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Introduction

: Learning Disability was first noticed and termed so by Dr. Gamuel Kirk in .
‘9P'° has always been in debate, first, for arriving at an all-inclusive definition for thls' co
?“ghly individualistic in nature and then, looking it as an applied field of special education
individual difference in learning and performance. Learning disability involves a vare
PI‘OblemS. It affects the neurological system of an individual, hindering the receiving and PrOC.e e
information. This creates trouble in learning new information and skills as well as appl)’mg(1

information and skills in new situations. Learning disability has nothing to do with intelligence:
borrowed from the global perspe

In:)jt.lvahon. 'I-’he lm.iian conceptualization of Learning Disability is

ndia, Learning Disability drew attention of specialists only in the last decade (Karanth, 2003)
research and practice in this area is still in a start. Rehabilitation Council of India, the statuary body,
.'egfﬂfﬂeS. standardizes and governs all forms of education and rehabilitation services to di
individuals in India, adopts the definition and distinguishing characteristics of Learning Disability gi ‘

western agencies working in the area.
The features very specific to Indian context are bilingualism and multilingualism. Another is Cq
hooling and teacher-pupil ratig-”

f’rom- ideal c.‘lassroom conditions in terms of infrastructure, access to sc
v:r:iycl:i f:c\l,z-;c?:g::;; ::;::tiitci(ir;s]c:‘f dt-he pupils in a classroom add on to the crisis. These contextual fac,
S e ian economy, are least researched by the researchers. Placem:
e assroom poses many challenges to educators and service providers (H
i di’s - d : portant chall.e'nge being awareness among teachers about the classroom ph

g disabled learner and her ability to read these behavioural signs or symptoms for occurrend
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g Disability in a crowded classroom. The aim here is to draft a scale for student teachers to asse

¢ : i d
about the condition of Learning Disability in terms of classroom, instructional practices an
‘ ool and community.
- ¢aming Disability Perception Scale

Before construction of the instrument, the investigator referred the guidelines of the National Joint
ttee on Learning Disabilities (1981), a US based National Committee of representatives of thirteen
re of individuals with Learning Disabilities. Guidelines
ehabilitation Council of India (RCI), a Statutory Body established after enacting RCI Act in 1992 was
rred to for the purpose. Apart from this, the investigator reviewed all accessible tools on Learning
ity for the Preparation of perception scale. Details of the tools reviewed are given in table 1.

Tool

‘ Learning Disabilities
b Awareness Schedule (LDAS)

S
1

earning disabilities diagnostic
inventory

Brian R. Bryant,

Table -1
Reviewed tools for the preparation of Learning Disability Perception Scale
(TR Dimensions Assessed
the Constructors
Dhananjai Yadav Learning Disabilities in general, Listening and
~ and Vidya understanding, Oral Language, Written
Agarwal Language, Mathematical Problems, Behavior
: Problems, and Motor Behavior Problems
Ponaa D Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing, Mathematics,
Hammill,

Reasoning

Checklist for learning
disabilities

Writing, reading, Maths, fine Motor, Related

Screening Tool

: : : Smith and Strick Problems, At school,
(Advancing milestones.comy
ocreening checklist for primary sém:k da English
. school students: English 3’ e.vanr:ltya
nive
_ Learnin Definition, Motor Coordination, Auditory
C : . : i
Risk of Learni Disa;;;itsies Association of Attentional, Oral Language, Organization, Written
3 ng Canada Language, Social PerceLﬁOl'\,
3 S 3
- eammg N;z:l-s Screenmg Nancie Payr\e Leam_'“’lg d’isability in general
arning Disabilities Screening Ministry of Justice, : isabikitv i
3 o iR Learning disability in general
4 Leicestershire
L Disabikli
earnmg. G bl Partnership NHS. Characteristics of Learning Disability
j Screening Tool Trust
':. fearnin g Disatmy Self- PeborahiSilizs Characteristies of Learning Disability and Special

education services

A critical analysis of the above tools. enli
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perception of Learning Disability. Rather,

ghtened the investigator towards drafting of tool. By the
‘Perception about Learning Disability’, investigator here meant going beyond the idea of factual
how a teacher perceived the condition of Learning Disability in
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dimensions of the instrument were prep . 1 h 2 "q
LA n Scale : ing disabled s
Dimensions of Learning Disability Pcrccp‘uoh aher 18 associated with a learning t“dent' "'lﬂ
wich a a8

ry manner inw .
ere identified for the In
general

for instruction

After analyzing eve strument:
following five dimensions W :
1. Learning Disability in
2. Teacher in preparation
3. Teacher in class
4. Teacher in school

5. Teacher in community ] L
The various items in the tools reviewed by. th; mvej:ldgi:: o

to the viewpoint of a classroom teacher and modified acc

under them is discussed separately. -

Learning disability in general . araciorimi y
'<Ig'his dimension dealt with how the student teacher p(lercel‘\j/ed ge;\;:iasl P g(:f, el;\e::\flx‘

ility i i les for items developed un e 1
Disability in relation to her classroom. Examp nie : : X ; :
isabi ‘:yLeaming disability requires more of medical mterver.ttton than msh'u'cttc;;xial ;’rf;‘iervent,o,,. =

o Use of more than one language in school negatively influences Learning L1saot ty. —

Teacher in preparation for instruction
This dimension dealt with how

Wy

were thoroughly analyzed with peg, "
Each of the dimensions and the iip“’

—
the student teacher perceived Learning Disability when prepar
ruction in a regular classroom. Examples for items developed under this.dimen.siorf are given belm
« Different assignments for learning disabled students may lead to unfair grading in the classrooy..,
« Learning disabled students may not master higher level cognitive skills.

for inst

“——
Teacher in class 3

This dimension dealt with how the student teacher perceived the presence of a learning disabjgy
student in her classroom with respect to her efficacy. Examples for items developed under this dimen___
are given below:

o It is difficult to identify Learning Disability in classroom.

« Teacher is accountable for the failure of learning disabled student in the class.

Teacher in school

This dimension dealt with how student teacher perceived schooling of learning disabled stud
Examples for items developed under this dimension are given below:

o Nurturing learning disabled students in regular school may be costly affair.

» Special teacher's support is unavoidable in handling learning disabled students.

(hd BB W &)

Teacher in community
This dimension dealt with how student teacher perceived the presence of learning disabled stuc™

in society. Examples for items developed under this dimension are given below: s

e Children with Learning Disability are burden for the society. : -
« Not much can be done by society for rehabilitation of learning disabled children. -

The draft scale was prepared with the five dimensions identified and various items under them. Tt

initial draft contained 55 items. After the preparation of draft, it was subjected to multi level discuﬁ
tutes. ~

)

including academicians, research scholars and experts from Learning Disability Education Insti
© Published by JCERI ; ?
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Table -3
Rotated Component Matrix for Factor Loadings
Component
Items in Scale 1 2 3 4

Negligence of Learning Disability in students may result in 663
| unsuccessful schooling X

Early intervention programmes for learning disabled children can 625

reduce their problems )

Parents can provide important inputs to identify learning disabled 485
| students ;

Collaborative effort of subject teachers may result in optimum school 483

assessment of learning disabled student ]

Knowing the family background of learning disabled students 436

rovides much information .

Preparing varying assignments for learning disabled students will be

a challenging task for the teacher

Technology in classroom can support the teacher in handling learning

disabled students

Learning disabled students require supportive education and not

special education

It is difficult for regular teacher to handle learning disabled students -616

in classroom

Normal children may consider learning disabled students as a 575
hindrance to their classroom learning process

Learning disabled students may not be accepted as normal by society 563
Children with Learning Disability are burden for the society -.523
Teacher's attitude towards learning disabled students influences their 468

peer relations

Learning disabled students are unenthusiastic towards examination

Learning disabled students are lazy

The assignments at the end of the unit in the textbook are suitable for

learning disabled students also

Special teacher's support is unavoidable in handling learning

disabled students

Presence of learning disabled students in the class may affect flow of 570
teaching

It is difficult to identify Learning Disability in classroom .554
Knowing entry level behaviour of learning disabled students is 517
essential in planning for instruction

Nurturing learning disabled students in regular school may be costly 517
affair

Teacher observation for strengths and weaknesses of learning 481
disabled students is not feasible in crowded classrooms

© Published by JCERI
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result : ‘ o were
bring ;;2:;\1&\‘10:\, some items were eliminated, some were added and still SO 2
ual cla y ’ ; T
Mode of Answcﬁ:\g‘rl()- Thus the draft scale was prepared with 46 jtems. o = opﬁ(‘
' t teachers i’
were ;\ga'ns' each statement in the Learning Disability Perception Scale for Studegubjects are to put?
) m:r::;;d\m (S:ongly Agree, Agree, Not Sure, Disagree and Strongly isagree
ainst t ‘ > (4‘
i%Scoring € most acceptable option according to them. g Sé
’ itive an
nsisted © PoE ee Ag(‘
nt teachers €© rrongly ABTE

2o S y &
4,3,2and] fot respont:‘:snems were scored 1, 2 '

reas the negative - pectively-
ee and Str' ongly Disagree e C ‘

'Pt;“ementse LEI:;a;mng Disability Perception Scale for stude
,iNot Sure bisac of the positive statements was scored 5,
B and 5 f(,)r o :0":9 an: Strongly Disagree respectively. Whe

3 SDonse ;
them try out s Strongly Agree, Agree, Not Sure, Disagr
B ]"\254 part of standardization, the Learning Disability Perception Scal 1
P‘ which student teachers in Mathematics optional class from sever B.Ed. CQUe.ges’l of the colleges in
regard T:re :uhg wn in Table 2. Permission was obtained from concerned pnnac’:ia rS\S given There Wa§"~ -4

- The student teache r the instructi© ¥

rs were asked to complete the scale as pe S ite the scale.

e for student

time limi
| imit to complete the scales. However, students took 15 t0 25 minutes t A
: Table -2 .
: Detai . T tion Scale
etails of data collected for the standardization of Learﬂﬂﬂ’d‘w Percep (4
: Categories Sub-Categories w&%ﬁ Ct
St . 3
udent Teachers Entire Sample ”"’%id'—#——s—"——
| i ] ‘4
Gender FMalel T— 95
| (.
| emale =
7 Locale Rural 70 e SV o
AR Cfotnderbtencher ' ————— T 54 | ™
Urban 54 e ﬂ
Histiate Manamensent Government 70 !'”Sé'"
8 Private 54 44 C1
(

-

n the scale. The same can be used
rotations to identify certain factors q
lation coefficients between the i

d also the significance of the
This was further apprecmﬂ'

Preparation of Final Scale

&Qabh;“’::l"’dﬁnﬂyss technique was used for finalizing items i
&Oi)dlnyg b 'm'fy of t.he tool as factor anatysis performs a series of
e l(:oke: in‘::)‘:aﬂc-::les onto each of these factors. The Pearson corre
Beimciaria 130 o ' ck for extreme muklticollinearity and singularity an
B d"';‘rmmO:rZ‘ ation coefficients. did not indicate singularity in items.
it 'Mnkamt:e Mzo::eg:;(on matrix (0.0000124) which is. greater than the necessary val
Biticntes tse melbpiiE i gam)( | l(m measure of sample adequacy was 0.528, an acceptable value
evel rejecting the null b sample selected. The Barlett’s test of sphericity was found to be significant at Gy
factor ,m,,h.\'; T leP(’thcs»s that the original correlation matrix is an identity matrix, indicating
B e U] LD (-(,nv;“)r,)'()})rh‘te for this data. Initial extraction resulted in 17 factors with Eigen v
Bntiais vis Gt Tha r:":("“;' f" analysis the n}lm.bcr of factors was restricted to 5. Principal Compol_ -
ated component matrix, in table 3, shows the factor loadings for each varé

onto eac ’
o each factor. However, factor loadings less than 004 are not displayed
o

—_—
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Not much can be done by society for rehabilitation of learning
disabled children

433

and/nnovaﬂons

——

m—

| Labelling learning disabled students may attract instructional support
| for them

422

| Teacher is accountable for the failure of learning disabled student in
| the class

| Different assignments for learning disabled students may lead to
| unfair grading in the classroom

647

| Fact-based activities will be suitable for learning disabled students

552

} Learning disability may affect the normal development of student

-.515

if Organizing orientation programmes for parents of learning disabled
i children will only complicate the task of teacher

| Current evaluation system is not adequate to assess learning disabled
| students in the classroom

I Successful integration of learning disabled students in school is the
f| responsibility of the teacher

Learning disabled students are less likely to interact with teacher

mstruction should be individualized for learning disabled students

.609

| Learning disabled students may not master higher level cognitive
8} skills

-.522

‘| Academics is a nightmare for learning disabled students

516

il Learning disabled students can be nurtured in regular classroom

-.439

i} Learning disability requires more of medical intervention than
| Instructional intervention

-.417

1, Use of more than one language in school negatively influences
I Learning Disability

f Learning disabled students need changes in the existing curriculum
ffor making learning a joyfutevent

 Learning disability results.in low achievement in all subjects

f Learning disability is an inteHectual failure

Out of the initial 46 items, 20 items were eliminated after factor analysis and 26 items were retained
the final tool. Detail of the number of items. retained and the dimensions that evolved after factor analysis

s. shown in table 4.

Table 4
Dimension wise Number of Items-
Dimensions Number of items after factor analysis

Learning Disability: Myths and reality 5

Learning Disability and successful schooling 5

Learning Disability and instructional planning 7

Learning Disability: A burden/hindrance 4

E Need for special attention 5
; Total 26

© Published by JCER!
)

130



33, June, 201

Vol.7, No.3, pp.125-1

7

‘,—’—-

-
Validity ed. The survey mstrument«‘..;-

tablish . -
The validity of Learning Disability Perception Scale' was :SNational Joint Comn;t;een?r:h[;:‘;ﬁ-
developed based on reviewing 9 different tools and guldelin=s odimensions are adopted Iro >
Disabilities (1981) and Rehabilitation Council of India (2011)- The

Journal of Contemporary Educational Research and Innovations

hence ensures the validity. (ﬂ
Reliability % ugh split half meth-od- The Cronb? = -
The reliability of the survey instrument was established thfoblge value. e final 0Ol ilS
Alpha in reliability statistic was found to be 0.875 which is an accepta o
Learning Disability Perception Scale developed so is show;n below. s
Table - _ DPS) =
Final Tool : Learning WETW 2 -‘
SLNo. Items — nsuccessful ¢
1 Negligence of Learning Disability in students may result in u Bl
schooling : uce C‘
2 Early intervention programmes for learning disabled children can red bl 3
their problems ‘,_——————,—""-"lm i
3 Collaborative effort of subject teachers may result in OPHM e —1‘
assessment of learning disabled student _ — disabled
4 Parents can provide important inputs to identify learning [ S | g
students ts provides "
5 Knowing the family background of learning disabled students P [
much information for assisting them in classroom : ‘ﬂ
6 It is difficult for regular teacﬁer to handle learning disabled students 1n \
classroom hindrance e
7 Normal children may consider learning disabled students as a ,_‘
to their classroom learning process - their s ot
8 Teacher's attitude towards learning disabled students influences : ﬂ
peer relations : C"ﬂ
9 Learning disabled students may not be accepted as normal by society =R
10 | Children with Learning Disability are burden for the society = 0
11 Knowing entry level behaviour of learning disabled students is essentia C“!Fl
in planning for instruction |
12 | Itis difficult to identify Learning Disability in classroom ‘“
13 | Presence of learning disabled students in the class may affect flow of C
teaching -
14 | Labelling learning disabled students may attract instructional support for 1
them
15 | Nurturing learning disabled students in regular school may be costly n
affair -
16 Teacher observation for strengths and weaknesses of learning disabled I! l
students is not feasible in crowded classrooms C:H1

17 | Not much can be done by society for rehabilitation of learning disabled
children

© Published by JCERI
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:: :;;:frnmg \h.sqlnht)' may affect the norq_\_.lji_gl‘g!plopn\?cnf-(‘)f student F‘:CL
erent assignments for learning disabled students may lead to unfair

= %"‘:’ l::', in !h‘f,‘i"ferZ‘,‘"“ Ve .

e »%’_“_fﬂ}',““ﬁr‘f‘l"l be suitable for learning disabled students
BaNIZIng orientation programmes for parents of learning disabled

o  children will only complicate the task of teacher

instructional intervention

3-3 kﬂhﬂg disabled students can be nurtured in regular classroom

Rl | Academics is a nightmare for learning disabled students

;5\ | Learning disabled students may not master higher level cognitive skills
6

“onclusion

<6 | Instruction should be individualized for learning disabled students

Learning disability requires more of medical intervention than

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Not Sure (N), Disagree (D) and Strongly Disagree (SD)

Out of the initial 46 items, 20 items were eliminated after factor analysis and 26 items were retained

N the final tool under the new five dimensions that evolved as a result of factor loadings. The overall results

ndicate that the newly developed scale is a reliable and validated one to measure perception about
“arming Disability of student teachers.
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