, p. 87).
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3. Teachers felt their observations of student behaviors may be more rélaable t

students’ own perceptions of their motivation.

Evidence of Quality

The data for this study were collected in two phases. The quantitative data wer
obtained from a pre and posttest administration of the CAIMI. Internal camsistest-
retest reliability, and validity of the instrument were established bautier and
documented in the examiner’'s manual (Gottfried, 1986). Psychological Ass¢ssme
Resources, Inc. requires the person administering the inventory be qualified in
accordance with Standards for Educational and Psychological Testirgfpteethe
researcher recruited the school psychologist to administer and score the inasrsioe
held the proper credentials.

For the qualitative phase of the study, the guiding questions were develdped wit
the research assistant who holds a doctorate from Nova Southwestern UniVaesity
guestions were then pilot tested with a team of five colleagues to ensabditeliSlight
modifications were made to the questions to ensure the focus group interview would
yield the information needed to answer the research questions.

In addition, member checking was used to bolster the accuracy of the findings.
Once the interview was completed, the participants were asked to read tboeptransl
verify it with a signature and date. The researcher followed up by aslahgrearview

participant via phone call if any revisions were needed. There were none noted.
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The research assistant and a trusted colleague served as peeeiddbrief

enhance the credibility of the study. The research assistant earned atddmyor
completing required course work and a quantitative study. The colleague is aldoctor
candidate whose research is qualitative. Both individuals worked candidly with the
researcher to keep the interpretation honest. According to Tashakkori and Teddlie, thi
practice “contributes to the credibility of an inquiry by exposing the relseato
searching questions from the peer aimed at probing biases and clantgpyetations”
(1998, p. 91). The peer-debriefers asked “hard questions about methods, meanings, and
interpretations” (Creswell, 1998, p. 202) as they read the rough draft, and subsequent

revisions.

Limitations

A limitation in this action research study is researcher bias. Tharcbse is the
special education teacher of many of the student participants and co-waditketedcher
participants. The researcher chose not to eliminate the bias, but decided toy ‘itientif
and monitor them as to how they may be shaping the collection and interpretation of
data” (Merriam & Associates, 2002, p. 5). Accordingly, the researcher took steps t
minimize bias as stated in the section above.

Another limitation was sample size. All 18 students at the research s@e we
asked to participate. The parents of three students declined participationgtimei
sample size down to 15. Of those, one student moved before the end of the year so that

only 14 of the 15 students who participated in the pretest, also completed the posttest.
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The results then can only be interpreted as indicative of patterns and not conclusive in

nature.

Summary

This section contained the results of both the quantitative and qualitative phases
of the mixed methods study. The quantitative analysis led the researchetotodject
the null hypothesis, which states: Teacher training in motivational sestagd the
subsequent implementation of these strategies will have no effect on the intrinsic
motivation of SWD in the general education classroom. The researcher concluded tha
the difference in the means was likely due to sampling error and a typer lirexry exist.

In addition, progressive error may exist. Factors such as attitude, fatigoterpersonal
relationship issues may account for the unexpected results.

At the same time, the anticipated findings for Research Question 2 were
confirmed. They were: Teachers will experience a change in practiceotice higher
levels of intrinsic motivation in SWD after implementing strategies pteden training.
The results of the focus group interview showed that teachers perceived\aepositi
relationship between teacher training in motivational intervention stratagdetheir
teacher practice, and that the strategies resulted in increased studeiurbé¢hat are
associated with intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms. The
generalizations, relationship of findings to theory, implications for socaigdy and

recommendations for further research will be included in Section 5.



SECTION 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
The purpose of the study was to examine the effect of teacher training in

motivational strategies on the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general goluca
setting. IDEA (2004) requires SWD to be educated in the least restrictiveraneint,
while NCLB (2002) requires that these students meet minimum criteriatewista
testing by 2014. The problem is that SWD face more challenges and are often
unmotivated to perform. Since motivation must come from within, the researcher was
interested in exploring the effect of teacher training in creatingrano@ament in which

SWD would be intrinsically motivated to perform in the general educationgetti

Research Questions

In order to address the problem, two research questions were posed:

1. Will teacher training in motivational strategies and the subsequent
implementation of these strategies have a positive effect on the intrinsiatoot of
SWD in the general education classroom?

2. How do teachers perceive the relationship between teacher training in
motivational intervention strategies, teacher practice, and levels ofintmotivation

for SWD in inclusive classrooms?
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Review of the Methodology

A sequential explanatory mixed methods approach was selected to guide the
research. Students with disabilities in Grades 4 and 5 who spent 100% of their day in the
general education setting were asked to complete the CAIMI at the beguhninmey
study. The data from this inventory were used to measure intrinsic motivattoa in t
subarea titled General, which measures motivational orientation towarchtearni
general.

Teachers were then trained on interventions based on Atkinson’s (1966) drive theory
and Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. The researcher designearihngtto
help teachers implement strategies in their classrooms that migte areenvironment
in which students would be intrinsically motivated to achieve. Teachers put the
interventions into practice for a period of 9 weeks. After this, the students again
completed the CAIMI. The pre and posttest scores of the CAIMI were analynggdausi
repeated-measurésest. Based on the data analysis, the researcher failed to accept the
null hypothesis: Teacher training in motivational strategies and the subhseque
implementation of these strategies will have no effect on the intrinsic motivaEtSWD
in the general education classroom.

For the qualitative phase of the study, a focus group interview was conducted to
answer Research Question 2: How do teachers perceive the relationship beasken t
training in motivational intervention strategies, teacher practice, and lgiatrinsic
motivation for students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms? A typolbaiedysis

revealed that the teachers perceived a positive correlation betweenring aad their
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practice as well as an increase in behaviors associated with intnogavation for

SWD in the general education setting.

Summary of Findings

Quantitative Phase

As discussed in Sections 3 and 4, the score from the CAIMI's Subarea General was
the score used to accept or fail to reject the null hypothesis. As statediam 3edata
analysis revealed no significant difference between the pre and posttesisdtons of
the CAIMI. The researcher used a repeated-meattessto analyze the data. The
critical regions withdf = 13 andx = .05 begin at +2.160 and -2.160 in ttkstribution.
Therefore, thé scores do not fall outside the boundaries of the critical regions. Based on
the CAIMI score in the General subarea, teacher training in the intrinsizatnt of
SWD in the general education classroom was not effectivet \{itd26),p = .177,d =

.199. The researcher must fail to reject the null hypothesis at the .05 level otaigmaf

Qualitative Phase

The typographical data analysis yielded the data necessary to anseardRe
Question 2: How do teachers perceive the relationship between teacher training i
motivational intervention strategies, teacher practice, and levels ofintmotivation
for SWD in inclusive classrooms? The data from the focus group interview wererbuil
four typographies identified before analysis began. They were (a) motivatonqori

teacher training, (b) motivation after teacher training and implemenj4t) relationship
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between training and practice, and (d) relationship between teachergraind levels of
intrinsic motivation for SWD in inclusive settings.

The qualitative analysis revealed that there were significant changebkaviors
associated with intrinsic motivation before and after the study. When askedtta pai
picture of what motivation was like before the training, teachers desatib@ents who
did not care, tried to blend into the background, disrupted their peers, and made excuses
for not participating. After the training, teachers were impressed wittshalents were
more eager to participate, began assignments without waiting or askindpfaaricetook
more risks. These behaviors are consistent with characteristics oficntniotgvation.

Ryan and Deci state that students who are intrinsically motivated axeethto act for
the fun or challenge entailed rather than because of external prods, pressures, or
rewards.” They are “active, inquisitive, curious...and do not require extraneous
incentives to do so” (2000a, p. 56). All teachers perceived an increase in intrinsic
motivation and stated that their practice had changed as a result of the training.

When asked to explain why the changes in student behavior were not reflected in
pre and postadministrations of the CAIMI, they had varying theories. One teacher’
response was that the students marked what they felt the teacher wanted tpitee des
being assured that there were no right or wrong answers. Two of the studesdslprot
may provide evidence that this was the case. These students responded te alititem
either Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree during both administrations. hrchees, all
responses were positive indicating the highest degree of intrinsic motivatibaugtt

these responses could have reflected the students’ honest perceptions, it i pglaatsibl
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these the students were marking items to gain the researchers apprpnallzsg
assured that the inventories were anonymous.

Another teacher pointed to behavioral theory stating, “They may have
experienced true change that was reflected in their behaviors, but they do not have
enough confidence in themselves that these behaviors could be duplicated in other
settings, classes, grades, and with different teachers.” This may badbe fer the
discrepancy in perceptions, since over half of the individual profile sheets shdhetiea
was no change, either positive or negative, in the students’ intrinsic motivation.

Some felt the students may not have been capable of answering the Ligert-typ
items accurately and still another that the strategies were implesrfenttoo short a
period of time. This teacher suggested that she would like to see the resuliseaft
students had participated in the strategies for a longer period.

Overall, the results show that while the student responses did not reveal the
training and implementation of the strategies had an impact on intrinsizaani, the
teachers’ perceptions were that significant change took place. Although tivéobeha
changes may not be the result of a shift toward intrinsic motivation, the chasge wa
positive that the teachers intend to continue using the practices and at |easichee

has abandoned a previous practice that conflicted with strategies learnedrairting.

Interpretation of Findings
A sequential explanatory study was undertaken to answer two questions.

Quantitative data from the CAIMI was used to answer the first questiohtéather
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training in motivational strategies and the subsequent implementation of tia¢sgics
have a positive effect on the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education
classroom? A focus group interview produced the qualitative information needed to
answer the second question, How do teachers perceive the relationship between teache
training in motivational intervention strategies, teacher practice, and lgviatrinsic
motivation for SWD in inclusive classrooms? Two overarching themes were uncovered
through the typological analysis. They were teacher practice and stubewidoeThese
themes were then used to write one-sentence generalizations. The thrakzg¢ioas
that are supported by the data will be discussed below. They are

1. Teachers perceived training designed to create an environment more conducive
to intrinsic motivation for SWD in the general education classroom as beinficksne

2. Teachers noticed an increase in student behaviors associated with intrinsic
motivation when they conveyed the messages “I believe in you,” “I'm not goingeo g
up on you,” and “What we’re doing here is important” (Saphier, 2005 p. 87).

3. Teachers felt their perceptions of student behaviors may be more rélgble t
students’ perceptions of their own motivation.
The discussion that follows is organized by generalization. A full report of the f;xding

can be found in Section 4 of this study.

Generalization 1
Based on the analysis of the data, teachers perceived the training diésigakp

them create an intrinsically motivating environment for SWD in the generadiaiuc
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classroom as beneficial. Without exception, the teachers reported thairhegthad an
impact on the intrinsic motivation of their students. In reality, the teachenstcstate
whether intrinsic motivation increased for these struggling students, butahelyaw
conclusions based on their observations. The data analysis revealed the teachers did
observe a drastic change in their students’ behavior after the traiemchdrs perceived
their training to be the impetus for the change in learning behaviors.

Theory and research support the notion that training in motivational techniques
are beneficial for struggling students. Margolis and McCabe (2003) suggestedrte
can bolster self-efficacy when they “recognize that low self#tffas not an immutable,
global trait. Rather, it is a modifiable, task-specific set of beligfs168). Their
suggestions included linking new work to recent successes, offering expdtoitction in
learning strategies, providing a collection of learning strategmes Wwhich the student
can choose, teaching them to attribute success to effort, and assisting @atios of
goals that are personally significant. These suggestions were inckigad af the
training offered at the beginning of the study. As reported below, teachersmmsted t
benefits of putting these suggestions into practice.

The primary idea that emerged from the data was the importance of sending the
right messages to students. The teachers reported the benefits of convéying t
students in word and deed that they were capable, that the teacher beliewedilithey
achieve, and that the teacher would not give up on them (Saphier, 2005). One teacher
stated,

| was surprised at how powerful the statement was, ‘I believe in you, |
know you can do this.’ It was almost like a change would come over them.
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Their whole attitude and their demeanor would change. As soon as they

started to struggle, | said, ‘I know you can do this, | believe in you.” Their

whole little disposition would change and that's just a statement | plan on

continuing to use because it really did work.

One segment of the training detailed the importance of calling on all students in
addition to how to respond to the students. Most teachers spoke of using strategies to
ensure all students participated. They also shared how they began to use cuing,
guestioning, and rewording the question to help students arrive at the right answer. The
teachers commented on the link between these practices and conveying the thassage
students could achieve and they would be expected to do so. One teacher stated,

They knew they were going to have to participate even if they didn’t want

to and | felt like every child in my classroom was successful because eve

if they gave the wrong answer, | would guide them to the correct answer

and at the end of the questioning they felt good about themselves.

Teachers also reported using suggestions from the training for wadniine
guestioning that helped their students come to the right answer while they wergesippor
through the struggle. As a result of the training, they learned to help stugdintdrig
prior learning to the current struggle. These practices led to a boost inmsiEdieace for
the students. One teacher stated that the use of wait time “reinforced the tdea tha
believed in them and it built up their self esteem.” Another teacher confessed that a
practice she had previously used had now been abandoned because of the training. Prior
to the training, when struggling students had trouble answering a question sheegave t
the option to “phone a friend.” This practice allowed the student to ask another classmate

to help answer the question. She now reports

through her training we learned...that we should probe that child and try
to get them to answer for themselves without asking a friend because once
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you do that the child thinks you have given up, and that they are dumb,

and they don’t know the answer, and you’'re moving on. ... | have learned

even though | thought that was such a cute idea and such a wonderful way

for the child that didn’t quite know the answer | have learned that it is not

the best way for children. And so | have abandoned that practice and |

have now started spending more time probing and trying to make

connections with the child about what we have learned in the past to try to

make them remember what | am trying to get from them at the moment.

And | have also learned to reword those questions when the wording

sounds a little too confusing and to just help the child come to the answer

instead of just giving them the answer.

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) asserted, “Student self-efficacy is inherently
changeable and sensitive to contextual features of the classroom” (p. 13Ghdowaw
the literature of the past 20 years, they posit teachers can have isngeez on students’
self-efficacy, which in turn will increase engagement and achievemente@bhers
participating in the study, all stated they would continue to use the pradheel ¢llm
the training. This would not have been the case had they not seen positive results from
utilizing the strategies.

There still appeared to be a gap in understanding between extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation. However, the researcher began to perceive a paradigm shift during the
analysis of the qualitative data. The teachers’ comments provided evidahtieely were
becoming more self-aware. While a couple of the comments showed that two of the
teachers were still functioning under the notion that motivation is something toatas

to a student, more were realizing that their practice could effect the enembmsuch a

way that the student would motivate himself or herself to achieve.
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Generalization 2

Data revealed teachers noticed an increase in student behaviorsted suitiha
intrinsic motivation when they conveyed the messages “I believe in you,” “I'mgyaiog
to give up on you,” and “What we’re doing here is important” (Saphier, 2005, p. 87). The
teacher’'s comments during the focus group interview resounded with positivechang
They recognized the changes made in their practice were affectirtgdieats’ behavior.
There are distinct behavioral characteristics linked to intrinsic magiva8tudents
intrinsically motivated are “moved to act for the fun or challenge entailbdrrtitan
because of external prods, pressures, or rewards.” They are “active, imgjuisit
curious...and do not require extraneous incentives to do so” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p. 56).

Conversely, students motivated to avoid failure tend to exhibit “effort withdrawal
procrastination, maintaining a state of disorganization, setting goals too baih tao
low, cheating, or asking for help” (Seifert, 2004, p. 146). These behaviors lead to more
failure and more avoidance (Marzano, 2003). They simply cannot believe they have the
ability to succeed. The data analysis revealed that before the traaoigets
predominately saw a lack of desire to participate, inattentiveness, ordeatsttried to
blend into the background and not be noticed during class. One teacher reported student
misbehavior during instruction. The students did not complete assignments or homework
on a regular basis if at all. There were also frequent requests for help stictaa% do
this, | need your help” or excuses such as, “l can't read this.” In addition, some

procrastinated or tried to get out of doing assignments by asking, “Do tdfzivie is not
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difficult to see that these behaviors could be categorized as failure avoidzshbbabe
characteristics above.

When students are success oriented they tend to “persist at difficult problems and
learn from their mistakes” (Seifert, 2004, p. 146). After teachers implethstitgegies
learned in training, student behavior was more indicative of the charactesfsttcslents
who are success oriented. The students began work without waiting for help from the
teachers. A teacher told the story of a student who continually said, “I cae’t @il
can’t do this.” By the end of the training, the student was seen completing anrassig
without asking for help. Another teacher relayed the example of a student who was
typically shy, withdrawn, and known to shut down when called upon. Eight weeks into
the study, the student risked embarrassment and volunteered to run a class review.
Running the review meant that he would be required to read the question for the group
and give the reason that two of the three answers choices were incorrecachiee te
stated,

| was really impressed that he had the confidence to come up front to ask

to volunteer, because the class normally cheers if they get ten out of the

ten questions correct. So, he had that riding plus he wasn’t really that

outgoing in class; it was shocking.

Finally, perhaps the clearest example is the student who would previously shrink
into the background and not work unless the teacher was with him. After the teacher
changed her practice, the student would begin work independently and even initiated

conversation with partners when their solutions to math problems differed. Shedeport

overhearing the student trying to justify his methods and solution to a classhwte. T
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student was recognized as the Most Improved Student at the fifth grade awards
ceremony.

The changes observed in student behavior are consistent with motivational theory.
It is theorized that self-efficacy, which is the extent to which a studenvéslre or she
has the ability to complete a task at a certain level of competence cal dfintrinsic
motivation is to be bolstered (Margolis & McCabe, 2003). Bandura (2003) belieses thi
motivation has more to do with what the person believes he can do than in his actual
ability to successfully complete the task or assignment.

The results of this study revealed a distinct change in behavior when seacher
began delivering messages and using practice aimed at bolstering the shelexfissin
their ability. By calling on all students and sticking with them until thesevadle to
answer teachers felt the students’ self-confidence increased. Thasmaneself-
confidence led to behaviors that included improved engagement during class, asking to
be called on, beginning assignments before asking for help, and increased riskntaking i
academic situations. When students began to believe the messages delivesed by th
teachers, their behaviors reflected this belief.

The literature reviewed and summarized in Section 2 of this study is divided on
the effect of including SWD in the general education classroom and its @ffect
motivation and academic achievement. However, the results of this study coictirewit
work of Garcia and de Caso (2004), Linnenbrink & Pintrich (2003), Peetsma et al (2001),
and (Deci et al., 2001). Most literature reviewed on the subject appears to shggest

inclusion has a positive effect on the academic achievement of SWD (Gavaley
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2002; Daniel & King, 2001; Peetsma et al., 2001; Rea et al., 2002; Saint-Laurent et al.,
1998) but that the positive effects on achievement are due to various factors, one of
which is motivation. In particular, Daniel and King suggested inclusion in an
environment that has compassionate educators, supportive peers, and bolsters self-
esteem, and can be a powerful force for increasing motivation. Due to training, the
teachers were able to begin creating an environment that met thesa. dkgeairesult,
the students’ behavior changed from that typical of failure avoidant to behavior more
closely resembling that of students who are success oriented.

Peetsma et al (2001), found more specialization and differentiation of dacadem
content, may actually “lead to negative outcomes: less progress in mataésiali,
poorer school motivation and less self-confidence” (p. 133). Could this imply that more
specialization and differentiation send the message that the student is not capable of
working at the same level as his grade level peers? The current studgmied out in
the general education classrooms because this is where students at thle siseare
expected to achieve. Because of their disabilities, the challenge to mdeigrel
standards served to motivate them to give up instead of persevere. Based on thendata f
the focus group interview, teachers perceived that the students’ learnimpbeha
changed and that students were more confident because the teachers beljeverkethe
capable.

This idea is echoed in the results of a study completed by Rea et al. (2002). They
studied the relationship of academic outcomes for SWD in both inclusive and pullout

settings and found grades and standardized test scores were higher for those stude
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served in inclusive settings as compared to their peers in pullout settinggolitey
the lower achievement for those in pullout models may be due to a weak curriculum,
lower expectations, and negative student attitude resulting from the stigmagf be
removed from the general education classroom and their typically achievisg pee

Like the students in the Rea et al. (2002) study, students involved in the current
study actually rose to the occasion when expectations were raised.rfeapogted
higher grades, more assignments being turned in and genuine disappointment on the part
of one student when he did not pass one portion of the state mandated test. It would not
be unreasonable to think that the opposite results found in the study by Rea et al. were
due to the unintentioned message sent by the school. Removal from the classroom and a
subpar curriculum sent the message that the student was incapable of achieving.

The teachers participating in this study realized that their expettatiade a
difference for their students. They did not offer stickers or other extringaras; they
simply expected the students’ best effort and supported them as they worked theme
standard. Delivering the messages outlined in the training appeared to itlceease
students’ self-efficacy. This is important if students are to be intrihgicadtivated to
achieve, since lower self-efficacy beliefs influence “thought patterns aotiosal
reactions” (Pajares, 2002, Self Efficacy Beliefs, para. 10) thus becorsgififalfilling

prophecy.
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Generalization 3

Teachers felt their observations of student behaviors may be moreeréhaibl
students’ own perceptions of their motivation. Based on the quantitative results of the
CAIMI, student perceptions of their intrinsic motivation were markedly difitefr®em
that of their teachers. The repeated-measures test revealed noasigifilerence
between how the students rated their intrinsic motivation before and after the stud

Data from the focus group interview revealed several thoughts on why there wa
such a difference between the students’ scores on the CAIMI and the teachers’
perceptions. The first is supported by the drive theory of John Atkinson as well as
comments of two of the teachers. First, Atkinson and Feather (1966) suggested that two
drives compete in every individual: the drive to succeed and the drive to avoid failure.
Though both drives compete, one will become habitual.

The students participating in the study have a history of failure. When students
have a history of failure, they tend to act on that belief. Seifert (2004} Stet
behaviors exhibited by failure avoidant students include “effort withdrawal,
procrastination, maintaining a state of disorganization, setting goals too baih taop
low, cheating, or asking for help” (p. 146). During the focus group interview, the teacher
reported that prior to the implementation of the strategies several of #gtemadys were
evident in their classrooms. They saw “lack of attention,” students “shyingfeovay
answering questions”, “incomplete assignments and homework,” and the tendency of the
students to “ask for help immediately without trying first.” These typd®béviors are

common place “because unless people believe that their actions can produce the
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outcomes they desire, they have little incentive to act or to persevere auehaf f
difficulties” (Pajares, 2002, para. 14).

The students participating in the study were students in Grades 4 and 5. They had
experienced several years of academic and emotional struggle but haoindp&nveeks
in the more motivating environment created by their teachers. They may hekedm
answers based on their history, rather than the present. One of the educsooesiiea

The behaviors changed. What they feel internally, however, may not have

changed. They still feel that they don't like to learn new things, for

example, but in class, their behavior (say, taking part in an unfamiliar

activity) showed us otherwise.

Likewise, two teachers’ responses supported this assumption when asked about
the difference between the students’ scores and the teachers’ perceptionactere te
stated, “It [the difference] may have been because of the short amount of time during
which they [the strategies] were implemented.” The other stated, “Thehavay
experienced true change that was reflected in their behaviors, but they do not have
enough confidence in themselves that these behaviors could be duplicated in other
settings, classes, grades, and with different teachers.” The synthbaisakhough the
students were beginning to act on the belief that they were capable, they hiatd not
developed a sense of high self-efficacy, which produces feelings of competence and
calmness. Low self-efficacy on the other hand will produce feelings of graxet
ineptness (Bandura, 1986). Therefore, the difference in their scores and tieesteac
perceptions could be explained by recognizing that 9 weeks is not enough time for

students to begin acting on the belief that they can succeed, and to move fronea fai

avoidant to a success-oriented state of mind.
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Another teacher suggested that the difference could simply be that the students
were unable to answer the types of items on the CAIMI to accuratelgtrisfisr
perceptions. Some items on the CAIMI were stated in the negative. One item asked the
student to rate an item stating he or she had a negative attitude toward légtiméeng.
student wanted to convey a negative attitude toward learning, he or she would have to
markstrongly agregwhich is typically a positive response to state the negative. For
students with disabilities, this thinking runs counterintuitive.

Lastly, one teacher supposed that the students might have responded the way they
thought the researcher would want them to respond. She stated

Knowing the kids that were involved in this study, | feel that they gave

what they thought to be the "right" answer, which would explain why their

answers did not significantly change. | think maturity probably played a

role in their willingness to answer truthfully, because perhaps they are not

ready to believe that there is no "right answer" and that their answers are

truly anonymous.

One of her colleagues added the difference could be attributed to the fact that
“they don’t understand how to rate those things or maybe they don’t see their own
progress.” While there is no evidence that these assumptions are correeiglleeste
know their students and therefore the assumptions must be considered. If the students
were unable to mark the items to accurately rate their intrinsic motiyainother
instrument should be used for this population.

The teachers provided valuable insight into why the students’ responses may not
have been valid, but failed to consider the possibility that they may have played a part.

Their responses to the final question show that they did not believe that action oninacti

on their part might have been the reason for the inconsistency in the data.Jideas e
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that a gap may exist in the teachers’ ability to self reflect aboutgresitice as it affects
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.

Unlike other professions, teachers are now beginning to realize the benefit of
working collaboratively. In the recent past they “were not expected to evaluatjust
their lessons” (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005, p. 141). Self reflection as well as
collaborative analysis and reflection of teaching practice is Vithining is to occur.
Professional learning communities provide structure conducive to reflectiomalydia
of practice. This collaborative practice offers teachers the opportunity tgesimga
reflective conversations in order to acquire new knowledge, skills, and stratedies
adjust their practice (DuFour et al., 2004). Although the teachers at theehesigaare
involved in professional learning communities, they were not made aware of the
discrepant data and given the opportunity to collaboratively reflect on reasdhs 7ast

difference in perceptions during a weekly meeting.

Data Integration Summary

The final step in a sequential explanatory study is that of integrating theadata
that the qualitative data explains the quantitative. The researcher used thg guidi
guestions from the focus group interview to help explain the surprising resulthom t
guantitative phase of the study. Theory should have dictated a positive changesit intr
motivation after the teachers participated in the training and implementedatiegists in

their classrooms. This, however, was not the case.
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The focus group interview was added to the study so that the voice of the
practitioners could be heard and the student responses on the CAIMI could be expounded
upon. The guiding questions required the teachers to explain specific practtasdise
how their students responded to their change in practice. The responses of both the
teachers and the students were compared in the integration phase of the stwdy. Thes
reports were in direct contrast to the students’ perceptions if the resultsGAkhewere
valid.

Teachers described the motivation of their students before their training as
lacking. The students did not complete homework or assignments and would rarely begin
work without asking for help. Others would shrink into the background hoping they
would not be noticed. The student responses on the first administration of the CAIMI
however were not consistent with the teacher perceptions. In addition, thelesear
noticed inconsistencies in the students responses to various items. For example, the
students responded positively to items that asked if they liked learning, but theymajor
also agreed that they favored working on assignments they had mastered rathewtha
material.

The teachers also unanimously agreed that after the training theysaerease
in behaviors associated with intrinsic motivation. The students’ responses $aijesed
with the teachers at this point. The CAIMI measured attitude toward learniegenaj
and the teachers reported on observed behaviors. If attitude is the foundation of behavior,

the teachers’ and students’ perceptions were consistent.



129

There were two reasons for asking the teachers to explain changes in his or her
practice following the training. First, it was hoped their explanation&trpigpvide the
researcher with insight into the differences in the students’ attitides arning. The
teachers discussed the various strategies used and their perceptions ettlomneffe
students’ behavior and motivation. Secondly, the researcher wanted to add the voice of
the practitioner to the results of the study. The teachers’ responses wergige {has
all stated they would continue to use the practices. Such a strong endorsement is
important for other teachers in the field.

The focus group responses to Question 5 held perhaps the best explanation for the
surprising discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative resultseSEaech
assistant asked the participants to speculate on why their perceptionsadedcre
intrinsic motivation were not mirrored in the student responses on the CAIMI. As
reported in Section 4, the mean difference of SWD responses to these items between the
pre and post administrations of the CAIMI was not significant. However, thectsaah
agreed that the change in practice made possible by the training had aasigwifi
positive affect on the learning behavior of the students. This change was so plositive
the teachers stated their intention to continue the practices after theustudge had
already discontinued a practice previously used because it ran contrary to¢iEgwi
of the training.

The researcher determined that while the instrument’s author had in fact
determined the reliability and validity of the CAIMI, there were internablitglissues

due to the characteristics of this particular group of students, the timer dhgesudy
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was conducted, and the limited timeframe of the treatment. Because of thesetiesue

inferences drawn from the results must be viewed with caution.

Implications for Social Change

The significance of this study was initially presented in Section 1. Thed@sadn
Section 4 and interpretation of the findings in Section 5 will now ground the implications
for social change for individual students, teachers, school administrators, ayd poli
makers. The results revealed that while the students did not perceive andéferéheir
intrinsic motivation, the teachers saw a positive change in behaviors as3doatdt
intrinsic motivation. The need to find strategies to help these students achiee in t
challenging environment of the general education classroom is not only fe# by t
classroom teachers, but also by school administrators and policy makers.ndldsB
educators and administrators accountable for the achievement of all studéinéss#mne
time, IDEA requires that individual SWD be held to the same high standard as their
typically achieving peers. Because there is a clear link between immosivation,
engagement, and achievement (Marzano, 2003) those being held accountable must find a
way to overcome the hurdle of helping students become intrinsically motivated. Since
this is not something that can be done to or for students, we must find a way to help the
student take ownership of his or her learning.

The results of this study indicated that, from the teacher’s point of view, training
in motivational strategies gave them tools. These tools are not strategleso”

students, but rather to help them as educators to change the environment to one in which
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their SWD are intrinsically motivated to achieve. They viewed the trairsiigipful and
stated they would continue to use the strategies after the study was eompiet
teachers reported seeing students more engaged, more confident, and ingreowake
risks. They also saw an increase in grades and the number of assignmentssdomplet

School administrators and policy makers at all levels should heed the results of
this study. The demands of state and federal legislation will not change in ttietaear
Students, in spite of their disabilities will continue to be held accountable fanmeet
increasingly high standards in the same setting as their general educatsoW\{fet can
change, and appears to make a difference based on the results of this study, is the
environment of that setting. Implementing training which makes teachers afvhe
difference in extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, and teaches them how te enea
environment in which students will be motivated to learn will have positive implications
for social change.

In order for teachers, school administrators, and policy makers at tharslate
local levels to benefit from the results of this study and further resewatiis iarea,
results should be disseminated to teachers through on-going dialogue inipnafess
learning communities and through mentors. The school administrators should take the
message of what is happening in the trenches to policy makers who are in a pwsition t

effect change that will trickle down to the teachers in the field.
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Recommendations for Action

This study was undertaken as action research. Mills (2003) stated actionlresear
is a four-stop process:

1. Identify an area of focus.

2. Collect data.

3. Analyze and interpret data.

4. Develop an action plan.

The first three steps of Mills’ process were completed and detailed in thys Shed
following section outlines an action plan based on the interpreted data.

Teachers overwhelmingly saw an increase in behaviors associdtadtvsic
motivation. They felt so positive about the change they stated they would continue the
practices. One teacher has even abandoned a long-standing practice afieritige
because she realized it did more harm than good in the classroom. However, students’ pre
and post responses on the CAIMI did not show a gain in intrinsic motivation after the
training. The following recommendations for action are suggested in the hope that
students will begin to realize the same changes their teachers saw.

The training was held over a 90-minute period and then discussed briefly at bi-
weekly grade level meetings. The teachers viewed the training andtifts e the
training as beneficial, an analysis of the data showed that although naegiss and
ideas were offered in the training, the teachers focused on only a few. Fevap$so
much to absorb in one training. The researcher suggests the training be an ongoing

dialogue in professional learning communities instead of a “sit and getihggaCibulka
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and Nakayama (2000) define professional learning communities as “a group obexlucat
committed to working together collaboratively as learners to improvevachent for all
students in a school” (p.4). This type of community revolves around “job-embedded”
learning which allows teachers to gather around an immediate problem. Thgg énga
dialogue about new ways to solve the problem, and watch as peers model solutions to the
identified problem (Valli & Hawley, 2002). It is possible that one 9 week periochaias
enough time to learn, implement, make all of the strategies part of thertegehetice.

In addition, exploring and implementing the strategies at the beginnirgy th#m
the end of the school year may be more effective. Making the training paet thiools
improvement plan would accomplish this goal. The current study began on the first day
of the last 9-week grading period for the school year. Two weeks into the gpadiad,
high-stakes testing ensued. Instruction usually takes a turn aftestihg.téll standards
have been covered, and teachers usually begin spending more time on culminating hands-
on projects and the presentation of these projects. By incorporating the traiaitigeint
school improvement plan and situating it in the setting of a professional learning
community, teachers will have ample time and support to internalize and make more of
the practices they found so beneficial a part of their everyday practice.

As stated in Section 2, Garcia and de Caso (2004) believe, and Gottfried et al.
(2001) agree that motivation should be affected prior to age 12. Continuing to dialogue
about strategies to create an environment conducive to learning espadiafiyface of
struggle is critical at the elementary level. Foundational skills sudbasling,

comprehension, number sense, and writing are developed during the first 6 years of a
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child’s school career. Student achievement and motivation go hand in hand. If students
are to achieve, which is the ultimate goal of education, they must be motivatedhto lear

Teachers in the field did perceive this training to have a positive effabieir
practice and the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education classroom
However, this study with its training was only a springboard. The suggestions above
come as a result of analyzing the data and researcher reflection. Thiarsduitie

recommendations that sprang from it should inform future practice.

Researcher Reflections and Recommendations

Committing to a doctoral study is an enormous undertaking. There were many
obstacles, but when the methodology was finally solidified, the reseaethtefresults
would be significant. However, as the study progressed and especiallydasatieere
being analyzed, the researcher began to see how the study could have been stronger.
Although the researcher feels that the results are noteworthy, it iskicf the
responsible researcher to critically reflect on his or her work. This reckserve to
help the researcher mature and provide insight so that any wishing to pursue tifis line

research can benefit from the identified weaknesses.

Sample Size
According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2005), “a sample is a set of individuals
selected from a populationsually[italics added] intended to represent the population in

a research study” (p. 120). For this study, the participants were not chosen tentegpres
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population, since the number would certainly have been too small. Rather because the
foundation of the study is action research the participants were chosen becaussé¢he
the group of students the teacher researcher wished to study.

Although the sample size was small, the entire population of SWD being served
in the general education setting for 100% of their day at the researclasitewted to
participate. Of these 18 students, the parents of three students declined partiarnmht
one of the 15 students moved out of state before the study was completed. This left only
14 students that participated in the quantitative phase of the study. Since the study wa
action research, the sample size could not have been larger unless the number of SWD a
the research site was larger.

Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) stated that sample size directly influemoes “
accurately the sample represents its population” (p. 159). The larger the , samptere
accurately the results will represent that of the population. However, geagoal is not
the optimal goal of action research. The primary goal of action ressdh i
practitioners “in the teaching/learning environment to gather information abautheir
particular schools operate, how they teach, and how well their students leasn (Mill
2003, p. 5). Itis true that larger sample sizes would increase the gemdiglinhthe
research results, but the “power of action research is not in its geneligjizklis in the
relevanceof the findings to the researcher or the audience of the research” (p. 90).

Still the small sample size could have been a factor in why the results did not
show a significant difference between the pre and postadministration scores on the

CAIMI. Because of the small number of participants, the results of this studyldeul
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viewed as indicative, but not conclusive. It is the researcher’'s recommendatithetha

study move beyond action research and be implemented on a larger scale.

Control Group

According to the data gained from the repeated meastest there was no
significant difference in the scores of the students before and afteratmerg. The
introduction of a control group would have provided baseline information allowing the
researcher to make a comparison between a group of participants in a $eclassrbom
in which the strategies were implemented and students enrolled in classritoous thie
implementation of the strategies (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005).

Even though the possibilities of a stronger study existed, there were klgistic
hurdles inhibiting the use of a control group. First, it is difficult to convincetinistnal
Review Boards to allow a researcher to experiment with students who areynohdait
the age of 18, but also have disabilities. Both of these categories of individuatsiizd|
those considered At Risk by this governing board. In addition, the project was act
research, which limited the number of participants available to the resedrcbeotal
number of SWD at the research site in fourth and fifth grade was only 18. There would
not have been sufficient numbers of participants to divide the students into two groups.
Finally, both the student and teacher participants were in a situation that prdéwedt dif
to introduce the use of a control group into the study. Thend %' grades at the
research site are departmentalized. All fourth grade teachers teaictina fourth

graders and the situation is the same for the fifth grade teachers and students. The
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researcher had little choice but to conclude that the hurdles were sigreficargh to

forgo the use of a control group at this time.

CAIMI

One of the critical decisions when designing the study was the choice of an
instrument to measure the intrinsic motivation of the student participants. Eaecresy
discovered the CAIMI after reviewing several motivational inventories during the
planning phase of the study. At the time, it appeared that the CAIMI was the perfect
instrument to measure intrinsic motivation for the student participants in the ktombt
the criteria as it was specifically designed for students in gradeeuph 8, and it was
also designed to measure academic intrinsic motivation.

The manual stated that the inventory is appropriate for students in grades 4-8 and
“appropriate for children across a broad achievement range” (Gottfrigé, p95),
however, it proved a complicated instrument for SWD to complete. The CAIMI was
administered by a trained school psychologist in accordance with the regniseset
forth in the manual. She gathered the students either individually or in small groups
depending on the level of academic functioning. Despite these accommodations, the
researcher and school psychologist agreed that the items on the inventorywenbgdra
too difficult for some students to answer appropriately. Some items wereghrase
negatively and students had a difficult time answering those questions since, ito order

respond appropriately, the student had to reverse his thinking.
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According to Creswell, internal validity can be threatened from ciramss,
which “arise from the characteristics of the participants” (p. 171). Althougstdidents
all had disabilities their intelligence quotients ranged from 61 (Mildlliettually
Disabled) to 130 (Gifted Borderline Genius). Not all of the students struggled due to low
intellectual functioning. Some struggled because of emotional/behavioral aranedi
issues. All of these participant characteristics combined to be grounds faus seri
internal validity threat with this instrument for this particular study.

Thet-test statistics did not show a significant difference between the pre and
postadministrations. This could be due to the use of the CAIMI with this particalgy gr
of students and not because the strategies did not have an effect on the studasits intri
motivation. Gottfried (1986) stated the CAIMI is appropriate for students with a wide
range of ability levels. For this particular study with these studentssdbancher and the
school psychologist disagreed. Duplicating the study with another instrumentaongtil
another method to measure the effect of intervention strategies on the iminisiation

on SWD is warranted.

Student Focus Group Interview

Since the data have been analyzed and synthesized, the researcher healized t
role a student focus group interview could have played. The data from these groups may
have changed the methodology, but valuable data would have been gained. The teachers

perceived the changes in their practice precipitated by the training pasitive affect on
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the students’ intrinsic motivation. However, the student’s responses to the CAIMI did not
yield the same information.

Progressive error may account for the discrepancy. Gravetter and Wallnau (2005)
stated a “primary disadvantage of a repeated-measures design is thaictieesof the
design allows for the possibility that factors other than the treatmeats eéin cause a
subject’s score to change from one treatment to the next” (p. 288). A focus group
interview with the students could have provided the opportunity to explore the possibility
of progressive error. Asking questions about how the students felt, what they thought
about the CAIMI, and what effect the teachers’ practice had on their feelings about
school could have ruled out or caused the researcher to accept that progressive error
existed.

The researcher could have gained useful insight from the students that was not
possible from the statistical information gained from the CAIMI alone.sBhgests
further research should include a student focus group used either alone or in tandem with
a quantitative measure to determine the effect of teacher training vatratal

strategies on the intrinsic motivation of SWD in the general education setting.

Teacher Training

The training for this study was held in one afternoon over a 90-minute period at
the beginning of the study. The researcher began the session by defining then probl
stating the significance of the study, and explaining the theoretidedioamd.

Afterwards, an electronic slideshow was used to share the strategiesséaeeher
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explained the seven arenas to deliver the “I believe in you,” “I'm not going tagioa
you,” and “What we’re doing here is important” (Saphier, 2005 p. 87). These arenas
were:

1. Patterns of calling on students

2. Responses to student answers

3. Giving help

4. Dealing with errors

5. Giving tasks and assignments

6. Offering feedback on student performance

7. Displaying tenacity (Saphier, 2005, pp. 90-93).

During the analysis of the focus group interview, it became evident that of the
many strategies detailed within these seven arenas the teacherd facasdy a few.
The researcher did visit grade level meetings during the 9 weeks, she thimde
teachers of the strategies, and she offered to clarify any confusion.

Still, after analyzing the data, the researcher believes that anfycsighchange
in practice will take place over time. Perhaps the training materialogasuch to take
in during one session. The researcher suggests the training be part of ondogqugdra
a professional learning community instead of a “sit and get” trainingehionmk and
Pintrich (2003) stated that “teacher’s own pedagogical knowledge and expelitis
result in well-informed teacher practices” (p. 134) when combined with the
implementation of research based strategies. As teachers have a oldialgytie about

the strategies, remind each other of what they learned, and offer suggestionatfor w
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worked in their classrooms within the context of professional learning comes,tiiteir
practice will evolve (Valli & Hawley, 2002).

In addition, exploring and beginning implementation of the strategies at the sta
rather than the end of the school year may be more productive. The study commenced
immediately following IRB approval, which was the onset of the last graméngd of
the school year. During this time, high stakes testing took place. Also durihgsthis
grading period, teachers are more likely to use hands-on performance tasks for
assessment since all standards have been covered prior to testing. Stadantg ar
relaxed and it is more difficult for teachers to keep students focused aftestihg is
completed. This year was no exception. The school year at the reseaichisited
into 4 nine-week periods. Implementing the strategies during the second and third nine
week grading periods when pressure to achieve is higher and students arecoswé f
may yield more valid results.

In their article, Kozminsky and Kozminsky (2002) reported that teachers
examine their own beliefs. They also included yearlong training for teagberpart of
their study. These practices were not a part of the current study. Even thowedthess
in this study reported significant change in their students’ learning behaviotisn¢he
frame of one 9-week period in conjunction with a single 90-minute training session for
the teachers could have short circuited the effects of the study. Writitrgithag into
the school’s improvement plan would accomplish this goal. This plan is a prescription for
change based on the school's need. Making the training a part of the plan will ertsure tha

it is addressed in a formal way and that teachers are accountable f@ietsentation.
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Focus Group Guiding Questions
Guiding questions were written with the research assistant. The gbal of t
guestions was to gain insight from teachers to answer Research Question 2: How do
teachers perceive the relationship between teacher training in motivatiemgention
strategies, teacher practice, and levels of intrinsic motivation for ssuaeht
disabilities in inclusive classrooms? As a novice researcher, the quegi@aseal to be
adequate to gain the information needed. During the analysis phase, other quesgons cam
to mind. These questions would have allowed the researcher to probe the challenges that
were faced during the implementation of strategies. Insight into thesevaoaild give
the researcher a more rounded view of the teacher’s perceptions. Additionaruesti
which might prove helpful include
1. Please list the strategies that you used?
2. How did students respond differently to the strategies?
3. What do attendance records for the SWD during the treatment period reveal?
4. How were discipline referrals for SWD affected?

5. Can you explain any challenges you faced while implementing the sts®egi

Anonymous teacher survey

Although bias was addressed by having a research assistant fatiétédeus
group interview, it is possible that some teachers represented themselvesr& a m
positive light than appropriate for the research assistant’s benefit. Tlydyava

answered the questions in a way that gave the impression they implementeategeestr
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more than they actually did. It is also possible that the teachers’ percepticns/irong
and they thought they implemented the strategies more often than they atitually
Adding an anonymous teacher survey for the teachers to complete after impigrttee
training would increase the strength of the study. This survey would allokhetsao
anonymously rate the frequency and intensity of their participation.

Future studies should include a component designed to corroborate teacher
participation. Due to researcher-perceived flaws in the current study, shie ava
position to assume the teacher’s participation. This information could be used as

additional data to substantiate the results of the focus group interview.

Other Data Sources

The data collected from the students to answer Research Question 1 consisted
only of the quantitative data from the CAIMI. Likewise, the data used to ansgeaRh
Question 2 were collected from a single focus group interview with the teacher
participants. On further reflection, other readily available sources otdald have
explained the statistical data gained from the CAIMI. It also could havédpbinsight
and supported or refuted the teachers’ reports of increased intrinsic motivagse. T
sources could include researcher observations, student work, progress monitoying data
discipline referrals, and attendance records.

The use of researcher observation could have provided valuable data for the
frequency and intensity of the implementation of the strategies by theteashwell as

the students’ behavior in response to the interventions. The teachers reported that
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students who had previously been disruptive in the classroom were now participating. A
review of discipline referrals and behavior logs would have served to substémbise
reports. Attendance records may have provided some insight into the studemgsfeeli
about being in the school environment. Students who feel successful are more likely to
want to attend school regularly, while those who are not would rather avoid the source of
their struggle (Seifert, 2004). Reviewing student work and progress monitoring data
could have been a valuable tool for assessing the students’ desire to persist and
substantiate the teachers’ claims that students were more willing toaterolalss work,
and homework.

Using multiple sources of information is a way of strengthening internaityali
and is commonly found in qualitative studies (Merriam & Associates, 2002). This study
was designed to be a mixed methodological study and at that time, given the problem,
that seemed best. In retrospect, the rich information available througplendiia
sources, combined with the internal validity threat of the CAIMI combine to suggést t
perhaps the most appropriate approach would have been qualitative. This wealth of
information possible from multiple data sources may have been the best choioeno inf
practice and affect social change.

In spite of the weaknesses detailed above, the researcher still fedie thtaicty
yielded some valuable insight into what teachers can do to affect intringiation.
There is certainly a need for more rigorous research and the researatesl offe
recommendations that would satisfy this need. Nevertheless, even with itsndeds

this study revealed that teachers perceived that changing their @i@miid have an
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impact on their struggling students’ intrinsic motivation. The teacher petits
reported a willingness to continue using the strategies after the cona@shenstudy. In
addition, one of the teachers decided to give up previous practices that ran ¢ontrary
what she learned in the limited training. These reasons alone are evidenceac!tleest

perceptions of the training’s effectiveness.

Conclusion

At the research site and many other schools across the nation since the advent of
NCLB, struggling learners are at the center of much professional dealBgiling to
meet standards, this subgroup can prevent a school from making AYP, which places the
school in danger of being placed on a list of failing schools. Many interventions are used
and many more are proposed to increase the achievement of students with dssabiliti
Taylor and Adelman make it clear that no matter which interventions are chioisen “
essential that they [researchers] focus on motivation as a primary interveaiicern”
(Taylor & Adelman, 1999, p. 274).

Motivation is a much-misunderstood construct. Whether from the pressures of
NCLB or because an individual is a master teacher who truly wants to make anddfere
teachers struggle with unmotivated students. The question of how to motivate students is
the subject of many conversations when a child is struggling.

The question so many people ask... “How do | motivate people to learn?
to work? to do their chores? or to take their medicine?” — are the wrong
guestions. They are wrong because they imply that motivation is

something that gets done to people rather than something that people do.
(Deci & Flaste, 1995, p. 21)
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The idea that motivation is transitive — that it is something we do to students must
be challenged. Tangible rewards such as pizza, stickers, and coupons redessmable f
homework are common practice in schools. Viewing these rewards as motivators,
teachers use them as currency to buy engagement. However, these egtsiagis have
actually been shown to decrease intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 2001).imtrins
motivation is vital to engagement, which is linked to student achievement (Marzano,
2003).
Jonathan Saphier (2005) believes teacher behavior can have a tremendous affect on
student motivation and achievement. He states,
‘effort-based ability’...is the belief that all students can do rigorous
academic work at high standards, even if they are far behind academically
and need a significant amount of time to catch up. Educators who carry
this belief into their practice are not unrealistic about the obstacles they
and their students face. They simply have not given up. And we know for
sure that they will get results if they translate this belief into appropriate
practice. (p. 86)
The results Saphier spoke of, like the results from this study could have SWDrtsksng
instead of trying to blend into the background, begging to be called on instead of shying

away from answering questions, and stating “I'm doing my assignment!” ihstéa

can't!
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RAW DATA - CAIMI

Student Pretest Posttest
1 31 31
2 20 40
3 20 48
4 66 51
5 44 54
6 54 52
7 52 48
8 38 52
9 48 49

10 39 31
11 40 36
12 34 56
13 41 44

14 31 32
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What teachers
should know...

“The proper question is not, how
can people [teachers] motivate
others?’but rather, 'how can
people [teachers] create the
conditions within which
others [students] will motivate
themselves?’”

(Dedi & Flaste, 1995, p. 10)

Theoretical Framework

Atkinson (1966)

Drive theory suggests two
drives compete in every
individual. The drive to
succeed and the drive to
avoid failure.

Although they two drives
operate simultaneously,
one will win out over
time and will influence
attitude and motivation
whenever challenges are
faced.

Bandura (1986)

Social cognitive theory of
self-efficacy is defined
as an individual’s belief
in his / her ability to
succeed at a given
task. This belief will
determine motivation
to attempt that task.

Students with a history
of success act on the
belief that are
capable when THEY
ARE MAKING THE
DECISION TO ENGAGE
in a challenging task
and will behave
accordingly. 3

In a nutshell...

Students with high self-efficacy
look at difficult tasks as
challenges to be overcome---

Those with low self-efficacy
approach challenging tasks as
situations to be avoided. «

All Students are Motivated

We want them to be
motivated to work toward
success even when school
work is difficult...How do

we accomplish this?
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“Struggling
learners’ with low
> self-efficacy must
succeed on the very
L o type of tasks they
expect to fail....

Work shouid
/\ / J challenge rather
N than frustrate
/ them...it should
strengthen

expectations of
success rather than
i failure” (Margolis

Stee and McCabe, 2003).

6

There is hope!

Low self-efficacy is not an absolute
characteristic. On the contrary, itis a
“modifiable, task-specific set of
beliefs derived largely from frequent
failures”

There are ways to change low self-
efficacy to high-self efficacy.

EFFORT BASED ABILITY
= What we're doing here is
important.
s Youcandoit.

= I won'tgive u%on yOou (even if you
give up on yourse!
= (Saphier, 2005, p. 86).

Seven arenas for message
“delivery”

s Pattems of calling on students
= Responses to student answers
= Giving help
» Dealing with errors
s Giving tasks and assignments
= Offering feedback on student performance
» Displaying tenacity (saphier, 2005)
9

What teachers
should be able to
do...

10

Patterns of calling on students

a Call on all students

= Do not ‘dumb down’ questions
or the demand for thinking

11




Responding to Student Answers

= How safe is the environment?
» Is it safe to take a risk?

= Stay focused on ‘the’ student

~cuing ~reword question

~wait-time ~validate what's right

~give confidence ~ask student to explain
thinking

12

Giving Help

= Be careful when offering unsolicited
help.
« Some will be embarrassed
= Some will feel they didn't get help
because the teacher doesn‘t believe they
could do it anyway (McCabe, 2006, p. 256).
s Connect prior learning to current

confusion.
13

Dealing with Errors

= Preserve student dignity:

"That’s not correct, but I'm glad you
said that because others may be
thinking the same thing” saprier, 2005,p. 92).

14

Giving Tasks and Assignments

= Acknowledge difficulty when appropriate

= Students must have a clear idea of the
focus of the assignment

= Ensure tasks are within the child’s Zone of
Proximal Development - the difference
between what a child can already do alone
and what he can do with help from a more
competent person
15

Offering Feedback on Student
Performance

» Non-judgmental
= Useful for correcting or improving work

= Progress records should be made available
to students

16

Offering Feedback on Student
Performance

= Help students set personally important
goals based on feedback and give

feedback on progress toward goals
« (McCabe, 2003; Shunk, 2003).

= Help students recognize their own learning
style/strength (seckman, 2001, p. 4)

17
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Displaying Tenacity

a Follow up with students who are confused, late
‘:tc. work, “unmotivated”, need encouragement,

“How did you do on that math test?”

“You do have your science study guide with you,
night?”

“How are you coming with that AR book?”
18

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003)

= Help students maintain relatively high but
accurate self-efficacy beliefs.

“Because you...”

“And that helped you...”

“As a result of...you were able to”

“Remembering. .. helped you” wecate, 2005 . 59 "

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003)

= Provide students with challenging
academic tasks that most students
can reach with effort (p. 135).

» Promote students’ domain specific
self-efficacy beliefs rather than
global self-esteem (p. 135).

20

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003)

= Foster the belief that
competence or ability is a
changeable, controllable aspect
of development.

21

Finally,

Teach students to attribute success to
controllable factors such as effort,
persistence, and correct use of strategies
{Margolis & McCabe, 2003, p. 164).

“Because you...”

“And that hefped you..."

“As a result of...you were able to”
“Remembering. .. helped you...” (uccave, 2006, p.54) 23
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APPENDIX F:
STUDENT ASSENT / PARENT CONSENT

Hello, Mrs. Faircloth is doing a research project and she wanted metyauito help. My

name is Dr. Walts and | will be helping Mrs. Faircloth as her reseasidtaad. The project will
help teachers learn about how to help students want to learn even whergleahaird. Mrs.
Faircloth picked you for this project because even though you try hard, yoursemkave
trouble learning in some of your classes and you may not always be intémdsyethy because
the work is hard. | am going to read this form with/to you. You can ask any questions/gou ha
before you decide if you want to do this project.

WHO IS MRS. FAIRCLOTH:

You know her because she teaches in your classroom or on your hallerggay. She is also a
student at Walden University working on her doctoral degree. Sheontinue to teach and she
will see you everyday as usual.

ABOUT THE PROJECT:
If you agree to join this project, you will be asked to
e answer some questions about how you learn and what you like about class and school.
You will not have to write, you will only have to bubble in your answers. Thistaki#
about 1 hour. You will answer the same questions 2 times. One time at the tstart of
project and one time at the end of the project.
e participate in class. Your teachers will learn some things that niayde want to learn
more. You will just go to class as usual.

The research project will last until the last day of school, which istatioe weeks.

HOW THE PROJECT WILL WORK:

e You will meet with me (Dr. W.) and | will ask you some questions. You will bubble in
your answers. These questions just tell us what you think about school.

e Mrs. Faircloth will meet with your teachers and teach them some tluragsthat might
help you want to keep trying even when things get hard. Your teachers wik$gy th
things out until school is out.

¢ On the last day, | will ask you the same questions | asked at the beginning of the
research project and you will bubble in your answers.

e | will talk with the teachers to find out if they thought the new ideaiked.

e Mrs. Faircloth will look at all the information and write a report altbatproject.

IT'S YOUR CHOICE:

You don’t have to join this project if you don’t want to. You won’t gabitrouble with Mrs.
Faircloth or with Dr. R. or any of your teachers if you saylhgou decide now that you want to
join the project, you can still change your mind later juskeltyng me know. If you want to skip
some parts of the project, just let me know.

It is not possible that being in this project will cause proisléor you, but it might help others
because teachers may learn ways to help students want to learn eveeantiag Is hard.
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COMPENSATION:
To thank you for helping with this project, you will reaeia gift certificate for free ice cream. If
you decide to quit early, you will still receive your gift certificate

PRIVACY:

Everything you tell me during this project will be kept ptezal'hat means that no one else will
know your name or what answers you gave. The only time Mrs. éthiralill have to tell
someone is if she learns about something that could hurt you ooseralse. Your name will be
protected and no one will know what you said in class or on the gugsi¥ou cannot get in
trouble or embarrassed because of the way you answer theogsiebtrs. Faircloth will keep all
private information in a locked filing cabinet or on her compwich is locked with a
password.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST:

Because Mrs. Faircloth is your teacher she will not be asfongthe questions. She wants to
make sure you feel like you can answer them exactly the waywant to answer without
upsetting her, so | will be working with you during that time.

ASKING QUESTIONS:

You can ask me any questions you want now. If you think of a question later, you or your parents
can reach Mrs. Faircloth Bev@WhiteStoneMedia.coor my professor at

JMitchellWU@aol.com If you or your parents would like to ask my university a question, you

can call Dr. Leilani Endicott. Her phone number is 1-800-925-3368, extension 1210.

| will give you a copy of this form.
Please sign your name below if you want to join this project.

Name of Child

Child Signature

Parent/Guardian

Signature

Researcher Signature Beverly Faircloth

Bev@WhiteStoneMedia.com




APPENDIX G:
TEACHER CONSENT
TEACHER CONSENT FORM
You are invited to take part in a research study of the intrinsic motivatt students with
disabilities in the general education setting. You were chosen fouthelstcause you teach
students with disabilities in thd"4r 5" grade in an inclusive setting every day. Please read this

form and ask any questions you have before agreeing to take part in the study.

This study is being conducted by a researcher named Beverly S. Faircloth arduxieral
student at Walden University. As you know, Mrs. Faircloth is a special #alu¢eacher at the
research site.

Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to determine if motivationalesgras implemented in the classroom
by teachers will have an effect on the intrinsic motivation of studetiisthgiabilities.

Procedures:

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to
e participate in a training session in which the strategies wilhitvteduced. This session

will last approximately 1.5 hours and will be held on a Wednesday afternoon in F-69.

¢ implement these strategies in your classroom for a period of 9 weeks.
e participate in a focus group interview at the conclusion of the studytdteiliby
Dr. J. C. W., research assistant. This interview will also be held ordaas@ay afternoon
and should last approximately 1.5 hours.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. This means that everyoneesjlect your decision
of whether or not you want to be in the study. No one at XXXX Elementary or XXoO19
School System will treat you differently if you decide not to be in the stligguldecide to join
the study now, you can still change your mind later. If you feel stressed duririgdieysu
may stop at any time. You may skip any questions that you feel are too hersona

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:

There are no known risks involved in the study. Possible benefitaléhacreased engagement
and possibly increased achievement of students with digeili intrinsic motivation increases
due to the implementation of strategies. Another possible bénefithange in teacher practice
based on the results of the study.
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Compensation:
There will be no compensation for participation in the study.

Confidentiality:

Any information you provide will be kept confidential. The researcher wiluse your
information for any purposes outside of this research project. Alscegbarcher will not include
your name or anything else that could identify you in any reports of the studyesHseah site
itself will only be described in broad geographical terms.

Contacts and Questions:

The researcher’s name is Beverly S. Faircloth The researcheulsyfadvisor is James M.
Mitchell, Ph.D. You may ask any questions you have now. Or if you have questiongdater
may contact the researcher via phone at (912) 977-6926 or elwailreloth @ coastalnow.netr
the advisor at (510) 693-3506 &vlitchellWU@aol.com If you want to talk privately about
your rights as a participant, you can call Dr. Leilani Endicott. She Biteetor of the Research
Center at Walden University. Her phone number is 1-800-925-3368, extension 1210.

The researcher will give you a copy of this form to keep.
Statement of Consent:

[ ] 1 have read the above information. | have received answensytguestions | have at this
time. | am 18 years of age or older, and | consent to participate in the study.
Printed Name of

Participant

Participant’'s Written or

Electronic* Signature

Researcher’s Written or  Beverly S. Faircloth

Electronic* Signature

Electronic signatures are regulated by the Uniform Electronic Tramsadict. Legally,
an "electronic signature" can be the person’s typed name, their emagsdidrany
other identifying marker. An electronic signature is just as valid ast@wsignature as
long as both parties have agreed to conduct the transaction electronically.



APPENDIX H:

FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDING QUESTIONS

Guiding Question for Focus Group Interview
Intrinsic Motivation of Studentswith Disabilitiesin the General Education Setting:

What Teachers Should Know and Be Ableto Do

1. How did this intervention in motivational strategies affect the intrinsic ntmtiva
of students with disabilities in your classroom?

2. Explain any changes you experienced in your individual practice after the
training.

3. How did this intervention in motivational strategies affect the intrinsic niativa
of students with disabilities in your classroom?

4. Of all the interventions, which one(s) do you feel had the most impact and why?

5. A statistical analysis revealed no significant difference betweestildent’s
responses when the researcher compared what students marked befor@nedrai
their responses after the training. Yet, as teachers, you reported &sejngicant
difference in behaviors that can be associated with intrinsic motivatiossattre board.

What insight do you have into whey this may be?



APPENDIX I

CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT

Name of Signer: Dorinda McBride.
During the course of my activity in collecting data for this research:

“Intrinsic Motivation of Students with Disabilities in the General Educatidiinge
What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do”

I will have access to information, which is confidential and should not be
disclosed. I acknowledge that the information must remain confidential,
and that improper disclosure of confidential information can be damaging
to the participant.

By signing this Confidentiality Agreement, | acknowledge and agree that

15

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

Sig

.I will not disclose or discuss any confidential information with others,
including friends or family.

I will not in any way divulge, copy, release, sell, loan, alter or destroy any
confidential information except as properly authorized.

I will not discuss confidential information where others can overhear the
conversation. I understand that it is not acceptable to discuss confidential
information even if the participant’s name is not used.

I will not make any unauthorized transmissions, inquiries, modification or
purging of confidential information.

I agree that my obligations under this agreement will continue after
termination of the job that I will perform.

I understand that violation of this agreement will have legal implications.
I will only access or use systems or devices I'm officially authorized to
access and I will not demonstrate the operation or function of systems or
devices to unauthorized individuals.

ning this document, | acknowledge that | hawalrihe agreement and | agree to comply with all the

terms and conditions stated above.
Signature: Dorinda McBride Date: June 2, 2008

XXXX@aol.com



APPENDIX J:
SAMPLE TYPOGRAPHY SUMMARY SHEET

How do teachers perceive the relationship between teacher training in ranélat
intervention strategies, teacher practice, and levels of intrinsic motivfat students
with disabilities in inclusive classrooms?

Beforetraining After teacher training
Lack of attention “when is it going to be my turn?”
a change in his grades and in his work ethic
showed an interest
trying to be successful
“when is it going to be my turn?”
Asked to run the review
e Had confidence to volunteer
Incomplete assignments e “I'm doing my assignment!”
e achange in his grades and in his work ethic
e trying to be successful
Low self-esteem e Demeanor would change
Whole little disposition would change
Come up with and answer without being embarrassed
Start to believe in themselves
“I'm doing my assignment!”
Demeanor would change
More independent
e “when is it going to be my turn?”
¢ Feeling like they actually knew how to do something.
e More confident
e Start to believe in themselves
e A lot more confident
“I'm doing my assignment!”
More confident
Asked to run the review
Had confidence to volunteer
Asking to participate, “did you call mine yet?”
“when is it going to be my turn?”
“I'm doing my assignment!”
Able to get started on his own without complaining

Blend into background

Low self-confidence

Did not want to participate



Shied away from answering
guestions

Distracting other students
Blend into background

Excuses “l can't...”

Low motivation

Desire to remain invisible

unsure

170

a change in his work ethic

“I tried really hard”

Trying to be successful

Showed an interest

Asked to run the review

Had confidence to volunteer

“when is it going to be my turn?”

Feeling like they actually knew how to do something
Asked to run the review

Work better with their group

Trying to find a partner or group and fit in

Took more active role

Raise his hand

Eager to participate

Showed an interest

Asked to run the review

Had confidence to volunteer

More independent

“when is it going to be my turn?”

Feeling like they actually knew how to do something
“I'm doing my assignment!”

Able to get started on his own without complaining
“I tried really hard”

Trying to be successful

Asked to run the review

Change in motivation

Demeanor would change

“I'm doing my assignment!”

Work better with group

“when is it going to be my turn?”

Asked to run the review

Had confidence to volunteer

“when is it going to be my turn?”

Feeling like they actually knew how to do something
“I'm doing my assignment!”

Able to get started on his own without complaining
Asked to run the review

Had confidence to volunteer
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