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Abstract
The K-12 student population across the United States has experienced a growth of students
whose native language is not English (Piazza et al., 2020). These culturally, linguistically diverse
students, also known as English Learners (ELs), are placed in classrooms of teachers who lack
the training necessary to effectively serve language and content learning needs (Ortiz &
Robertson, 2018). A model that has been routinely used to provide teachers with an instructional
framework to address the needs of ELs, is the sheltered instruction observation protocol (SIOP)
(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2017). This study sought to develop a valid and reliable tool, the
Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (SITSES) based on the components of the
SIOP framework to measure the self-efficacy of general education classroom teachers serving
ELs and to examine difference in self-efficacy ratings of teachers who had received SIOP
training and those who did not. A pilot study was conducted to calibrate the tool and establish
validity and reliability. Subsequently the tool was sent to 460 general education teachers in a
public school district in the northwestern part of the United States resulting in a 10% response
rate. Results of an exploratory factor analysis suggest that four components emerged, aligning
with the eight SIOP instructional framework elements of lesson preparation, building
background, strategies, interaction, practice/application, lesson delivery, review and assessment.
In examination of the teacher self-efficacy scores, analysis suggests that teachers who have been
trained in SIOP report a higher degree of efficacy in serving culturally, linguistically diverse
learners than teachers who were not SIOP trained. Recommendations are made for future

research and use of the tool to assess teacher self-efficacy serving ELs.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Historical Context

Over the past three decades, U.S. schools have seen a dramatic growth in the enrollment
of bilingual students who often experience poor outcomes and face barriers in successfully
accessing their education (Harris & Sullivan, 2017). America has received an influx of people
from diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds, many of them seeking relief from international
conflicts, political oppression, failing economies, drought, and diminishing food supplies
(Cummins, 1981; Piazza et al., 2020). Data collected by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) showed an increase in students who spoke a language other than English at
home, from 8.1 % or 3.8 million students in 2008 to 10.2% or 5.0 million students in 2018
(NCES, 2021). Students learning English as a second language represent the fastest growing
segment of the overall population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). In the fall of 2015, the percentage
of English Learners (ELs) in American public schools was more than 10% in eight states
(Alaska, California, Colorado, Kansas, Nevada, New Mexico, and Texas) with the highest
percentage of 21% in California (NCES, 2018). While a large majority of ELs speak Spanish as a
first language, ELs nationwide speak over 450 native languages. Demographically, these ELs
vary in terms of socio-economic backgrounds, immigration status, schooling experience, and
educational needs (Tran, 2011).

Roughly 7.6% of ELs in the United States have been identified as having a disability,
with 55% of those identified as Learning Disabled (LD) (NCES, 2010). While many of these
students are truly impacted by a disability, a significant number of ELs have been misidentified

as having a disability due to the challenges they face in mastering academic content while at the
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same time learning English (Sanchez et al., 2010). In 2006, Congress revised the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA; U.S. Congress, 2007) to address the over-
identification of ELs requiring special education. Namely, multi-disciplinary teams considering a
special education referral must establish that the difficulties experienced by culturally and
linguistically diverse learners result from issues other than acquisition of a second language (L2)
(U.S. Congress, 2007). Previous studies have identified challenges faced by practitioners in
distinguishing between emergent English proficiency and learning disability (Keller-Allen,
2006).

Changing demographics in classrooms across the United States have placed a greater
level of responsibility on general education teachers to expand the focus of their instructional
practice from the delivery of content-based instruction implicitly geared toward native English
speakers to a more inclusive style of teaching, one that incorporates an understanding of L2
development and of the differentiation in levels of instruction needed to reach all of their
students (Nguyen, 2012; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018).

This change begs the question of how prepared teachers feel that they can adapt their
instructional style to effectively teach culturally and linguistically diverse populations of ELs. As
part of this work, it is also critical to understand what attitudes teachers hold and what
knowledge and skills they believe they have obtained, as both of these elements contribute to
how teachers perceive their teaching self-efficacy (Loreman, Sharma, & Forlin, 2013).

Given the challenges in effectively serving ELs, questions arise as to teachers of ELs
efficacy with providing instruction to culturally and linguistically diverse learners (Ford, Stuart
& Vakil 2014). Teacher efficacy is defined in the seminal work by Bandura (1977, 1995) as a

teacher’s belief in their capability to organize and execute courses of action to successfully



Running Header: SELF EFFICACY SERVING ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 4

accomplish specific instructional tasks, or in other words, their capacity to affect student
performances.
Problem Statement

Several studies have examined the pattern of ELs being identified and referred
disproportionally as requiring special education services (DeValenzuela et al., 2006; Keller-
Allen, 2006; Klingner et al., 2005; Maki et al., 2017; Sullivan, 2011). The U.S. Department of
Education reported that in the fall of 2015 there were 713,000 ELs that were identified as
students with disabilities. This number represented 14.7% of the total English learner population
enrolled in U.S. public K-12 schools (NCES, 2018). Most referrals for a special education are
made by general education classroom teachers, thus affirming that general education teachers
require a better understanding of both second language development and learning disabilities
than they currently possess (Ysseldyke, 2005). General education teachers benefit from increased
instructional strategies designed to support ELs while simultaneously presenting subject matter
content (Barker & Grassi, 2011). These deficits leave general education teachers ill prepared to
serve ELs and those with disabilities, thus bringing into question their perceived self-efficacy.
Additionally, ELs misidentified as LD are taught by special education teachers who lack the
training and curriculum to meet students’ needs in L2 and literacy development (Barker &
Grassi, 2011; Zehler et al., 2003). Conversely, EL teachers well-versed in providing instruction
to support the development of English as a second language lack the strategies to adequately
address the needs of students with learning disabilities (Paneque & Barbetta, 2006)

The IDEA (2006) reauthorization addressed the overrepresentation of culturally and
linguistically diverse students in referrals for special education services, by adding increased

responsibility on general education teachers to meet the needs of English learner students. IDEA
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called for the development of more supportive interventions to serve struggling students in the
general education setting (Kaplan & Leckie, 2009). In the past decade, approaches such as
GLAD (Guided Language Acquisition Design) and Systematic Functional Linguistics
metalanguage (Shleppegrell, 2013) have emerged to provide teachers a way to embed language
instruction in their subject content through a balanced literacy approach (Brechtel, 1992; Moore
et al., 2018).

However, an approach that has received widespread praise as an effective means of
simultaneously addressing second language instruction and content is the Sheltered Instruction
Observation Protocol (SIOP) (Guarino et al., 2011). This study seeks to develop a context-
specific rating scale to examine the role that training in the SIOP model plays in the perception
of self-efficacy among general education teachers regarding their ability to effectively support
the needs of ELs, both with and without disabilities, in the general education classroom.
Research Questions

In an effort to develop a tool to measure the perceived self-efficacy and practical
knowledge of general education teachers regarding their ability to effectively address the needs
of English learner students with and without disabilities, this study will be guided by the

following research questions:

1.How many factors (sources of variance) does the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self-

Efficacy Scale (SITSES) demonstrate?

2. Is the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (SITSES) a valid and reliable

instrument?

3. Does Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol training increase teacher self-
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efficacy scores of elementary general education teachers serving ELs
with and without disabilities in an inclusive setting, as measured by the SITSES?
Definition of Terms

Below are definitions of terms that are used in this dissertation.

English Learner (EL)/Culturally, Linguistically Diverse Learner (CLDs): a term used in
English-speaking countries such as the United States (US) and Canada to describe a person who
is learning the English language in addition to his or her native language or any other languages
they may speak. (“English-language learner,” 2019).

Disability: a physical, mental, cognitive, or developmental condition that impairs,
interferes with, or limits a person's ability to engage in certain tasks or actions or participate
in typical daily activities and interactions (Brown, 2019a).

Disproportionality: is over-representation of minority students identified with a learning
disability or other type of disability under the IDEA. When a minority group's numbers in special
education are statistically higher than they should be, they are considered disproportionate.
(Logsdon, 2020)

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, also known as P1.94-142): a U.S.
federal law that governs how states and public agencies provide early intervention, special
education, and related services to children with disabilities. The act addresses the educational
needs of children with disabilities from age three to age 18 or 21 in cases that involve 14
specified categories of disability (U.S. Congress, 2007).

Second Language Acquisition (SLA): the process by which people learn a second
language. Second-language acquisition (SLA) also refers to the scientific discipline devoted to

studying that process. (“Second Language Acquisition,” 2019).
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Special Education: classes or instruction for students with special needs (any of various
difficulties ((such as a physical, emotional, behavioral, or learning disability or impairment))
that causes an individual to require additional or specialized services or accommodations

(such as in education or recreation) (Brown, 2019b).
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
To create a scale to measure teacher’s perceived self-efficacy to serve ELs with and
without disabilities in an inclusive setting, it is important to review the underpinnings of second
language (L2) development and disability as they relate to culturally and linguistically diverse
learners. As such, the literature review section of this study will begin with an examination of
theory and characteristics of L2 development in ELs. The next section will review theory and
characteristics of teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students, as well as looking more
deeply at the SIOP model. The literature review chapter will conclude with a presentation of
research related to teacher efficacy and measurements used to determine and assess teacher self-
efficacy.

Theoretical Constructs

The theoretical construct for this examination of teacher self-efficacy (TSE) beliefs is
Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory and psychological construct of self-efficacy (SE).
Bandura defines a self-efficacy belief as “the conviction that one can successfully execute the
behavior required to produce certain outcomes” (Bandura, 1997, p.3). He posits four sources of
information that aid in the formation of SE beliefs: verbal feedback, vicarious experiences,
physiological and emotional arousal because of those experiences, and performance mastery
experiences (Bandura, 1995). Bandura describes verbal feedback as more persuasive in nature,
that aligns with social influences, suggesting that one possesses skills. Vicarious experiences
assist one in assessing their skills in relation to others’ performance of those skills and the
physiological/emotional state that allows one to partially judge their capabilities, strengths, and

vulnerabilities. Of these, mastery experiences, according to, Bandura, constitute the strongest
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contributor to self-efficacy beliefs because they allow an individual to connect actual experiences
to possible future outcomes (Bandura, 1995). However, before examining the research around
TSE related to serving culturally, linguistically diverse learners with and without disabilities, it is
necessary to understand the theoretical underpinnings of the development of language and
learning differences.

Educators face challenges in differentiating whether limited language proficiency in
English comprises the barrier to learning or whether it is masking an actual learning disability
(Wagner et. al, 2005). For culturally linguistically diverse learners with disabilities to be
appropriately supported. educators must determine whether signs of learning disabilities are
present before ELs attain English proficiency. An English learner identified as having a learning
disability would likely be struggling academically in their first language, as well (Klingner &
Eppolito, 2014). Theories about learning, social, and academic language development can
provide a framework to consider the relationship between second language acquisition and
struggling learners, providing insight to teachers working with culturally, linguistically diverse
learners.

Social/Cultural Foundations of Second Language Acquisition

Mikhail Bakhtin’s philosophy of language embraced the Vygotskian psychology of
language as a social construct (Bryzzheva, 2002). Vygotsky (1978) maintained that to understand
the development of mental processes, we need to understand the indicators or signs that mediate
them. Bakhtin argued that a word or physical object becomes a sign when it acquires meaning.
He stated, “A sign does not simply exist as a given part of reality — it reflects and refracts another
reality” (Voloshinov, 1973, p. 10). The idea that a learner’s concept of reality helps define their

understanding of language relates to culturally and linguistically diverse students’ experience
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participation in a Eurocentric form of education, implying that two students can engage in a
seemingly similar activity for two entirely different reasons, depending on their cultural identity
(Bryzzheva, 2002).

According to Vygotsky (1978), “every function in the child’s cultural development
appears twice: first, on the social level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people
(interpsychological) and then inside the child (intrapsychological)” (p. 57). The first level of
cultural development can be realized within what is known as Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal
Development, defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem-solving under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86).

The work of Vygotsky and Bakhtin influenced the theories and strategies related to SLA
(Bryzzheva, 2002; Karpov 2005). The three dominant research approaches to emerge included
Behaviorist, Dialogical, and Cognitive-Computational, the last of which has most influenced the
field of SLA in the past three decades (Johnson, 2004). The cognitive tradition is based on the
hypothetico-deductive method (Harré & Gillett, 1994; Markee 1994) and the more recent
information processing-computational model (Bruner 1996; Harré & Gillett 1994). The
hypothetico-deductive method allowed researchers to create a series of hypotheses about the
internal or mental processes related to SLA based on observation of the external use of language.
This method frames the process as a series of linguistic/conversational adjustments made to
promote the comprehension of input, which in turn promotes the acquisition of language (Long,
1983). The information processing approach focuses on the human brain as a “computer” that
assimilates, processes, and stores rules governing and interpreting the input of linguistic

information (Johnson, 2004).
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Currently, second language teacher education programs have focused primarily on
pedagogical skills and linguistic experience (Faez & Valeo, 2012). However, in the SLA field, a
growing body of research stressing the importance of cultural influences and social interactions
has suggested a greater emphasis be placed on the socio-cultural context of learning and teaching
ELs (Faez & Valeo, 2012; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018; Vygotsky, 1995).

Culture, Language, and Disability

Historically, the research related to disability has been tied to a physical or neurological
impairment that impact a child’s ability to access educational learning and, subsequently, to fully
participate both academically and socially in school (Gindis, 1999). Consistent with his theory of
learning, Vygotsky focused his ideas pertaining to disability on the socio-cultural context in
which learning occurs. His work on disability and special education has been a more recent
addition to the field of research (Problems of Defectology, Vygotsky, 1995). His beliefs on
children with special needs is surprisingly relevant to the current supporting arguments for
educating students with disabilities in a more inclusive environment (Gindis, 1999). According to
Vygotsky,

One must keep in mind that any child with a disability is first a child and only afterwards

an impaired child.... One must not perceive in the child with a disability only the defect,

the “grams” of the illness and not notice the “kilograms” of health that children possess.

From the psychological and pedagogical points of view, one must treat the child with a

disability in the same way as a normal child. (Vygotsky, 1995, p. 44)

An important factor in considering disability is the range of perceptions held by various
cultures across the globe about people, more specifically students, with disabilities. While more

of a dialogue regarding education and support has emerged at the international level, largely duc
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to the work of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (Mittler,
2006), varying degrees of acceptance are to be found in many countries regarding the notion of
inclusive education for students with disabilities. The model of segregated education for students
with disabilities is more common in countries outside the US. Although over 85% of children
with disabilities live in developing countries, roughly 2% of these attend any kind of school,
while tens of thousands of children with disabilities pend their entire childhood in poorly
managed institutions (Mittler, 2006). This trend has continued, it is estimated that there are one
billion persons with disabilities worldwide. Of these 10% live in developing countries and of
those nearly 90% do not attend school (Sharma, 2015).

While there has been an influx of culturally, linguistically diverse students with identified
disabilities whose parents have emigrated to the US seeking a higher quality of education and
special education services, a pattern remains of over-identification of ELs referred for special
education evaluation (Cummins, 1981; Sullivan, 2011; Sullivan 2017). In the US, students
identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP), typically referred to as ELs (ELs), are more likely
than their native English-speaking peers to be identified and referred as students in need of
special education (Sullivan, 2011). A growing body of research relates to this disproportionate
representation of culturally and linguistically diverse learners in special education programs
(Attiles et al.,1997; Clark-Gareca et al., 2020; DeValenzuela, et. al., 2006; Sullivan, 2009;
Sullivan, 2017). Rueda and colleagues (2002) indicated that Latino children of foreign-born
parents were more likely to be identified as disabled, particularly when tested in English. In
addition, assessment methods used to determine eligibility for special education were often

inappropriately tied to language proficiency, (Rueda et.al.,2002; Swanson et al., 2020).
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The Regional Educational Laboratory Northeast & Islands prepared a report based on a
qualitative study that examined the processes and challenges associated with identifying learning
disabilities in ELs (Sanchez et al., 2010). Challenges stemmed from practitioners’ disagreement
related to the skills necessary to properly assess and evaluate students and frustration related to
the lack of knowledge related to language development and learning disabilities. This issue is
highlighted through the court findings of Diana v Board of Education (1970). This class action
suit involved a Spanish-speaking student identified as “mentally disabled” (sic) after she was
given an intelligence test in English. The court ruled children cannot be placed in special
education based on culturally biased tests or those given in languages other than the child's
primary language (Diana v State Board of Education 1970). For educators to distinguish between
learning challenges due to learning abilities and those due to differing language and culture is not
easy. Several researchers have identified the first step in this process as determining a child’s
language proficiency in both their home language and English (Espinosa & Lopez 2007; Solano-
Flores 2008, Swanson et.al., 2020).

One factor to be considered in this assessment of proficiency is the body of research
related to the time required for ELs to acquire language used to orally communicate in social
situations, which is typically one to two years, as opposed to the time required for them to
become cognitively and academically proficient, which is typically five to eight years (Cummins,
1981, 2005, 2008; Klinger & Eppolito, 2014).

Researchers (e.g., Hardin et al., 2007; Markos, 2011; Sullivan 2011) have studied three
primary areas regarding ELs and special education. The first is identification of possible factors
that influence practitioners in identifying and referring a disproportionate number of ELs to

special education, drawing from national and state data to identify patterns (Sullivan, 2011). The
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second area of focus is the impact of culture and language on the special education referral and
evaluation process. A team of researchers from North Carolina headed by Hardin (2007)
examined the referral and evaluation process of ELs to special education to determine how
educators addressed the cultural and language factors throughout that process. Finally, the third
area of focus is the examination of educators’ attitudes and beliefs about culturally and
linguistically diverse students. Markos (2011) explored the role of prior knowledge and attitudes
of pre-service teachers about ELs in the misidentification of ELs to special education programs.
Patterns and Predictors

Recognizing the rapid growth of culturally diverse learners that include ELs, Sullivan
(2011) examined the representation of students identified as ELs in special education disability
and placement categories. As part of her research, Sullivan (2011) also investigated the
predictive power of Local Education Agency (LEA) characteristics for identification and
placement patterns for students identified as ELs. In her review of previous studies, Sullivan
(2011) found that, for Latinos in particular, patterns of representation varied substantially at the
local level, leading researchers to suggest that further studies be conducted to examine patterns
of representation (Klinger et al., 2006). Due to the rapid growth of ELs in school systems, those
systems have struggled to meet the needs of the diverse student population (Nguyen, 2012).
Creating frameworks for the study, Sullivan (2011) cited four decades of disproportionate
numbers of minority students referred to special education or labeled as mentally retarded.

Sullivan (2011) asked to what extent students identified as ELs were disproportionately
represented in special education overall and in each of the high-incidence disability categories at
the state-level; to what extent the aforementioned state identification patterns were reflected at

the LEA-level; to what extent students identified as ELs were placed in the least restrictive
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environment at the state and LEA levels; and to what extent disproportionate representation of
ELs at the LEA-level was predicted by LEA characteristics.

In discussion of the literature about disproportionality, Sullivan (2011) cited an issue of
equity and access in general and special education for culturally, linguistically diverse students
that predated the groundbreaking of special education (P.L. 94-142, 1972) which created the
formal system of special education in the US. As early as the 1960s, researchers were voicing
concerns over the overrepresentation of culturally, linguistically diverse students in classes for
the “disabled” (sic) (Dunn, 1968). Included in Sullivan’s review was an examination of how
disproportionality has been measured historically, along with theoretical perspectives on
disproportionality and its connection to poverty (Sullivan, 2011).

Sullivan (2011) conducted an ex post facto study using archival Arizona state data on
district general and special education demographic data from 1999 to 2006. A correlational
analysis and multiple linear regressions were used to analyze the scope of disproportionality
among identified ELs and the relationships between disproportionality and identified district
factors, which included instances of white native English-speaking peers represented in special
education programs, disability category, type of placement (i.e. percentage of access to general
education setting). The study also looked at potential predictors of disproportionate
representation, considering district characteristics (district size, student-teacher ratio, teachers
certified to teach English as a Second Language [ESL], diversity of teaching staff, percentages of
English learner students, minority students, and students qualifying for free/reduced lunch).

Since the study was conducted as a secondary analysis of state data, the sample and
selection of variables relied upon state definitions and statutes (Sullivan, 2011). Namely,

students were identified as ELs as defined by state law: “a child who does not speak English or
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whose native language is not English, and who is not currently able to perform classwork in
English” (Arizona Revised Statute 15-751, 2007). Districts included in the study were those
reporting enrollment data for ELs. In 1999, the first year of the study, ELs made up 72% of the
state’s total student population. That number rose to §7% in 2006, at the conclusion of the study.

To examine the likelihood of ELs being identified and placed into special education
categories and programs as compared to their white native English peers, Sullivan (2011) used
the relative risk ratio (RRR). The RRR, typically used to measure effect size, was used to
represent ELs’ risk of identification/placement in a given category of special education compared
to native English students. Native English students were used as the “English-proficient”
reference group. In the state student population used in the study, most of the identified ELs,
were Hispanic/Latino (sic), with more than 91% of that group being Spanish speakers of
Mexican origin. A positive risk ratio determined that English learner designation was associated
with increased likelihood of identification to special education compared to native English
students. A negative risk ratio was decreased likelihood. Risk ratio values were set between 0.08
and 1.20 as an acceptable range of risk in correspondence to ratios used in state and federal
disproportionality studies. Correlational analyses and multiple regression were used to examine
relationships between disproportionality and predictors. The RRRs identified initially were used
to order the dependent variables in the models. Significant levels equal to or less than 0.01 were
reported to reduce the risk of Type I error.

The RRR data identified an increasing level of disproportionate numbers of ELs in
special education in districts across the state from 0.77 in 1999 to 1.19 in 2006. The increased
overrepresentation was also present among disability categories. In 2006, ELs were

disproportionately identified in three of the high-incidence categories of Speech impairment =
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1.82, Mild Mental Retardation =1.63, and Specific Learning Disability =1.30. However, ELs
were underrepresented in the emotional disability category=0.12. Examination of the placement
of identified ELs demonstrated that at least 51% spent at least 80% of their day in general
education, meaning they were more likely to be served in a resource room setting. In 2006, the
most current year studied, ELs in general education classrooms with support indicated a risk
ratio of 0.80. ELs outside the general education class for less than 21% of their day were
disproportionately represented at a risk ratio of 1.02, and ELs accessing general education
between 21% and 60% of their day indicated at risk ratio of 1.49.

To assess how well district characteristics predicted disproportionality in special
education, Sullivan (2011) used a multiple regression analysis in each of the placement
categories and each of the high-incidence disability categories. To rule out a concern of
multicollinearity, variance inflation factors were calculated for each predictor. All the variance
inflation factors were of acceptable values or <4, eliminating a concern about multicollinearity.
The district characteristics examined in Sullivan’s study demonstrated the greatest predictive
power for overall special education identification with F (7,134) = 3.58, p<0.01 and placement
with limited removal from the general education environment (less than 21%), F (7,135) =2.59,
p<0.01. Districts that had higher populations of ELs showed less disproportionality in special
education placement categories of Specific Learning Disabilities and Speech Language
Impairment. Limitations of this study stemmed from the difficulty in analyzing the validity of
identification and services where disproportionality existed. Criteria for determining need for
services were inconsistent, as was the validity of identification of students as needing special
education. Low incidence disorders such as severe cognitive impairments, visual or hearing

impairments are sufficiently diagnosed using a medical model of identification-either the
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disorder is present or absent. High incidence disorders, such as learning disabilities are more
difficult to diagnose using a medical model, these types of disorders are more often determined
by a measure of performance and comparative scores on standardized measures whose norm
does not always consider cultural and linguistic differences (Wagner et.al.,2005).

After review of the data, Sullivan concluded that ELs were increasingly overrepresented
in special education in the state, a finding consistent with the growing body of research and
national data regarding ELs in special education (Cummins, 1981, 2000, 2008; Wagner et.al,
2005). Sullivan suggested that further research be conducted focused on the causal relationships
among curriculum, instruction, intervention strategies, attitudes and beliefs of educators and
teacher training and preparation.

Sullivan’s recommendations included the need for patterns of identification of ELs to
special education at multiple levels (i.e., district, state, federal) as well as further examination of
the methodology, instruction, and professional development of educators providing services to
ELs. One challenge with the examination of disproportionality data is the difference from state to
state with identification procedures, while the federal law IDEA (2004) lays out criteria for
identification, the interpretation and practice of identification and evaluation for special
education eligibility varies from state to state. However, in addition to Sullivan’s subsequent
research (Sullivan & Bal, 2013; Sullivan, 2017) that examined evaluation practices for specific
areas of eligibility in a broader geographic area, ongoing research confirms the continued issue
of culturally and linguistically diverse students in to special education (NCES, 2018; Skiba et al.,

2016).
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Hardin, Roach-Scott, & Peisner-Feinberg Study

Due to the increase in young ELs entering the school system in the US over the past five
years, Hardin, Roach-Scott, and Peisner-Feinberg (2007) chose to examine the beliefs and
practices of early learning educators (administrators and teachers) in relation to the process of
referral, evaluation, and placement into special education of preschool ELs. Hardin et al., (2007)
cited the frequency with which culturally, linguistically diverse students failed developmental
screenings, which caused many of these children to be placed in special education due to
educators’ difficulties in distinguishing learning differences from cultural and linguistic
differences (DeValenzuela et al., 2006). This is congruent with Vygotsky’s premise regarding the
importance of social and cultural influences on second language learning (Jang & Mangione,
1994).

Hardin et al., (2007) set out to address three questions: The first centered on how cultural
and language differences were being addressed during the special education referral, evaluation,
and placement process for preschool ELs; the second asked what accommodations were being
made to ensure parent participation during the special education referral, evaluation, and
placement process; and the third examined whether classroom teachers and special education
professionals had been trained in cultural and linguistic practices relevant to the referral,
evaluation, and placement process.

To better assess the effectiveness of special education referral, evaluation, and placement
of ELs into special education, Hardin et al., (2007) surveyed early learning program
administrators and educators in North Carolina, where the growth rate of ELs was highest in the
country. The researchers developed two types of measures, a program administrator survey of 45

questions and teacher survey of 26. The surveys included questions regarding types of
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assessments, the process of screening, the language of the screening, and assessment and
strategies to gather diagnostic information. The researchers also considered the type of early
learning programs, geographic regions, and service area type. North Carolina is made of up of
three primary regions — Coastal, Mountains, and the Piedmont (centér of the state) — so the study
included childcare, head start, and public-school early learning programs in the rural and
urban/suburban areas of each region. Of the 140 survey participants included in the analysis, 31
completed administrator survey and 109 completed teacher surveys. The respondent group was
comprised of 139 females and 1 male, 62.4% White, 32.1% African American, 2.1%
Hispanic/Latino, .7% Asian, and 1.4% Alaska Native. Of those respondents who were teachers,
87% of were of Euro/African descent.

The survey was designed to investigate current practices in the referral, evaluation, and
placement process for preschool ELs, with questions drafted for each category of services
(referral, evaluation, placement) to garner information about both English learner children and
their families. Participants were asked to provide personal demographic information (position,
gender, race/ethnicity, number of years in early childhood, pre-service and in-service training).
Those respondents serving as program directors were asked to identify the type of program they
supervised (i.e., public school, kindergarten, private childcare center) and the service area (i.c.,
rural, urban, suburban) in which their program resided.

Forms of questions included multiple choice and open-ended short answer. In the referral
section of the survey, two questions focused on language proficiency in home language, three
questions on English language proficiency, and four questions on the preschool screening
process. The survey contained four evaluation process questions, including diagnostic

assessment instruments used, language in which they were administered, the assessment
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administration process, and strategies used to address the needs of English learner children
during the diagnostic assessments. Both surveys asked five questions regarding what types of
accommodations were offered to parents of ELs throughout the referral, evaluation, and
placement process. Additionally, administrators were asked six questions about the skills and
training of their teaching staff.

To be included in the study, program administrators and teachers had to meet three
criteria, namely that their program enrolled (a) children 3-4 years of age; (b) children who were
English language learners; and (c) children with disabilities. The results of the survey were
collected and entered in an Excel spreadsheet and verified against the original protocol to ensure
accuracy. Open-ended responses were coded to identify themes and patterns. The researchers
reported examining data to identify patterns of similarities and differences, noting that they used
SPSS to calculate percentages for multiple-choice questions and that some questions allowed
multiple answers, which caused total percentages to exceed 100%.

Results indicated that both administrators and teachers reported that determinations of
home language and proficiency in home language were made by meetings with parents (A-
75.9% and 82.1%, T-65.9% and 60.9%), written forms completed by parents (A-44.8% and
35.7%, T-56.0% and 44.8%), and home visits (A-34.5% and 28.6%, T-45.1% and 37.9%). Both
groups also responded consistently about how English language proficiency was determined,
with observations in school comprising the most frequent method (A-72.4% and T-80.2%).
Regarding questions about what tests were used to determine language proficiency, respondents
reported two assessments as employed most often and second most often: the IDEA Oral
Language Proficiency Test (IPLT II) and the Miami-Dade Oral Language Proficiency Test.

However, a third test identified by both groups was the DIAL-3, which is not a measure of
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language proficiency, but rather serves as a developmental screening tool. The teacher group
surveyed named the DIAL-3 as the primary instrument used for measuring language proficiency.
When questioned about the use made of the language proficiency information, 50% of
administrators indicated that results were used for individual planning for students, while nearly
40% of teachers indicated assessment information was used to determine how well children
communicated in the language of their family and to determine referral. In regard to the
developmental screening process for English language learners, both administrators and teachers
responded by naming the DIAL-3 as the primary measure, used once a year, and indicating that
both English and Spanish, respectively, were languages used in the screening. Challenges can
arise when conducting a bilingual evaluation due to the lack of expertise of educators in the
interpretation of assessment results as well as the potential for children who are not proficient in
English to perform poorly on the assessment measures (Fernandez & Inserra, 2013).

Questions related to the diagnostic evaluation process yielded similar responses from
both administrators and teachers. Both reported that evaluations were administered over 80% of
the time in English, with Spanish (i.e., Spanish-DIAL-3) being used second most in the
diagnostic assessment process. Classroom observations topped the list of other strategies used in
conjunction with the diagnostic assessments. According to both teachers and administrators,
diagnostic evaluations were most often administered in the student’s home language (Hardin et
al., 2007).

When questioned about how Individualized Education Plan (IEP) goals reflected the
culturally diverse backgrounds of ELs, 40% of teachers supplied no answer, while 41.2% of
administrators indicated that home language and culture were considered. In response to

questions about accommodations to assure parent participation in the screening and evaluation
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process, both groups shared that sparse information was gathered related to language and culture
(Hardin et al., 2007).

Administrators were asked additional questions about preparation and training for
teachers and teacher assistants during all phases of the process. Over half of teachers spoke a
second language: Spanish, in every case. Local conferences were the primary venue for ongoing
staff development and training (Hardin et al., 2007).

In responding to their first research question, based purely on analysis of percentage of
responses, Hardin et al. (2007) surmised that no consistent approach was used to determine
language proficiency and that heavy emphasis was placed on observational data. Another
concern expressed was the use of assessments for language proficiency that were not designed
for that purpose, a lack of understanding as to the appropriate uses of screening and assessment
tools, and confusion around how the instruments were to be implemented. The authors
recommended that more state and federal monies be spent on translating/adapting assessment
materials and that these be tested to establish reliability and validity.

Addressing the second research question regarding parent participation, researchers
suggested that while some attempt to increase parent involvement had been documented, a need
persists for increased training for interpreters regarding early childhood education, special
education, and for the referral, evaluation, and screening process of ELs. The authors also
expressed a need for more professional development to prepare administrators and teachers to
meet the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse students (Hardin et al., 2007).

The reported limitations of this study included a modest sample size of early childhood
professionals, many of whom were administrators and teachers from the same programs. Future

research completed with larger participant pools and independent samples would increase



Running Header: SELF EFFICACY SERVING ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 24

likelihood of and range of transferability. Researchers suggested that the results of this and future
studies, could aid policymakers and education professionals in the development of more
effective strategies and policies regarding the referral, evaluation, and placement process of ELs
in special education.

Markos Study

Whereas Sullivan’s research explored a growing pattern of disproportionate identification
and placement of English language learners into special education, another study (Markos, 2011)
looked more specifically at using a process of guided critical reflection (GCR) to address the
prior understandings of pre-service teachers about teaching and learning related to ELs. Markos
posed research questions regarding the common sense of pre-service teachers about teaching and
learning related to ELs; how the use of GCR might transform pre-service teachers’ common
sense about ELs; and determining teacher’s role in creating GCR.

Markos’ (2011) review of research described the shortcomings of the state-mandated
Structured English Immersion (SEI) coursework — a mandatory program for pre-service teachers
in Arizona. The SEI program is designed to prepare pre-service teachers to address the needs of
culturally, linguistically diverse students. In contrast to the literature and theorist’s belief
regarding the importance of using the ELs home culture and first language (L1) to create a
cultural congruence between their home and school life, Arizona’s English-only approach to SEI
coursework places heavy emphasis on instructional strategies and no emphasis on cultural
sensitivity, cultural competence, or critical reflection for teachers regarding their practice (Hyun,
1997).

To identify the components related to language learning which teachers need to

understand, Markos (2011) examined five areas: teachers’ experience with language diversity, a
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positive attitude towards linguistic diversity, knowledge related to ELs, second language
acquisition knowledge, and skills for simultaneously promoting content and language learning.

Markos (2011) applied the practitioner inquiry method, combining the aspects of teacher
research, self-study, and action research. She used a convenience sample made up of students
assigned to a course she taught — one of two courses that all pre-service teachers in Arizona were
required to take to receive their SEI endorsement and become eligible for a teacher certificate. To
assure that students felt comfortable sharing honest opinions, Markos, both teacher and
researcher, made it clear that student grades would not be affected by their participation in the
study. Out of 24 students, 22 signed consent forms and participated in the study. Within the
participant group, 73% were female, 77% were white, and 85% were monolingual English
speakers. To assess the group members’ previous experience or common sense about ELs,
Markos had students respond to the following prompt:

Explain your personal educational experience, where you went to school K-12 (state,
urban/rural, large/small school, etc.) and when you hear the words English language
learner what comes to mind? (Markos, 2012, p. 46)

Analyzing student responses, Markos identified three central categories (a) respondents
with limited exposure to ELs, (b) respondents with a peripheral exposure to ELs, and (c)
respondents with a personal experience to ELs during their K-12 education.
Data was also collected from three types of observations:
= Teacher observation notes
= Digital audio recordings

= Qutside observer notes
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A coding system was designed for her observation notes that distinguished between her
actions and her thoughts. The researcher collected in vivo notes during class and ex post facto
notes after class, in which she expanded on thoughts captured in the moment. Digital audio
recordings were taken via a lapel microphone to capture conversational exchanges with her
students. Once a week, an outside observer came to the class and documented the actions of the
teacher and students. Throughout the course, Markos (2011) collected student work and
formative assessments to include as data in her practitioner inquiry — a systematic and intentional
process used by teachers to examine classroom work.

After organizing data, Markos (2011) analyzed how her pre-service teachers used the
GCR process as a tool to acknowledge, examine, and transform their thinking about ELs. It was
noted that, at the beginning of the course, students maintained a narrow and limited view of ELs,
believing them to be Mexican immigrants unable to speak English and maintaining that the best
way to teach such learners was through immersion in English with visual aids. However, after
being taught the process of GCR, which involves seeing, learning, and acting, the pre-service
teachers transformed their common sense regarding not only ELs but also the necessity of
participating in an ongoing reflection process to prepare them to support ELs more effectively as
they entered the teaching field. Markos suggested that her results will not likely impact Arizona’s
mandated curriculum for the SEI endorsement portion of the certification process. However, she
suggested that positive implications on the delivery of the SEI coursework could be derived from
pairing the presentation of the curriculum with the GCR process, which can help teachers gain a
better understanding of culturally and linguistically diverse learning.

Limitations of this study included the inability to examine whether pre-service teachers

maintained the reflective practice as they continued in their coursework and subsequently to the



Running Header: SELF EFFICACY SERVING ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 27

teaching field. Another limitation noted was the possibility of a power differential between
students and the teacher which may have caused students to tailor their contributions to what
they perceived the teacher wanted to see (Markos, 2011). In a study where the teacher is also the
researcher there is the potential for relationships or roles to be skewed, where students become
more than strictly participants, but whose views or input can create the potential for them to be
seen as co-researchers (Looker, 2012). In summary, Markos (2011) suggested that those
educators tasked with preparing pre-service teachers be mindful of the need to pair guidance
through a critical reflection process with the mandated curriculum. The results of this study
suggest the impact of personal beliefs and perceptions that pre-service educators bring with them
into the teaching profession, which has been described in more recent research as implicit bias
(Weyant, 2019) and the importance of self-reflection to identify this bias.
Stages of Second Language Acquisition

In the process of acquiring a second language, conversational proficiency differs from
academic language proficiency. Conversational proficiency is described as basic interpersonal
communicative skills (BICS) and academic language proficiency is described as cognitive
academic language proficiency (CALP), respectively (Cummins, 2000). Children go through
various stages in acquiring a second language. The time required to fully acquire a new language
has been estimated at roughly five to seven years; however, new research suggests that the
process méy require anywhere from seven to ten years (Klinger & Eppolito, 2014). The
consensus of linguists is that there are five stages through which ELs pass on their way to
language proficiency: (a) preproduction; (b) early production (“telegraphic and formulaic™); (c)
speech emergence (“productive language™); (d) intermediate fluency (“continued language

development”); and (e) advanced fluency (Klingner & Eppolito, 2014, pg.16). In the pre-
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production stage, often called the “silent period,” children become quiet and spend most of their
time watching and listening, often using non-verbal communication. The next stage, early
production, has been described as “telegraphic and formulaic,” characterized by children’s
combining single words to form short phrases or sentences, which are often poorly formed or
grammatically incorrect. In the speech emergence or “productive language” phase, vocabulary is
increasing and, while many grammatical errors crop up, the speaker can form more complex
sentences and communicate in a number of different settings (i.e., classroom, playground, etc.).
At the intermediate fluency stage, students typically possess a vocabulary of nearly 6,000 words
and can express more complex thoughts and opinions using more complicated sentence
structures. This is the point at which students often demonstrate competency in social language
use. However, while they may appear to have developed a strong grasp on language usage and
grammar, they may still be unable to fully comprehend the expression of complex subject matter
concepts. Finally, at the advanced fluency stage, students can function at a level commensurate
with native speakers. Reaching this advanced fluency stage of proficiently developed academic
language from which students can compete on level ground with their native counterparts can
require anywhere from five to ten years (Klingner & Eppolito, 2014).
Instructional Approaches for Second Language Acquisition

With the increased focus on high stakes testing driven by accountability legislation for
schools, English language learners, like their native speaking peers, are expected to achieve high
academic standards in English and, in many states, to pass end-of-course tests or high school exit
exams to graduate (Short et al, 2012; Skiba et al., 2016). ELs have consistently performed below
native English speakers, which is not surprising given that most ELs are required to take subject

matter area tests in English before they have achieved proficiency in their new language (Short et



Running Header: SELF EFFICACY SERVING ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 29

al., 2012). In response to this issue, researchers have begun to explore more effective
instructional approaches that focus on integrating language development with techniques to
make curricular topics more comprehensible (Short et.al., 2012).

Guided Language Acquisition Design

The Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD) project was funded by the U.S.
Department of Education in the early 1990s. The project developed a model for professional
development in language acquisition and literacy (projectglad.com), the focus of which was to
promote simultaneously English language acquisition, academic achievement, and cross-cultural
skills (Brechtel, 1992).

The GLAD model (Brechtel, 1992) is structured as an integrated, balanced literacy
approach incorporating listening, speaking, reading, and writing into all content areas and
drawing connections between science, social studies, and literature. The approach posits that
language instruction is most successful when it is tied to the meaning of a message or content.
Limited research has been conducted on the effectiveness of the GLAD model, which has not
been widely implemented in districts across the country.

Systemic Functional Linguistics metalanguage.

Another instructional approach designed to support ELs L2 development and content
mastery is the Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) metalanguage approach, based on the
concept that learners need opportunities for interaction in meaningful contexts coupled with
specific language instruction. In a study by Schleppegrell (2013), teachers were trained in
implementing SFL using metalanguage which supported situated and contextual language
learning, called by for current research in education and L2 acquisition, while also supporting

disciplinary goals and activities in English language arts. The construct of SFL draws on the
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ways human experience is related through language via three central processes which
Schleppegrell (2013) describes as “the material, goings-on in the world outside of ourselves; the
mental, the inner experience of consciousness; and the relational, the generalization of
experience that identifies and classifies” (p162). The functions and meanings presented in these
different process types are realized in different grammatical patterns (Halliday & Matthiessen,
2004). The SFL metalanguage is meaning- and content-based metalanguage providing a
vocabulary for raising language awareness that can be linked to the purposes for which language
is being used and the goals of the speaker/writer (Schleppegrell, 2013). In examining the use of
the SFL approach, researchers concluded that embedding the metalanguage in a particular
discipline with a focus on the content to be learned flips the idea of content-based language
teaching to one of language-based content teaching, offering new ways to support content
learning throughout a school career and across school subjects (Schleppegrell, 2013). One
challenge to the widespread use of SFL by teachers working with ELs is that it requires intensive
study of complex systems of language and necessary adaptations for pedagogical purposes which
is not easily for teachers with limited time to access (Moore et al., 2018).
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol

An approach receiving widespread attention is the Sheltered Instruction Observation
Protocol (SIOP), developed by a team of researchers in a study funded by the U.S. Department
of Education (Guarino et al., 2011). This approach was designed to enable educators to teach
content curriculum to students learning a new language using techniques that make content
material accessible while also helping students to develop second language skills. SIOP is
comprised of 30 features of instruction divided into eight components: Lesson Preparation,

Building Background, Comprehensible Input, Strategies, Interaction, Practice and Application,
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Lesson Delivery, and Review and Assessment (Echevarria et al., 2011). The model incorporates
features recommended for high quality instruction for all students and adds specific features for
ELs, such as inclusion of language objectives in each lesson, oral language practice, and the
development of background knowledge and academic vocabulary (Guarino et al., 2011).

Developed by a team of researchers over the course of a seven-year study for the Center
for Research on Education, Diversity & Excellence (CREDE) and funded by the U.S.
Department of Education, the SIOP model evolved in stages (Short, et al., 2011). Over the first
four years, the model was developed in collaboration with middle school teachers who field
tested a model of sheltered instruction in three urban districts on both coasts of the US. To assess
the level of implementation, an observation tool was created for researchers, known as the
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). By the fourth year of the study, the model
had developed into a lesson planning and delivery approach known as the SIOP model (Short et
al., 2012).

The next phase of the study developed a four-point scale for each of the 30 features so
that a level could be accessed for any lesson. The level ranged from a four (recommended
practice) to zero (no evidence of the practice). The study established the validity and reliability
of the protocol using independent observers. Statistical analysis revealed an interrater agreement
of .90 which, in combination with additional analyses, indicated the SIOP instrument is a highly
reliable and valid measure of sheltered instruction (Guarino et al., 2011). A subsequent study by
Short et al., (2012) supported these findings.

Next, the researchers examined the model’s impact on student achievement. The third
phase of the CREDE study was the SIOP writing study, a quasi-experimental study with 19

teachers in the treatment groups and four control teachers that examined whether a significant
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difference could be detected in the achievement data for students of the treatment teachers who
had received SIOP training vs. students in sheltered classes whose teachers had not received the
training (Short et al., 2012). The treatment group consisted of 241 ELs and while the control
group consisted of 77 ELs. While the treatment group students scored lower on pre-tests than did
the control group, they performed significantly higher on the post-tests. Several studies have
confirmed the effectiveness of SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2011; Echevarria et al., 2017; McIntyre et
al., 2010; Short et al., 2011; Short et. al, 2012) in positively impacting the achievement of ELs
taught by SIOP-trained teachers who implement the model with fidelity (Echevarria et al., 2011).

SIOP has been promoted in districts nationwide to address the high number of culturally,
linguistically diverse students entering general education classrooms. SIOP is often introduced
via districts” ELs' departments; however, the target of training is general education teachers
(Echevarria et al., 2017).
Teacher Self-Efficacy

No all-purpose self-efficacy scale exists that can measure a variety of efficacy beliefs, as
items that do not relate to a specific domain of functioning would have little or no explanatory
and predictive value (Bandura, 2006). As such, researchers have been challenged in using
previously developed Teacher Self-Efficacy (TSE) scales to examine specific factors that are
predictive of TSE beliefs related to serving students with specific educational needs, challenging
behaviors, or differing cultural or socio-economic backgrounds (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

A number of studies have examined teacher efficacy beliefs and their impact on outcomes
such as student achievement (Ashton & Webb 1986; Moore & Essleman, 1992), student
motivation (Midgley et al., 1989), the ability to implement classroom management strategies

(Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk et al., 1990), and the ability to work with struggling students
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(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). A consistent theme appeared across this
research: teachers with high self-efficacy were open to innovation and willing to try new things
(Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988). Alternatively, teachers reporting low self-efficacy felt
they had little or no influence on student outcomes and often blamed poor student performance
on outside factors (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997).

Of the studies examining teacher efficacy beliefs and their impact on student outcomes,
few have explored the potential factors that impact teacher self-efficacy beliefs about serving
specific populations of students. As this present study seeks to develop a tool based on SIOP
foundations that can measure teacher self-efficacy beliefs on serving ELs with and without
disabilities and can be used to explore what factors (e.g., training, years of experience, second
language fluency, etc.) influence teacher's self-efficacy beliefs (e.g., training, years of
experience, second language fluency, etc.), it is necessary to review studies examining factors
that may influence teacher self-efficacy beliefs. (Tschannen-Moran et. al., 1998).

One study focused on research of pre-service preparation of teachers and general
educators’ perceptions of their own ability to teach students with a wide variety of learning needs
(Barunsteiner & Mariano-Ladipus, 2014). Several studies called out the problem of general
educators feeling unprepared or unable to teach students with disabilities (DeSimone & Parmar,
2003; Smith et al., 2000). One of the factors contributing to this perception was the fact that most
teacher training programs divide pre-service teachers by the specific certification they pursue,
leaving those in the early childhood, elementary, and secondary general education programs with
little preparation on how to teach a diverse population of students. Many of these teachers enter

classrooms of varied demographics and feel that they lack the training and experience needed to
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effectively serve the linguistic, academic, and learning challenges faced by ELs (Tran, 2011;
Piazza et al., 2020).

While many studies have examined the connection between teacher self-efficacy and
student outcomes, few have explored the influences or predictors of TSE. Bandura and
colleagues (1996) indicated that when looking at teacher self-efficacy related to specific student
populations, experiences, or outcomes, researchers must develop scales that are context specific.
Unlike previous correlational studies, which did not identify causal inferences, one study using a
path analysis technique attempted to identify possible factors that may impact teacher beliefs on
their self-efficacy in serving identified populations (Brownwell & Pajares, 1996). This study
focused on identifying factors that predict a general education teacher’s self-efficacy in serving
students with learning and behavioral disabilities in the mainstream setting. Brownwell and
Pajares (1996) examined the relationships of self-perceptions related to pre-service and in-
service education, collegial interactions, support from building administration, and their success
in instructing students in the mainstream classroom. The survey instrument they designed,
Working with Diverse Students: The General Educator s Perspective, was developed with
minimal modifications from several scales from previous research (Bandura, 1995; Billingsley,
1995; Morvant & Gersten, 1991; Rosenholtz, 1989). Brownwell and Pajares (1999) conducted a
reliability analysis for individual scale items that included: teacher’s reported success (Cronbach
alpha .81), teacher’s efficacy beliefs (Cronbach alpha .90), quality of pre-service preparation
(Cronbach alpha .94), quality of in-service preparation (Cronbach alpha .96), General Support
from Building Administrator (Cronbach alpha .95), Special Education support from Building
Administrator (Cronbach alpha .91), Collegiality with Special Education (Cronbach alpha .89),

and Collegiality with General Education (Cronbach alpha .76). After a pilot of the scale was
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completed, path analysis techniques were used to examine direct and indirect effects among
variables in a predetermined model and for goodness of fit indicators (Brownwell & Pajares,
1999) which proved satisfactory. The researchers found that general education teachers had a
greater sense of self-efficacy in their ability to serve students with learning and behavioral
difficulties in the general education setting when they had participated in pre-service course work
that addresses curricular and instructional strategies for serving students with diverse learning
needs and behavior management techniques (Brownwell & Pajares, 1999).
Empirical Evidence

A limited number of studies have examined the self-efficacy of teachers serving ELs,
although interest in the topic is growing (Ortiz & Robertson, 2018). Several studies in relation td
ELs with disabilities have explored the connection between teacher self-efficacy and the referral
and overrepresentation of ELs into special education (Maki et al., 2018; Sullivan 2011; Sullivan
2017). One study conducted by Paneque and Barbetta (2006) examined the teacher self-efficacy
beliefs of special education teachers serving ELs with disabilities. The study surveyed 202
elementary special education teachers in an urban district in the southeast region of the US.
Researchers used Bandura’s (2006) Guide for Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales as a model for
the development of the Exceptional Children who are ELs (EXCEL) teacher inventory, which
also incorporated teacher competency guidelines from the Florida Department of Education for
Teachers of English for Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). The inventory was made up of
three sections. Section I included 20 items related to teacher perceptions of the ability to work
with students with disabilities from non-English language backgrounds. Items were rated on a
nine-point Likert scale. Section II contained three open-ended questions that queried participants

about what had been most helpful to them in working with ELs with disabilities, what
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recommendations they had regarding future teacher preparation, and what information they felt
would be most useful for teachers in the field working with the target population of students.
Finally, section III gathered demographic information on participants, which researchers used to
correlate to the first two sections of the inventory. This background information included level of
schooling (degree obtained), teacher certification, teacher preparation program type, years of
teaching experience, status of ESOL endorsement, type of endorsement preparation, and
proficiency in languages other than English.

To establish the reliability and validity of the instrument, the researchers used Cronbach’s
alpha to measure the internal consistency reliability of the instrument. The coefficient alpha
was .9419, which demonstrated a highly satisfactory reliability. Researchers calculated
correlations and #-tests between total teacher efficacy scores and each of the identified
demographic variables. To determine a description of the pattern of responses to total efficacy
scores, descriptive statistics including frequency distribution and measures of central tendency
were calculated. Finally, a multiple regression was employed to analyze which of the teacher
variables were the best predictors of teacher efficacy.

Results of the inventory showed that teacher efficacy scores were high. Most of the
individual scores ranged from three to nine. The mean and SD were calculated for each of the 20
items. While no statistically significant difference was found in efficacy scores related to years of
teacher preparation, years of teaching experience, or socioeconomic status of the students, a
statistically significant difference (p=.002) was found in perceived efficacy among participants
who reported proficiency in the language of the students. A multiple regression found that

proficiency in the home language of students was the predictor of teacher efficacy, p=.001.
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The second section of Panneque and Barbetta’s (2006) study posed three open-ended
questions about what participants thought helped most when working with the target students for
themselves, for preservice teachers, and for in-service teachers. The responses were coded and
themed, and two themes emerged — organizational issues and teacher issues. Of the two, teacher
issues, which included teacher dispositions, need for field-based experience, and teaching skills,
emerged as the primary theme. Participants made suggestions related to ways to better support
pre-service and in-service teachers, which included a recommendation for more training both in
teacher preparation programs and professional development offerings around cultural diversity,
testing and evaluation, language development, and second-language acquisition. Those study
participants who were proficient in a second language spoke Spanish — the language of a
majority of the target students. Panneque and Barbetta (2006) recommended further research,
which could include replication of the study in a demographically different school system, or a
study of general education classroom teachers who work with the target students, as the current
study presents. This study provides insight into teacher perspective in serving ELs, the
combination of a quantitative and qualitative survey gave researchers a picture of what factors
have the greatest predictor of teacher self-efficacy serving ELs and offered suggestions regarding
pre-service and in-service teacher support. However, the study is limited to a specific
classification of teachers -special education- in a one region of the United States, which brings
into question the ability to generalize findings to a larger population and classification of
teachers in a broader geographic area.

Conclusion
The growing attention paid to educational accountability for all students underscores a

particularly steep learning curve for culturally and linguistically diverse learners who are new to
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the US. Considering the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act, which has now been reauthorized as,
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), teachers feel “challenged” (Dixon et al., 2012, p. 6) to help
ELs reach the level of learning complex academic content through English (Dixon et.al., 2012, p.
6). Consistently poor performance by ELs on high stakes testing has spurred a jump to judgment
by classroom teachers as to the cause of low-test scores and learning challenges of ELs in
content-based classes (Ysseldyke, 2005). The most frequent false assumption is that culturally
and linguistically diverse learners have some type of learning disability. Fortunately, a growing
field of research around culturally responsive, evidence-based interventions and strategic
improvements in practice and policy aims to improve the educational opportunities of ELs in
general education by means of specific curricular and instructional language-based strategies that
can be embedded into subject matter lessons (Klingner et al., 2005). Additional research is
warranted around teacher training on these approaches and the impact that this training may have
on teacher self-efficacy. The purpose of the current study is to create an instrument that will
examine the perceived self-efficacy ratings of general education teachers who have and have not
received training in the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol serving ELs with and without

disabilities.
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Chapter 3
Method
Proposed Research Design
This study employed a correlational research design — a type of quantitative research in which
the variables are not manipulated but rather are identified in smaller groups as “factors” that can
be statistically related (Vogt, 2005). There are two types of factor analysis, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) and Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). With CFA, there are specific
expectations or hypothesis regarding the factors that would be identified, while EFA seeks to
identify factors from a set of variables (Vogt, 2005). The exploratory factor analysis was chosen
as the purpose of this study was to design a survey instrument.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to create a reliable and valid survey with which to measure
teacher self-efficacy (TSE) in teachers serving a specific student population, namely ELs with
and without disabilities.
Participants and Setting
Participants selected were elementary general education teachers from a public school
district in the northwestern United States. The district serves over 30,000 students speaking more
than 97 languages and, while generally considered suburban, is one of the fastest growing
districts in the region, its demographics rapidly shifting due to an influx of students from the
international community. The district covers over 72 square miles and is divided into four
“learning communities,” which include a comprehensive high school and the many elementary

and middle schools feeding into that high school. A convenience sample of elementary schools
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across the district was selected to administer the survey electronically to general education
teachers who serve both students identified as ELs and those who receive special education
services in the general education classroom.
Instrumentation

A quantitative study was conducted to accomplish the following: 1) assess the construct
validity of the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (SITSES) by collecting data on
perceptions, attitudes, and self-concepts of teachers in relation to serving a culturally and
linguistically diverse population; and 2) determine whether teachers with and without SIOP
training respond differently to the survey. Since the focus of this research study was to create a
measure that can be used to examine a possible relationship between general education teachers
perceived self-efficacy, pre-service instruction, in-service professional development (SIOP), and
experience in using SIOP instructional methodologies to serve ELs with and without disabilities
in their classrooms, a survey was developed in alignment with Bandura’s Guide for Constructing
Self-Efficacy scales (2006). According to Bandura (2006), as self-efficacy includes an
individual’s perceived capabilities, items should include “can do,” which measures a judgment of
capability, rather than “will do,” which measures intentions.

In designing the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (SITSES), the
researcher focused on developing items that accurately reflect the construct of the research and
target the eight components of the SIOP model likely to exert an impact on the domain of
functioning. The study was intended to develop a survey which can be utilized to collect data on
attitudes and practice, community needs and or program evaluation and can be helpful in

comparing groups (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). Measures were taken to minimize response
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bias; responses were anonymous and confidential, and the scale was identified by a generic title
absent the term self-efficacy.
Research questions
1. How many factors (sources of variance) does the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self-
Efficacy Scale (SITSES) demonstrate?
2. Is the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (SITSES) a valid and reliable
instrument?
3. Do teachers trained in the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol demonstrate

higher self-efficacy scores on the SITSES than those who have not been trained?

Hypothesis.

There will be a statistically significant difference in the scores on the SITSES

between teachers with SIOP training and those without SIOP training.

Null hypothesis.

No statistically significant difference will be evident in the scores on the SITSES

between teachers with SIOP training and those without SIOP training.

Predictor (independent variable)Trained in SIOP

Criterion (dependent variable)Teacher Self-Efficacy rating (continuous)

Data Analysis
An exploratory factor analysis was used to identify the number of factors and to verify
the homogeneity of the scale items. Internal consistency was computed using Cronbach’s alpha.

Descriptive statistics were computed to provide a description of participants and the pattern of
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their responses to the total teacher efficacy score using frequency distributions and measures of
central tendency. Exploratory factor analysis is anchored by the basic assumption that there are
factors that are present that can help explain the interrelationships in the larger observed
variables that exist in development of a measurement instrument (Pett et al., 2003, p 4). To test’
the hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference in self efficacy scores on
the SITSES between those teachers with SIOP training and those not trained, an independent
sample z-test was examined, and further exploration using a non-parametric Mann-Whitney-U
test was employed in determining whether to reject the null hypothesis.
Reliability and Validity

As the SITSES was created specifically for the purposes of this research study, reliability
and validity were necessarily established through a pilot study. A pilot study was necessary to
identify ambiguity or redundancy in survey items and was conducted with small sample sizes
larger than 10 but less than 100 (Patten & Newhart, 2018). In this case the pilot study was
conducted at two randomly selected elementary school sites. To establish validity and reliability,
21 general education teachers were asked to complete the survey and provide input as to the
clarity of the questions. Based on input the questions were revised and the survey was given to a
second elementary site. It was necessary to establish content validity to analyze the items in the
measure to identify if they measure what they were intended to measure (Patten & Newhart,
2018). To establish content validity, first a review of the literature was conducted relating to the
development and implementation of the SIOP model, which included the eight components
needed to implement with fidelity. The SIOP teacher self-assessment scale served as a resource
to develop component-specific item wording. The initial scale was designed to measure the

teacher efficacy related to the eight components making up the SIOP framework, which include
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lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice
and application, lesson delivery, review and assessment (Guarino et.al., 2011). Next the measure
was given to a group of elementary teachers to garner feedback. Finally, to establish face
validity, which involves expert review of the scale to confirm that it is measuring the concept it is
intended to (Patten & Newhart,2018), the instrument was reviewed by a group of special
education program specialists with an English learner endorsement, a teacher who served as a
SIOP trainer, a school psychologist working in a school with many ELs, and an English learner
teacher. This team, selected due to their expertise in serving ELs and with the SIOP framework,
offered recommendations to strengthen the validity of the instrument, resulting in revisions and
corrections of identified items. Following their input, the SITSES was administered to a group of
20 classroom teachers to evaluate items for intelligibility and suitability. The scale was provided
to teachers, who voluntarily completed it and indicated any suggestions to improve the
instrument. Again, revisions were made based on this feedback to eliminate any extraneous
factors potentially interfering with the survey’s capacity to measure the domain of functioning.
When creating a measure as in this study, it is important to establish the reliability
‘estimate known as internal consistency which looks to establish the consistency of scores within
the test (Patten & Newhart, 2018). Internal consistency looks at the correlation of items on a
scale and at the extent they measure the same thing (Vogt, 2005). The most common method
available to determine internal consistency reliability is Cronbach’ s alpha which calculates the
variance within an item as well as co-variance between items on a scale (Field, 2017).
Cronbach’s alpha scores, like other reliability coefficients, range from 0 to 1.0. Scores in the
higher range, .70 and above suggest that items more reliably measure the same thing (Patten &

Newhart, 2018). Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal consistency reliability of the
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SITSES instrument, identifying how individual items related to one another and to the instrument
as a whole. The Cronbach’s alpha for the instrument was calculated at .85, indicating a reliability
more than satisfactory. The sum of the teacher efficacy scales was used for data analysis.
Scale Revision

The initial development of the scale and subsequent pilot study was conducted during the
2018-19 school year, with an intention to administer the scale, for the purpose of this research
study, in the spring of the 2019-20 school year. However, in the winter of 2020 a novel
coronavirus, later identified as COVID19, spread across the world causing the World Health
Organization and the United States Center for Disease Control (CDC) to declare a global
pandemic (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). In March of 2020 public school systems across the
United States shifted instruction from in person learning in a classroom to remote learning via
computer (Blad, 2020). Due to the unique nature of providing instruction remotely and teachers
logging countless hours “on screen”, the scale was adjusted in two ways. First to assess teacher’s
perceived self-efficacy, the nine-point Likert response was streamlined to a five-point Likert
response ranging from “Nothing” to “A Great Deal” as it has been recommended by researchers
that paring down the number of response options would reduce the frustration level of participant
respondents and increase response rate and response quality (Sachdev et al., 2004). Secondly to
differentiate between the traditional “in person” learning environment that teachers provided
instruction and the “remote” environment that, due to a global pandemic, teachers had to shift
their instruction to for the previous eighteen months, an item response line was added to each
question to address the different instructional settings, “remote” and “in person”. To account for
the adjustment of the scale a new Cronbach’s alpha was calculated which resulted in an increased

score of .939, indicating a stronger reliability in the measure.
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Conclusion

The study conducted in this dissertation is an attempt to create a valid and reliable
instrument to measure teacher self-efficacy beliefs related to instructional preparation and
practice in serving ELs with and without disabilities. The intent of the survey design is to embed
SIOP competencies and examine factors, such as pre-service preparation, language fluency, in-
service training, and knowledge of SIOP, that contribute to a teacher’s self-efficacy. The goal in
constructing a valid survey instrument is to enable future researchers to conduct studies to
determine areas of focus and training to best prepare teachers to effectively serve ELs in
inclusive settings. Additionally, the results of the survey sought to determine if SIOP training
contributed to a higher level of self-efficacy ratings from teachers had the training versus those

who have not been trained.
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Chapter 4
Results

This chapter will present analyses conducted on the measure and two individual data sets
representing responses to the Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (SITSES). To
address the original intent and questions of the research study, the reporting of results will focus
on the responses labeled “in person”. The “remote” vs “in person” results will be addressed but
will not serve as the primary focus.

The chapter is organized by first reporting the overall descriptive statistics of the scale.
Next, a review of an exploratory factor analysis to determine how many sources of variance are
present in the SITSES. Then, analyses of the descriptive statistics for each individual data (SIOP
N and SIOP Y) set. Following that will be a review of an added dataset based on learning
environment (In Person vs Remote). To conclude, a summary of the most prominent findings is
provided.

Scale Descriptive Statistics.

The SITSES was sent electronically to 460 elementary school teachers. The response rate
was approximately 10% of teachers responding, resulting in an (n)=45. Females (including
transgender females) made up 91.1% of the respondents, while the other 8.9% were male
(including transgender male). The majority of respondents, 82.2%, identified as Caucasian, the
remaining respondents identified as Asian, 6.7%, Hispanic/Latinx, 4.4%, two or more races, 4.4%
and Native American 2.2%. The distribution of participants’ years of teaching experience was
35.6% having 0-5 years of experience, 22.2% with 11-15 years of experience, 28.9% with 16 years
of experience or more and 13.3% with 6-10 years of experience. In examination of the overall

teacher self-efficacy ratings in relation to gender, experience, TSE scores were not remarkable in
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comparison to the overall mean score of 71.467. However, in examination of the ethnicity category
the mean score was 53 for the two respondents that identified as Hispanic/Latinx, both indicating
fluency in Spanish, one having been trained in SIOP and the other had not. It was necessary to
verify the assumption of normality and suitability for an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) which
was even more critical due to a small sample size. A normal distribution would indicate a skewness
and kurtosis value of zero (Field, 2017). The overall in person teacher self-efficacy (TSE) scores
indicate a negative skewness of -.922 with a kurtosis of .169 (Table 1). Guidelines for conducting
EFA suggest a skewness not exceeding two and kurtosis not exceeding seven are reasonable

(Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012).

Table 1

SITSES In Person TSE
N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
45 71.467 7.77 =922 .169

Exploratory Factor Analysis

While there are several techniques that can be used to extract factors, principal
component analysis, principal axis factoring, image factoring, maximum likelihood, alpha
factoring and canonical (Williams, Onsman & Brown, 2010), principal solutions tend to be the
most common. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and Principal Component Analysis (PCA) are
often used interchangeably although there is a nuanced difference, as EFA’s intent is to find
covert constructs underlying a set of evident variables, constructs which are supposed to account
for patterns of correlations between the variables. However, PCA’s purpose is to reduce data

while maintaining as much information from the original data set as possible (Norris &
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Lecavalier, 2009). As it serves to summarize many variables into fewer components, a PCA was
used in this study.
Suitability of data

Considering the limitation of the sample size, inspection of the correlation matrix, (See
Appendix B), showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.3
(Pett et al., 2003). Two statistical methods were used to determine adequacy of sample for
exploratory factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measures of Sampling Adequacy is
used to see if a sample is acceptable to employ factor analysis. According to Kaiser (1974) a
KMO index measure between 0.5 to 1 is considered acceptable. A more detailed interpretation of
results suggests “.8 or above, meritorious; .70 or above, middling; .60 or above, mediocre; .50 or
above, miserable and below .50, unacceptable” (Hair et al., 2019, p.136). Considering the
guidelines, the result of .85 was interpreted as meritorious (see Table 2), indicating the sample
adequate for factor analysis.

The second method to identify suitability for factor analysis is Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity. When Bartlett’s test is conducted, it is expected to be significant at p<.001 level. The

results of Bartlett’s test are listed in Table 2, confirming the data appropriate for factor analysis.

Table 2

KMO and Bartlett’s Test _
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling .852
Adequacy

Bartlett’s Test of Approx. Chi-Square 523.698
Sphericity df 120

Sig. .000
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Extraction Criteria for Number of Factors

Several techniques were used to decide the number of factors to be extracted, eigenvalue,
scree plot and percentage of variance. The accepted rule for extraction is Kaiser’s (1974) criteria
of eigenvalue > 1 to identify prominent factors. For research in social science the number of
factors that account for at least 60% of variance is considered adequate (Hair et al., 2019).
Interpretation of the scree plot focuses on the point at which a line through the small eigenvalues
breaks, sometimes called the elbow, to indicate the number of factors to be retained (Williams et
al., 2010).
Rotation Method

Another question to pose in determining the number of factors to analyze is whether a
variable would load on more than one factor. The use of rotation amplifies high item loadings
and diminishes low item loadings. There are several types of rotation techniques, orthogonal
varimax/quartimax or oblique olbimin/promax, however the main objective of employing a
rotation method is to provide ease in interpretation of results (Williams et al., 2010). The
Orthogonal Varimax rotation was used to analyze variable loads.
Interpretation

The last step in factor analysis is interpretation, which is used to identify which variables
have high factor loadings and can be considered as a single factor, while those variables with low
or zero loadings are not identified as a factor. In the analysis for this study, four factors met the
criteria identified for extraction, see Table 3 and Figure 1. Each of the four factors had an

eigenvalue greater than 1 and cumulatively represented 76.67% of the variance.
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Table 3
Cumulative Variances and eigenvalues
Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %
1 8.64 53.98 53.98
2 1.46 9.15 63.13
3 1.14 7.15 70.28
4 1.02 6.38 76.67
Scree Plot
10
8
@ 6
g
5
17 4

1+ 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 18

Component Number

Figure 1. Scree plot

Additionally, the communalities were examined to scan for factors that may not be
suitable for analysis. Variables having communalities above .5 are generally acceptable to be
retained for analysis (Hair et al., 2019). As such all variables, shown in Table 4, were retained. It
is also of note that according to MacCallum and colleagues (1999) “when communalities are all
high, sample size will have relatively little impact of quality on solutions, meaning that accurate
recovery of population solutions may be obtained using a fairly small sample size.” (p. 99).

MacCallum and colleagues (1999) also reported that in their review of factor analysis research,
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(Harman, 1976; Lawley & Maxwell, 1971; McDonald 198, Mulaik 1972), there were no specific

recommendations about sample size.

Table 4

Communalities®
Variables Initial Extraction Variable Initial Extraction
Q1 1.000 .66 Q9 1.000 .72
Q2 1.000 .87 Q10 1.000 .68
Q3 1.000 .85 Q11 1.000 .82
Q4 1.000 .75 Q12 1.000 .82
Q5 1.000 .72 Q13 1.000 .87
Q6 1.000 .77 Q14 1.000 .76
Q7 1.000 .80 Q15 1.000 .82
Q8 1.000 .73 Qlé6 1.000 .64

“Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Another area to consider was significant factor loading. It is suggested that an acceptable
minimal factor loading is .3 or .4 (Hair et al., 2019). For this study .4 was selected, with the
expectation that at minimum each variable would load highly on at least one factor. The design
of scale questions was drawn from the eight elements of SIOP (e.g., lesson preparation, building
background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson
delivery and review and assessment) and the four component factors (Table 5) that emerged
appeared to align with a combination of SIOP elements; 1) Lesson planning and evaluation
(SIOP components-lesson preparation, review and assessment); 2) Curriculum and instructional

strategies (SIOP components-comprehensible input, strategies),; 3) Prior knowledge and lesson
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development (SIOP components-building background, lesson design); 4) Student engagement
and outcomes (SIOP Components-interaction, practice and application).

Table S
Rotated Component Matrix®

Component

1 2 3 4
Q15 .86 .16 20 .12
Q4 .79 26 21 .13
Q6 .71 33 03 .19
QL .65 21 .19 41
QI 23 .81 .17 29
Q4 22 .75 36 .10
Q0 .51 .64 .09 .01
Q7 35 .61 48 27
Q3 -05 21 .82 .37
Q2 38 31 .19 .11
QI3 .62 .13 65 .20
Q2 .44 51 58 .17
Q5 .04 -08 30 .79
Q6 36 37 .10 .70
Q9 .44 35 .10 .63

Q8 .16 .54 22 .61

2 Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
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Subgroup Descriptive and Inferential Statistics
SIOP Trained vs Not SIOP Trained

To address research question three, descriptive statistics were examined, and inferential
statistics were computed on the total teacher self-efficacy scores of teachers that did not receive
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), (n=12), and those who did (»=33). The mean
teacher self-efficacy score of SIOP trained teachers was higher at 73.09 than that of teachers not
trained in SIOP with a mean teacher self-efficacy score of 67.00 (Table 6). It is notable that the
standard deviation for SIOP trained teachers is lower at 6.57 indicating that on average the scores

are closer to the expected value of the set and indicate a stronger reliability (Bland & Altman,

1996).

Table 6

SITSES scores for Teachers not SIOP trained vs. Teachers SIOP trained

Variable SIOP n Mean SD
In Person SE score No 12 67.00 9.32

Yes 33 73.09 6.57

The SITSES subgroups data set, shown in Table 7, for SIOP-N indicated a slightly negative
skewness of -.366 and kurtosis of -.624, however within acceptable limits. The SIOP-Y data set
indicated a -1.001 skewness and a kurtosis of -.306. While the skewness is higher, it does not
exceed a value of two which is considered acceptable (Gorsuch, 1983).

Table 7
SITSES Subgroups Skewness and Kurtosis

SIOP Skewness Kurtosis
Trained Statistic Statistic
No -.366 -.624

Yes -1.001 306
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However due to the higher skewness value further examination was conducted to identify potential
outliers that could be impacting the data. An outlier was identified as participant 31, shown in
Figure 2, in the SIOP-Y data set. The participant whose response represented the outlier of a lower
self-efficacy score of 55.00, much lower than the mean of 73.09, identified as Hispanic/Latinx and
reported fluency in Spanish. Hair et al. (2019) describes outliers as “those observations that have
extremely different values on one or combination of variables” (p. 85). The goal of gathering a
representative sample is to capture unique perspectives of a population (Hair et al., 2019) to that
end, as the majority of participants in the study identified as Caucasian, it was necessary to
maintain the observation of a participant whose ethnicity and perspective was different than the
majority. The decision was made to retain the outlier and proceed with the exploratory factor

analysis.

80.00

75.00

70.00

85.00

InPerson TSE

60.00

55.00 e

50.00 S

SIOP

Figure 2. Box Plot of Outliers
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There are four assumptions to be met for a parametric test like the independent samples #-test,

first that the sample distribution is normally distributed, that the data is at least at the interval

level, that a homogeneity of variance exists and that scores are independent (Field, 2017). Two

of the four assumptions-data measure at the interval level and independent scores-were met,

however due to the existence of an outlier in the SIOP-Yes group, the tests of normality were

examined to assess the impact of the outlier on a normal distribution. While the scores for those

not trained in SIOP were normally distributed as assessed by Shapiro-Wilks, p = .345, the self-

efficacy scores for those with SIOP training were not normally distributed as assessed by

Shapiro-Wilks, p = .002 as shown in Table 8.

Table 8

SISTES Subgroup SIOP Not Trained vs SIOP Trained Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?

Shapiro-Wilk

SIOP Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig
In Person TSE  No 209 12 153 927 12 34
Yes 186 33 .005 .887 33 .00

2L illiefors Significance Correction

An independent #-test was run and Levene’s test for equality of variances was examined to

establish if the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. Levene’s test is significant at p

<.05 indicating a violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance exits (Field, 2017), In

this case, as shown in Table 10, p = .166, indicating that Levene’s test is not significant and the

assumption of homogeneity of variance is met. According to result of a #-test there was a

statistically significant difference in teacher self-efficacy scores between teachers with SIOP

training and those without SIOP training. SIOP trained teachers demonstrated higher scores

(M=73.09, SE = 1.14) than teachers without SIOP training (M=67.00, SE = 2.69) and ¢ (43) =

2.451, p=.018, demonstrating a medium-sized effect = .35. However, since the normality
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assumption was violated for the SIOP-Y group a decision was made to conduct a non-parametric
measure to confirm the results of the # test. A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there
were differences in the in-person teacher self-efficacy (TSE) scores between teachers without
SIOP training and teachers with SIOP training. Distributions of the TSE scores for non SIOP
trained teachers and SIOP trained teachers were not similar, as assessed by visual inspection.
TSE scores for non SIOP trained teachers (mean rank = 16.71) and SIOP trained teachers (mean
rank = 25.29) were not statistically significantly different, U= 273.5, z = 1.943, p = .052, using
an exact sampling distribution for U (Dineen & Blakesley, 1973).
In Person vs. Remote Instruction

While not the original focus of SITSES, the survey was given after a year of remote
instruction due to a global pandemic, so an additional response line was added for teachers to
indicate their self-efficacy ratings for remote instruction. Overall, teachers reported higher self-
efficacy scores for in person instruction with a mean of 71.467, than the same teachers rating of
their self-efficacy teaching remotely with a mean of 55.733 as shown in Table 10. A paired samples
t-test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in teacher self-efficacy scores for
the in person learning environment compared to the remote environment, M=15.73 (SE=1.65), ¢

(44) =9.510, p < .001.

Table 9
SITSES In Person vs Remote TSE
N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
In Person 45 71.467 7.77 -.922 .169

Remote 45 55.733 9.76 213 -.340
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Remote Instruction SIOP trained vs. non SIOP trained

In examination of the TSE for remote instruction for teachers with SIOP training and those
not trained (Table 10) teachers with SIOP training had a slightly higher mean score, however the
standard deviation for non SIOP trained teachers was 11.07, suggesting a that there is a wider range

of scores from the mean and indicating a lower level of reliability (Bland & Altman, 1996).

Table 10
SITSES scores for Teachers SIOP trained vs teacher not SIOP trained in Remote Instruction
N Mean SD
SIOPY 33 55.78 9.42
SIOP N 12 55.58 11.07

There was a homogeneity of variances for remote self-efficacy scores between SIOP trained and
non-SIOP trained teachers, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p=.443),
however the results of an independent samples #-test indicated that there was not a statistically
significant difference in the mean self-efficacy scores, in the remote setting, between teachers
with SIOP training(AM=55.78, SE=1.64) and those without (M=55.58, SE=3.19), 1 (43)=.061,
p=951.
Summary of Results

Adjustments to the scale as a result of the pilot study (removal of redundant items),
resulted in an adequate Cronbach’s alpha of .853. Revisions made subsequent to the pilot study
and due to the global pandemic (reduction from a nine-point Likert to a five-point Likert scale,
and the addition of a response line for remote instruction) resulted in a stronger internal
consistency reliability of .939. Through examination of descriptive statistics and inter-item
correlations, the SITSES demonstrated adequate reliability, and suitability for factor analysis.

The exploratory factor analysis showed that four component factors accounted for

76.66% of the variance and that the four factors that emerged aligned with the eight SIOP
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framework categories. The factors that were identified were: 1) lesson planning and evaluation
(SIOP components-lesson preparation, review, and assessment); 2) curriculum and instructional
strategies (SIOP components-comprehensible input, strategies); 3) prior knowledge and lesson
development (SIOP components-building background, lesson design); and 4) student
engagement and outcomes (SIOP Components-interaction, practice and application).

An analysis of the subgroup data set of teachers who were SIOP trained and those who
were not, revealed that SIOP trained teachers reported a higher mean self-efficacy score, a mean
of 73.09, with a lower standard deviation from the mean at 6.57, than their counterparts that were
not trained. A t-test indicated that there was evidence of a statistically significant difference
between SIOP trained and non-SIOP trained teachers which indicated that the null hypothesis
should be rejected, and the alternative hypothesis supported. However as there was not a normal
distribution of the SIOP trained teacher group, further investigation was conducted using a non-
parametric Mann-Whitney-U test with results suggesting the null hypothesis could not be
rejected.

Finally, in examination of the difference in overall teacher self-efficacy scores in an in-
person learning environment, with a mean of 71.46, and their overall self-efficacy rating in a
remote environment, with a mean of 55.72, a paired samples #-test indicated a statistically
significant difference. However, an independent samples ¢-test of remote teacher self-efficacy
scores for SIOP trained and non SIOP trained revealed no statistically significant difference in

their ratings.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

The primary focus of this study was to develop an instrument based on the principal
framework components of the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) (Guarino et al.,
2011) that sought to measure the perceived self-efficacy of elementary teachers responsible for
providing instruction to ELs, with and without disabilities, in an inclusive setting. The study
examined the following questions: a) how many factors (sources of variance) would the SITSES
demonstrate; b) is the SITSES a valid and reliable instrument; and c) would the teacher self-
efficacy scores of teachers with SIOP training be higher than those of teachers without training in
SIOP. As the previous chapter summarized the results of data analysis related to these questions,
first this chapter will provide an analysis of results of the study, second, will discuss the practical
implications of the study, next, the limitations of this study and recommendations for further
research are reviewed. Finally, a summary of the most significant findings is presented along
with the impact on teacher practice in serving ELs.

Analysis of Results

The first of three research questions asked how many factors would be demonstrated by
the scale. In examination of the data the SITSES four components emerged that explained 76.66%
of the variance. It was observed that some variables demonstrated high loading on more than one
component factor. As the SIOP framework is focused on embedding literacy/language objectives
and strategies into content area instruction and there are literacy/language influences across
SITSES scale questions, it is not surprising that certain variables loaded highly on more than one
factor.

An additional revision of the scale, to address the current environment (i.e. remote

instruction) in which teachers were working and to reduce the completion time for the survey by
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reducing the rating choices from nine-point Likert to five-point Likert, resulted in a stronger
reliability and internal consistency rating, of .94. Finally, addressing the third research question
which queried as to the impact of SIOP training on teacher self-efficacy beliefs, the data suggests
that those teachers who had received SIOP training demonstrated a higher level of confidence in
their ability to design and deliver engaging instruction to students with language learning needs,
as evidenced by higher mean self-efficacy scores for in person instructional settings, supported
by the results of an independent samples #-test. However further examination through a non-
parametric Mann-Whitney-U test, indicated that a statistically significant difference between
groups was not present and therefore the null hypothesis could not be rejected. Although not a
part of the original scale or study, in inclusion of a response line to differentiate learning
environments, as a result of the shift to remote instruction due to a global pandemic, examination
of teacher self-efficacy ratings for an in person instructional environment versus a remote
environment did demonstrate a statistical significance through results of a paired samples #-test.
This result suggested that teachers, even those with training in SIOP, felt ill-prepared to provide
instructional and authentic learning experiences in a virtual classroom setting.
Practical Implications

As discussed in chapter two, there is no one teacher self-efficacy scale that can be utilized
to identify predictive factors of teacher self-efficacy as it relates to a specific domain of
functioning or to serving students with specific educational needs (Bandura 2006; Tschannen-
Moran et al., 2006). There is a growing body of research that has examined teacher self-efficacy
beliefs related to serving specific populations of students, their needs, and outcomes (Ashton &
Webb, 1986; Brownwell & Pajares, 1999; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Panneque & Barbetta,

2006; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). This study was informed by the research of Panneque and
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Barbetta (2006) which examined predictors of teacher self-efficacy of special education teachers
serving ELs with disabilities. In their study, Panneque and Barbetta (2006) identified a
statistically significant difference (p = .002) in perceived teacher self-efficacy of teachers who
reported proficiency in the language of the students they served. This current study adds to the
field of research around measuring teacher self-efficacy related to serving a specific population
of students, namely ELs and potential predictors on teacher self-efficacy scores. More
specifically that teachers trained in SIOP demonstrate in a higher level of confidence in their
ability to effectively serve ELs. As school districts across the nation are faced with a growing
population of culturally and linguistically diverse learners (Ortiz & Robertson, 2018), they are
challenged to provide teachers with appropriate training to support the needs of students learning
English while at the same time presenting these students v;/ith core content (Barker & Grassi,
2011). The Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol framework was determined to be an
effective tool to provide teachers with a structure and approach to address student language
learning and content learning needs at the same time (Guarino et al., 2011). The results from this
study showed the SITSES to be a valid and reliable instrument. As the SITSES was developed by
incorporating elements from the SIOP components (i.e., lesson preparation, building background,
comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson delivery, and
review and assessment) (Echevarria et al., 2011), it can be utilized by school districts and
educational institutions to assess both the need to provide teachers with additional training, and
the impact of training that they have received, by examining teacher reported self-efficacy in
serving the language and content needs of diverse learners. Additionally, the results of the query

into teacher’s self-efficacy teaching in a remote setting indicates a need for school districts to
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explore more robust training in effective remote instructional practices, particularly in second
language development and content learning.
Limitations of the Study

Limitations of this study include sample size and the impact of a significant change in the
educational landscape and instructional setting due to a global pandemic. While there is some
agreement and general guidelines about sample size and application of factor analysis, there is a
range of opinions among researchers on what is acceptable (Gorsuch 1983; MacCallum et al.,
1999). In this study, the small sample size was likely impacted by the other limitation of this
study which was the stress of a dramatic shift in the educational environment due to a global
pandemic, from teachers providing instruction to students in a traditional in person setting to
pivoting, with little or no preparation, to a remote style of teaching on a screen for a year, and
then within two weeks of the survey being launched, were ordered by the state governor to return
to teaching in person, while serving students who remained remote at the same time. Increased
time on screens and the need to quickly shift instructional environments was a source of stress
for educators and likely impacted their willingness to spend their free time completing an online
survey. In addition, due to the requirements of the approved IRB application, surveys sent to
teachers needed to be sent from the researcher’s university email address which in some cases
was identified by the district’s server as “spam” and redirected away from teacher’s direct email
inbox, which impacted the number of surveys received by teachers. Thus, the study proceeded
with a small sample size.
Recommendations for Future Research

As the data analysis conducted suggested the SITSES to be a valid and reliable

instrument, it would be recommended that the measure be given to teachers during a traditional
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(i.e., in person) school year to elicit a larger sample size to confirm the findings of the current
study. Additionally, this study focused on teachers serving students in grades K-5, it would also
be important to survey teachers serving middle and high school students struggling to grasp
English language learning at the same time as attempting to comprehend an increased level of
content complexity at the secondary level. It would also be recommended that the further
research be done to examine the relationship between SIOP and national focus on developing
robust multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) frameworks (Dulaney, Hallam & Wall, 2013),
and the impact of their implementation on referral rates of ELs to special education. As the query
to teacher self-efficacy in a remote learning environment was added to the SITSES to account for
the sharp change in the instructional environment and since the mean of the teacher self-efficacy
scores for remote instruction, 55.73, was notably lower than the mean of the scores in person,
71.67, and resulted in a statistically significant difference through a paired samples #-test, another
area to explore would be the impact of providing instruction remotely on teachers attitudes and
self-efficacy beliefs.
Conclusion

In the fluid state of education with a continuously changing student demographic, it is
critical that educators are presented with professional learning, instructional frameworks and
strategies to grow their practice in order to authentically and successfully serve the needs of a
diverse population of students (Piazza et al., 2020). As school districts and local education
agencies seek to identify effective professional growth opportunities to teachers, it is important
that they invest in training that is effective in providing teachers with instructional strategies that
positively impact student outcomes (Piazza et al., 2020). Having a tool to evaluate teacher’s

confidence level in their ability to effectively serve their culturally and linguistically diverse
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students, is a way to assess the investment of training in the SIOP framework. Additionally, as
research suggests teachers that express a higher level of self-efficacy in serving learners with
diverse needs are more willing to be innovative in their practice (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Guskey,
1988), it lends support to train them in SIOP. The results of this study suggest that general
education teachers who receive training in the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol,

possess a greater level of confidence in serving ELs.
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Appendix A
Sheltered Instruction Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale

1. How much can you do to create meaningful lesson activities that integrate lesson
concepts with language practice opportunities for reading, writing, listening and/or
speaking?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

2. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual students?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

3. How much can you do to present concepts explicitly linked to students’ background

experiences?
Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

4. How much can you do to make connections for students between past learning and new
concepts?

Remote

l 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
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In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

5. To what extent can you adjust your speech (enunciation, pace, etc) to account for
students’ language proficiency levels?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

6. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students
are confused?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

7. How much can you to do present a variety of tasks that promote higher order thinking
skills for all students?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

8. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?

Remote

1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence Quite a Bit A Great Deal
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In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

9. To what extent can you get students to learn when English is not their first language?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

10. How much can you do to configure groups to support language and content objectives

of the lesson?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

11. How much can you do to integrate all language skills (i.e. reading, writing, listening and

speaking) into activities?

Remote
1 2 -3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5

Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
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12. To what extent can you provide hands on materials for students to practice new content

knowledge?
Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

13. How much can you do to pace your lessons appropriate to all students’ ability levels?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

14. How much can you do to keep all students engaged 90% to 100% of an instructional

period?
Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal

15. To what extent can you provide a comprehensive review of key vocabulary and key

concepts?
Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5

Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
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16. How much can you do to assess every student’s comprehension and learning of all

lesson objectives throughout the lesson?

Remote
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
In Person
1 2 3 4 5
Nothing Very Little Some Influence  Quite a Bit A Great Deal
END OF SURVEY
Please complete Demographic Information on next page
Demographic Information
Gender (you identify as)
L] Female (includes transgender women)
[OMale (includes transgender men)
[Prefer to self-describe as _(non-binary, gender fluid, agender, please
specify)
[JPrefer not to answer
Ethnicity
[ African American
[J Asian

OCaucasian, not Hispanic

[J Hispanic/Latino

[INative American

[J Pacific Islander

[ 2 races or more
Grade(s)/Subjects Taught

Years of Experience
LJ0-5
[J5-10
J10-15
CJ15+

Level of Education
LIBA +36
LIMA
[JEDd/Phd
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Type of Certification
Elementary Education Secondary Education
Endorsements (check all that apply)
[ISpecial Ed
U EL
C1O0ther
Trained in Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP)
UYes
J No
Primary Language?

Other Language(s) Fluency?
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Appendix B
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 a8 Q9 Q10 Q11 QI2 Q13 Q14Q15 QI6
Q1 1.0 49 .34 48 .31 .51 57 55 .62 46 43 .51 .60 .58 .63 .57
Q2 49 1.0 67 54 26 45 71 49 47 47 48 82 .79 53 47 .43
Q3 34 67 1.0 51 .48 .38 .58 .48 .37 20 41 52 .56 29 22 .17
Q4 48 54 51 1.0 21 41 .62 56 39 .56 .71 .68 .47 47 43 .48
Q5 32 26 48 21 1.0 .49 25 39 41 .14 29 32 33 27 20 .16
Q6 .51 45 38 41 49 1.0 .61 .68 .70 .43 .57 .56 .49 52 47 47
Q7 57 .71 58 62 25 61 1.0 68 .60 .60 .73 76 .67 50 .60 .45
Q8 .55 49 48 .56 39 .68 68 1.0 59 34 59 .58 43 38 37 .45
Q9 .62 47 37 39 41 70 .60 59 1.0 52 .56 53 .56 47 47 47
Q10 .46 47 20 .56 .13 .43 .60 34 52 1.0 .61 .61 .45 63 .52 42
Q11 .42 48 41 71 29 57 .73 59 56 61 10 .63 47 48 41 .53
Q12.51 82 .51 .68 32 56 .76 58 53 61 63 10 .74 62 .58 .51
Q13.60 .79 56 47 33 49 67 43 56 45 47 74 1.0 .61 .69 .55
Q14 .58 54 29 47 24 52 50 38 47 .63 48 62 .61 1.0 .75 .62
Q15.63 47 22 43 20 .47 .60 37 47 52 41 58 69 75 1.0 .62
Q16 .57 43 .17 48 .16 47 45 45 47 42 53 51 55 .62 .62 1.0
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