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Inthecurrent context of school reform, teaching and learning of highintellectua quaity
(e.g., Newmann & Wehlage, 1995) and teaching for understanding (e.g., Cohen,
McLaughlin, & Tabert, 1993) offer compelling dternativesto moretraditiona formsof
instruction focused on basic skillsand content. In school sthat restructure around a
vision of authentic pedagogy and student achievement, studentslearn moreand learning
occurs more equitably across student groups (Newmann, Marks, & Gamoran, 1996).
Atthesametime, calsfor reformin specia educationfocuson theinclusion of sudents
with disabilitiesin genera education classes(e.g., Lipsky & Gartner, 1996).

Inthisbrief, weinvestigate theintersection of thesereform movements. Specificaly, we
addresstwo questions:

1. Insecondary schoolswithinclusionary practices, towhat extent areteacher-designed
assessmentsauthentic?

2. How do studentswith and without disabilities perform on these assessments?
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The mission of the ingtitute is to expand the current
knowledge base related to practices and policiesin
secondary schools that enhance learning,
achievement, and postschool outcomes for students
with disabilities.
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1 What are critical features of instruction,
assessment, and support strategies that promote
authentic understanding, and achievement (and
performance) for all students?

2. How have changesin authenticinclusivelearning
and schooling practices affected the school and
postschool outcomes (and their interaction) for
students with disabilities (collectively and
disaggregated) using frames of reference focused
on equity, value added, and accountability?

3. How do schools accommodate district and state
outcome assessments, and how do such
accommodations affect the participation in,
reporting of, and validity of assessment?

4. Inschoolsevolving toward authentic and inclusive
instruction, what are the roles and expectations of
stakeholders as they engage in planning for
secondary and postsecondary experiences?

5. What contextual factors are required to support
and sustain the development of secondary-level
learning environments that promote authentic
understanding, achievement, and performancesfor
all students?

6. What strategies are effective in providing both
information and support to policymakers, school
administrators, teachers, human service personnel,
and the community so they utilize the findings to
create and support learning environments that
promote authentic understanding, achievement,

and performance for all students?




Datacomefrom high schoolsthat are participating
ina5-year nationd study conducted by theResearch
I nstitute on Secondary Education Reform (RISER)
for Youth with Disabilities at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison. These schools, selected from
anational search, demonstrate varying degrees of
schoolwideinclusiveand authentic practices.

Most recent education reforms have been generated
with limited research on or consideration of the
implications of the reforms for students with
disabilities. But changesin specid education do not
evolvein isolation from broader national policy
interests and issues. Thus, RISER isfocused on
schools engaged in reform efforts that include
students with disabilities and seeks to identify
educational practicesthat benefit all students.

RISER is grounded in the model of Schools of
Authenticand IndlusveL earning (SAIL ; sseHanley-
Maxwell, Phelps, Braden, & Warren, 1999). Centra
to the SAIL model is the concept of authentic
achievement and pedagogy. Developed aspart of a
national study of school restructuring (Newmann &
Wehlage, 1995), authentic teaching and learning
providetheframework for the study of classroom
practi cesthat include both sudentswith and students
without disabilities. Authentic pedagogy iscongstent
with therecent emphasison constructivist teaching,
which has been advocated as a productive
dternativetotraditiona instructiona approachesin
specid education. Thesetraditiond gpproacheshave
been criticized for operating fromadeficit model in
which learning expectations for students with
disabilitiesaresignificantly lowered (Trent, Artiles,
& Englert, 1998).

Authentic intellectual work is defined by three
genera characteristics (Newmann & Wehlage,
1995). The first characteristic isconstruction of
knowledge. Intheconventiona curriculum, students

Authentic Intellectual Work
e Construction of Knowledge
e Disciplined Inquiry

e Value Beyond School

identify the knowledgethat others have produced
(e.g., by recognizing the difference between verbs
and nouns, labeling parts of aplant, or matching
historical eventstotheir dates). Inauthentic work,
however, students go beyond memorizing and
repesting facts, information, definitions, or formulas
to produce new knowledge or meaning. Thiskind
of work involves higher order thinking inwhich
studentsandyze, interpret, or evaluateinformation
inanove way. Themerereproduction of knowledge
doesnot condtitute authentic academic achievement.

A second defining festure of authentic achievement
isitsreliance on aparticular type of cognitivework
called disciplined inquiry. Disciplined inquiry
consistsof (a) using aknowledge base, (b) striving
for in-depth understanding of relevant knowledge
and concepts, and (c) expressing conclusions
through elaborated communication. By contrast,
much of thetraditional pedagogy in schoolsasks
studentsto show only asuperficial avarenessof a
vast number of topics and requires only brief
responsesfrom students(e.g., true-false, multiple-
choice, or short answers).

A third characteridtic of authentic achievement isthat
it hasvalue beyond school—that is, it hasmeaning
or value apart from documenting or certifying the
learner’scompetence. |n authentic work, students
make connections between what they arelearning



andimportant persona or socid issues. Achievements
of thissort—whether aperformance, exhibition, or
written communication—actual ly influence others
andthushaveavauethatismissngintaskssuchas
quizzes and standardized teststhat only assessan
individua student’sknowledgeor skills.

Practice, memorization, and drill
are necessary . . . . But teachers
should provide as much
opportunity as possible for ALL
students, including those with
disabilities, to engage in and
become competent in authentic
intellectual work.

These three characteristics are the basis for the
standards we are using to assess the intellectual

quality of teaching and learning in participating
schools—namely, construction of knowledge;
disciplined inquiry through elaborated written
communication; and val ue beyond school through
connection to students' lives. (See sidebar for
examples of standards for scoring teachers’

assignmentsinwriting and math. For all standards
and scoring criteriaused inthisstudy, seethe RISER
Web site, )
Teachers' lessons, assignments, and student work
can score high on some of these characteristics but
lower on others, and one would not expect all

activitiesto scorehigh on al threeall of thetime.
Practice, memorization, and drill are necessary to
build the knowledge and skills needed for more
challenging tasksor to preparefor examsrequired
for promotion or advancement. But teachersshould
provide as much opportunity as possible for all

students, including thosewith disabilities, to engage
inand become competent in chalenging intellectua

work.

Also central to the SAIL model istheinclusion of
specia education studentsin the mainstream of the
general education curriculum. Critics point to
potentially serious problems with inclusion (see
Hanley-Maxwell et al., 1999, for asummary). For
example, at the classroom level, there might be
negative attitudes of teacherstoward studentswith
disabilitiesand anemphasisonlargegroupingruction
that takeslittleaccount of individua learning needs.
Attheingtitutiona level, theremight beinsufficient
time for classroom teachers to collaborate with
specia educatorsand ageneral lack of professiona
development to prepare teachers to address the
demandsof inclusiveclassrooms.

These are important considerations. However,
inclusionisprominent inthenationd reform agenda
of special education. Proponents might argue that
the above considerations are challenges to be
addressed and that with appropriate accommodations
for students’ disabilities, both special and regular
education students should benefit frominclusive
environments. AcrosstheU.S,, studentswithawide
range of disabilitiesarebeing educated ininclusive
settings, dthoughinclusion at the secondary level is
still rare (Thousand, Rosenberg, Bishop, & Villa,
1997). Inthisstudy of secondary schoolsthat practice
inclusion, we explorethe degree of authenticity in
teacher-designed assessmentsand the performance
of regular and special education studentson these
assesIments.

In addressing the first of the six core research
questionsinvestigated by RISER (page 2) —what
arecritical featuresof instruction, assessment, and
support strategies that promote authentic
understanding, achievement, and performancefor
al students?>—we present findingsfrom two setsof
data collected during the 1999—2000 school year.
Thefirst dataset (wholeclass) included assessment
tasks and student work for those tasks from 8
teachersin each of two schools. These 16 teachers



Standards for Teachers’
Assignments in Writing

Standard 1: Construction of Knowledge

The assignment asks students to
interpret, analyze, synthesize, or evaluate
information in writing about a topic, rather
than merely to reproduce information.

Standard 2: Disciplined Inquiry Through
Elaborated Written Communication

The assignment asks students to draw
conclusions or make generalizations or
arguments and support them through
extended writing.

Standard 3: Value Beyond School
Through Connection to Students’ Lives

The assignment asks students to connect
the topic to experiences, feelings, or
situations significant in their lives.

Standards for Teachers’
Assignments in Math

Standard 1: Construction of Knowledge
The assignment asks students to organize

and interpret information in addressing a

mathematical concept, problem, or issue.

Standard 2: Disciplined Inquiry Through
Elaborated Written Communication

The assighment asks students to
elaborate on their understanding,
explanations, or conclusions through
extended writing—for example, by explaining
a solution path through prose, tables,
equations, or diagrams.

Standard 3: Value Beyond School
Through Connection to Students’ Lives
The assighment asks students to address
a concept, problem, or issue that is similar to
one they have encountered or are likely to
encounter in daily life outside school.

had special education studentsin their classesand
emphaszedintdlectud qudity inther teaching. They
represented the main academic subject areas of
language arts, science, math, and socia studies—
one teacher in each areafrom Grades 9-10, and
oneinesach areafrom Grades 11-12 at each schoal.
Theteachers submitted one assessment task that
they considered to beanimportant indicator of what
studentslearned in oneof their classes, alongwith
thework the studentsin that class completed for
that task.

The second data set (matched pairs) came from
35 teachers in three of the schools (Schroeder,
2000). Theteachersrepresented themain academic
subject areas of language arts, science, math, and
social studies (8, 7, 10, and 10 teachers,
respectively) across Grades 912, and they all had
special education studentsintheir classes. These
teachersal so submitted one assessment task that

they considered to bean important indicator of what
studentslearned in one of their classes. However,
thisset of datadiffered fromthefirst inthat teachers
submitted work completed by just two studentsin
the classroom, one student with adisability and one
student without adisability, dlowing for comparisons
between studentswith and without disabilitieson
each task. Teachers also submitted a checklist of
accommodationsthey made, if any, for both regular
and special education students.

For both data sets, each task wasrated on theextent
towhichtheintellectua work it required met each
of three standards corresponding to the generd
characteristics of authentic achievement—
construction of knowledge, in-depth understanding
through elaborated written communication, and
connectionto students’ lives. For example, awriting
task that scored high on construction of knowledge
would meet the following criterion: “Thetask’s



dominant expectationisfor studentsto interpret,
anayze, synthesize, or evaluateinformation, rather
than merely toreproduceinformation.” Toscorehigh
on eaborated written communi cation, amathemetics
task would need to ask explicitly for generaization
and support in students' responses; that is, thetask
would requirestudentsto show throughwriting their
solution pathsand to explain the solution pathswith
evidence suchasmodesor examples. Toscorehigh
on the third standard—connection to students

lives—asciencetask would need to present students
withascientific question, issue, or problemthat they
would have actually encountered or would belikely
toencounter intheir daily lives, it would ask students
to make connections between the topic and real -
world Stuations.

Student work was ad so eva uated on three standards
consistent with the characteristics of authentic
intellectual work,! but these standards varied
somewhat by subject areas. The standards for
student work in math, science, and socia studies
wereanaysis, disciplinary concepts, and €l aborated
written communication. The standardsfor student
work inwriting were construction of knowledge,
forms and conventions, and elaborated written
communication.

Ratingsfor teacher tasksand for student work were
achieved through similar processes. For theteacher
tasksfromthefirst dataset (n=16), Sx raterswere
collectively trained in using each standard'srubric.
Two raters scrutinized each task description and
independently assigned ascore. Scoreswerethen
compared and any discrepancies negotiated either
by discussing gpplication of therubric or by obtaining
athird-party rating. Inthismanner, al of thetasks
wereassigned ratingsthrough acons stent process
that yielded numerical values. Thelevel of exact

1Student work was not rated on thethird genera
characteristic of authentic achievement, value
beyond school, duetologigtical limitationsof the

studly.

agreement between ratersfor task authenticity was
77.8%. Percent agreement between raters climbed
t0 97.2% when adjacent scores (i.e., one off) were
usedintheanalyses. For theteacher tasksfromthe
second dataset (n= 35), two raterswere collectively
trained in using each standard’s rubric and then
independently assigned scoresto each task. Percent
agreement analyseswererun on 20% of thesetasks.
Theoverdl level of exact agreement betweenraters
for task authenticity was 90.0%. Percent agreement
between theratersfor task authenticity was 100%
when adjacent scoreswere used inthe analyses.

In scoring the student work inthefirst dataset (n=
244), 22 teachersfrom the school s participating in
the study served asraters. After collectivetraining
and practice sessions, each standard’ srubric was
applied to the complete body of student work.
Students’ work was assigned to teacher-ratersfrom
schools other than the students' own, with each
artifact being scored twice. Once paired scoreswere
compared, a third party adjudicated any
discrepancies. Aswith theteacher tasks, the process
yielded aset of numerical scoresfor each piece of
student work. Theoverall level of exact agreement
between ratersfor work authenticity was 47.1%.
However, percent agreement between raters for
work authenticity climbed to 88.4% when adjacent
scores(i.e., oneoff) wereused inthe analyses. For
the student work from the second data set (n=70),
tworatersweretrained in using each andard'srubric
and then assigned scores to the work. Twenty
percent of thework samplesin thisset were scored
twice. Theoverall level of exact agreement between
raters for work authenticity was 75%. Percent
agreement betweentheratersclimbed to 100%when
adjacent scoreswere used intheanalyses.

For both sets of data, scores assigned to thetasks
and student work for each of thethree standards of
authenticity wereadded toyield two overall scores,
onefor authenticity of thetask and onefor authenticity
of work produced by students. The scoresfor each
of the standards and the two overall scores were
then compared and statistical analyses run to



determine if any differences existed between
standards, between academi ¢ subjects, or between
studentswith and without disabilities. Correlationd
analyses were also run on the overall scores to
determineif any relationshipsexisted between task
authenticity and authenticity of work produced by
sudentswith and without disabilities. Wereport these
resultsbelow.

Overall degree of authenticity of tasks. Across
the 16 classes, themean rating for task authenticity
onall submitted taskswas 6.53 (D = 1.33).2 Task
authenticity scorescan rangefromalow of 3toa
high of 10, which meansthat the mean score across
all tasksfell inthemiddle of therange of possible
scores. Despite this fact, the actual range for the
scoreson theassessment tasksincdudedinthissample
was from 3 to 8. Therefore, no task received the
highest score possiblefor task authenticity, whereas
onereceived thelowest score.

Acrossthe 16 teachersinthefour subject areas, the
first two standards (construction of knowledge and
€l aborated written communication) received roughly
equal emphasis on the tasks. The mean score for
construction of knowledgewas2.24 (out of 3; SD =
0.75), and for elaborated written communication,
3.18 (out of 4; D =0.81). Tasksin socia studies,
science, and writing scored consistently higher on
construction of knowledge and elaborated written
communication than did math tasks. Standard 3,
connectionto students’ lives, averaged 1.12 (out of
3; D =0.49), with dl thetasksbut onescoringal.
Thisresult exemplifiesthe persisting difficulty of
devel oping assignmentsthat ask studentsto address
real-world problemsand to explore the connections
between topics or concepts and these problems.

2The standard deviation (SD) isameasure of how
much scoresdeviate from the mean.

Previous research has shown that student
performancein math, socia studies, andwritingis
higher in classes with higher levels of authentic
pedagogy (Avery, 1999; Newmann & Associates,
1996; Newmann, Lopez, & Bryk, 1998; Newmann
et al., 1996). We now explore whether this
relationship holdsin our study, both for regular and
specia education students.

Overall degree of authenticity of student work.
For the 16 tasks submitted, the mean overall rating
for the authenticity of work produced by students
was 7.21 (SD = 2.41). Overall student work
authenticity scorescanrangefromalow of 3toa
high of 12, which meansthat the mean score across
all student work fell closetothemiddle of therange
of possiblescores. Therange of scoresfor thestudent
work included in this sample was from 4 to 12.
Therefore, somestudent work did receivethehighest
score possible for work authenticity, but none
received thelowest score.

Theauthenticity ratingsgiven to student work were
further compared by student disability status. The
scoresgiventowork produced by studentswithout

Students with disabilities who were
given more authentic tasks performed
considerably better than students with
disabilities who were given less
demanding tasks.

disabilitieswere compared to the scores given to
work produced by students with disabilities to
determineif therewere any significant differences
between the work produced by the two groups.
Overall, the mean rating of work authenticity for
studentswithout disabilitieswas 7.42 (D = 2.47)
and for students with disabilitieswas 6.54 (SD =
2.05). This difference was significant (p < .05),
indicating that studentswith disabilities produced
work lower inauthenticity thanthat produced by their
nondisabled peers.



Relationship between tasks and student
achievement. Last, we summarize findingson (a)
therelationship between task authenticity and student
achievement on thetasksand (b) achievement results
for studentswith and without disabilities. Thefirst
important finding isthat, consi stent with previous
research, therewasasignificant rlaionship (r =.62)*
between the authenticity of task demands and the
authenticity of thework that students produced. That
IS, task demandsthat wererated lower inauthenticity
were associated with student work that wasrated
lower inauthenticity. Conversely, task demandsthat
were higher in authenticity were associated with
student work that wasa so higher inauthenticity. This
relationship was the same for tasks and work
produced by studentswith and without disabilities.

Categorizing tasks as below average in task
authenticity (< 6.5) or above average in task
authenticity (> 6.5) providesafurther illustration of
thisrelationship. Theaverage authenticity scorefor
student work when task demands were below
averageinauthenticity was6.24 (SD =2.27). When
task authenticity demands were above average,
however, the average authenticity scorefor student
work was 8.43 (D = 2.01), adifference of more
than two points(seeFigure1).

When task demandsand student work wereandyzed
by student disability status, smilar resultswerefound
(seeFigure2). Ontasksthat were below averagein
authenticity, studentswithout disabilities produced
work that received an average scoreof 6.42 (SD =
2.39). Studentswith disabilities produced work that
received an average score of 5.63 (D = 1.66) when

3Correation coefficientsrangein valuefrom—1to
1 and are ameasure of the relationship between
twovariables. A valueof —1 indicatesthat thereisa
perfect inverserel ationship between two variables,
whereas a value of 1 indicates a one-to-one
correspondence. A value of Oindicatesthat thereis
no relationship between variables. Vauesof .6 or
above are considered to indicate a strong
relationship betweenvariables.

giventhesametask demands. Thisscoreisdightly
lower than that produced by their nondisabled peers,
but thedifferenceisnot statistically sgnificant.

When studentswere given task demandsthat were
above average in authenticity, students without
disabilitiesproduced work that received an average
scoreof 8.62 (SD =2.00). Studentswith disabilities
produced work that received an average score of
7.72 (SD = 1.92) when given the same task
demands—again, adightly lower scorethanthat of
their nondisabled peers.
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Figurel. Meanratingsfor authenticity of all
student work when task demands are
categorized asbelow or dboveaverage(first data
Set).



Authenticity Ratings of Student Work
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Figure2. Meanratingsfor authenticity of student
work for studentswith and without disabilities
relativeto tasksrated below or above ageragein
authenticity (first dataset).

Although studentswith disabilities did not score, on
average, aswell asstudentswithout disabilities, we
note two important trends. First, students with
disabilitieswhoweregiven higher scoring (i.e., above-
average) tasks performed considerably better (7.72)
than studentswith disabilitieswho were given bel ow-
averagetasks(5.63). That is, specid education sudents
in these classes who received tasks with higher

intellectua challengeoutperformed thosewho recaeived
taskswithlesschalenge. However, thisdifferencewas
not Satisticaly significant (p=.057).

Second, students with disabilitieswho were given
higher scoring (i.e., above-average) tasks performed
better (7.72) than studentswithout disabilitieswho
weregiven bel ow-averagetasks(6.42). Thisdifference
wasddidicaly significant (p<.05). Specid education
sudentsintheseclasseswho received taskswith higher
intellectua challenge outperformed their nondisabled
peers who received tasks with less challenge. We
congder someimplicationsof thesefindingsinthelast
section.

Special education students who
received tasks with higher intellectual
challenge outperformed their
nondisabled peers who received tasks
with less challenge.

Thematching of pairsof studentsin the second set of
dataallowsfor much of the sameinformationto be
gathered about tasks and student work. However,
differencesin theinformation gathered during data
collection aso alow for comparisonswithin pairsof
students. Thisadditiond informationisreported bel ow.

Overall degree of authenticity of tasks. Acrossthe
35 teachersin the second dataset, the mean rating for
task authenticity on all taskswas 7.30 (SD =2.09).
Thisaveragefdl just abovethemiddleof therange of
possiblescores(dightly higher thanthefirst dataset,
which had amean of 6.53). Theactual rangefor the
scores on the assessment tasksincluded inthisdata
set wasfrom 3to 10. Therefore, sometasksinthis
dataset, unlikethoseinthefirst dataset, did receive
the highest score possiblefor task authenticity.



Percentage of Tasks

Thesedatayield an additional comparison. Ratings
of task authenticity werecompared for thetasksgiven
to studentswith and without disabilitiesto determine
whether the accommodations given to students
changed theintellectual demands of thetasks. For
example, anaccommodation thatinvolved diminating
certain partsof atask could lower task authenticity
if the partseliminated were those requiring sudents
toandyzeinformation (construction of knowledge),
elaborate on their explanations through extended
writing (elaborated written communication), or
connect the topic to their lives (connection to
sudents lives). Accommodationscould conceivably
increasetheauthenticity of atask, dthough nonedid
sointhisset of data.

Although thetask wasgenerally the samefor each
pair of students in the second data set, some
differenceswerefound intask authenticity. Because

of accommodations, studentswithout disabilities
received taskswith an overall meanrating of 7.43
(SD = 2.12), whereas students with disabilities
received taskswith an overall meanrating of 7.17
(SD = 2.06). This difference, though small, is
statistically significant (p < .05). Whether this
difference matters in the classroom is unclear.
However, the evidence that indicates that task
authenticity and theauthenticity of student work are
related suggeststhat changesin task demandsdue
toaccommodationsmay beimportant in determining
what students produce. We note, however, that for
thevast mgority of tasks, accommodations made
no differencein the degree of intellectual demands.
Figure 3 shows the percentage of tasks given to
studentswith disabilitiesthat received the same,
lower, or higher authenticity ratings due to
accommodationswhen compared to thetasksgiven
to studentswithout disabilities.
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DifferenceinAuthenticity Ratings Dueto Accommodations

Figure 3. Percentage of tasksgiven to studentswith disabilities (SWD) receiving authenticity ratingslower
or higher than, or the same as, tasks given to studentswithout disabilities due to accommodations (second

data set).
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Overall degree of authenticity of student work. For
the 35 tasks submitted, themean overdl rating for the
authenticity of work produced by studentswas7.47
(SD =2.64). Themean scoreacrossall student work
fell inthemiddle of therange of possiblescores. The
range of scoresfor the student work includedinthis
samplewasfrom 3to 12.

Theauthenticity ratingsgiven to student work inthe
second data set, asin the first, were compared by
student disability status. The mean rating of work
authenticity for studentswithout disabilitieswas8.03
(SD =2.64), and for studentswith disabilitiesit was
6.91 (D =2.65). Thisdifferencewassignificant (p<

.01), indicating that studentswith disabilitiesproduced
work that was rated lower in authenticity than that
produced by their nondisabled peers. However,
despitethisoveral difference, itisinteresting to note
that whereas 37% of the students with disabilities
produced work that was|ower in authenticity than that
produced by their matched nondisabled peer, 62%
produced work that was the same, or higher, in
authenticity than that produced by their matched peer
(seeFigure4). Additionally, of the 37% (13 students)
who produced work lower in authenticity than their
peer, 4 had received tasks that were lower in
authenticity aswell.

37.2

Lower authenticity for SWD

45.7

171

B

Sameauthenticity for SWD  Enhanced authenticity for SWD

Authenticity Ratingsfor Work by Studentswith Disabilities Compared to Work by
Studentswithout Disabilities

Figure4. Percentage of work produced by studentswith disabilities (SWD) recelving authenticity rating
dower or higher than, or the sameas, thework produced by studentswithout disabilities (second data set).
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Sixty-two percent of the students
with disabilities produced work that
was the same, or higher, in
authenticity than that produced by
their nondisabled peer.

Relationship between tasks and student
achievement. Cong stent with previousresearchand
thedataprovided by thefirst dataset, therewasa
significant relationship (r = .68)* between the
authenticity of task demands and the authenticity of
the work that students produced. That is, task
demandsthat wererated lower in authenticity were
associated with student work that wasrated lower
inauthenticity. Conversaly, task demandsthat were
higher in authenticity were associated with student
work that wasa so higher inauthenticity.

The classroomsthat weinvestigated included both
students with and students without disabilities.
Although current legidation (eg., thelndividuaswith
Disabilities Education Act Amendmentsof 1997)
calsfor theinclusion of sudentswith disabilitiesin
the least restrictive environment, which is often
considered to bethe general education classroom,
smply putting gudentswith disabilitiesintothegenerd
education classroomisnot enoughto guaranteetheir
accesstothegenerd education curriculum. To benefit
from the general education setting and to be ableto
completethe sametasksasthelr peers, sudentswith
disabilities often requireaccommodations (M cGee,
Mutch, & Leyland, 1993). Thus, we collected
informationin the second dataset from teachersabout
the changes, or accommaodations, that they madefor

Twenty-five students without disabilities (71%)
received accommodationsfor the given assessment
tasks. These students received an average of 6
accommodations. In contrast, all 35 studentswith
disabilities (100%) received accommodations. These
studentsreceived an average of 18 accommodations.
Accommodetionsranged fromgiving encouragement
to completethetask to changing therequirementsof
the task. Figure 5 shows the 10 most common
accommodationsgiven to studentswith and without
discbilities,

As mentioned previously, accommodations may
changetheauthenticity of thetasksstudentsareasked
to complete. For thetasks collected in the second
data set, accommodations did change task
authenticity, effectively lowering the authenticity
ratingsof 14%. However, even given thiseffect on
task authenticity, it is important to note that
accommodationsareintended to alow studentswith
disabilitiesto successfully completetasksthat they
would otherwisenot beableto access. Therefore, it
would beamistaketo concludethat because of their
potential to lower authenticity, accommodationsare
detrimental. Rather, accommodations, if used
appropriately, should beviewed asfgel ping students
to access complex, authentic tasks.

Teacherswho use more authentic assessmentsdlicit
moreauthentic work from studentswith and without
disabilities Asthesedatademondirate, teacherswho
design and giveassessment tasksthat call for various
formsof higher order thinking, requiring analysisor
interpretation, in-depth understanding, direct
connectionsto thefield under study, and an appeal
toan audience beyond the classroom, will enable

their students (both with and without disabilities). 5Braden, Schroeder, & Buckley (2000) present a

framework for implementing assessment

accommodations. Significantly, they assert,
“ Assessments should retain authenticity, evenif they
aremodifiedtoasmpler skill level” (p. 8).

4See #4 above.
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Figure5. The 10 most common accommodations madefor studentswith and without disabilities.

13




studentsto respond in amore sophisticated manner.
Students are encouraged to demonstrate their
understanding through the construction of knowledge
rather than the mere reproduction of facts.
Assessments that call for students to respond
constructively create opportunities for them to
achievein amanner not captured through avariety
of traditional assessment procedures.

Thesefindingssuggest that studentswith disabilities
can respond well to moreauthentic tasks. Although
sudentswith disabilitiesdid not scoreaswell onmore
authentic tasksastheir nondisabled peers, thegains
for them suggest that such tasks enabled improved
demonstrations of learning and a simultaneous
improvement in achievement when comparedtoless
authentic tasks. With more challenging tasks,
students with disabilities performed better than
students with and without disabilities who
received less challenging tasks. Student
achievement generally seemsto benefit from theuse
of more authentic forms of assessment, and the
achievement of studentswith disabilities, who are
typically unaccounted for at the secondary level, is
no exception.

Although accommodationswere used extensively in
Data Set 2, they atered the authenticity of only 14%
of the 35 tasks. Thisresult demonstratesthat teachers
are ableto adapt assessmentsfor special education
studentswhile maintaining thelevel of intellectual
challenge. Significantly, teachers can sustain high
expectationsof studentsininclusive classrooms. At
thesametime, theresult suggeststhat challenging tasks
can be given to mixed groups of students, including
students with disabilities, with relatively minor
accommodations.

That said, some explanations are needed for the
continuing differences between the scores of disabled
and nondisabled students, regardless of thelevel of a
task’ sauthenticity. For one, the assessmentsincluded
heredemand acertainleve of literacy, in both reading
and writing, which may maketasksmoredifficult for

certain studentsbecause of their disabilities. A broad
definition of elaborated communication would allow
studentsto show in-depth understanding through a
variety of media, not simply through writing aswas
required for thisstudy. Alternative student products
such asdemonstrationsor exhibitionsmay providea
solutionfor thisparticular problem but aretill atypical

in schools. A second explanation arises from the
pedagogical context in which the assessments are
administered. Although not considered in thisstudy,
thecurriculumandingructionemployed beforeagiven
assessment may haveanimpact on disabled students

ability to respond, giventhenature of their disabilities
and classroom accommodations. Put simply, the
ingtruction provided to studentswill affect their ability
to access and successfully complete an assessment
task.

Thereismorework to be donewith regard to these
issues. We are collecting additional assessment data
(teacher tasks and student work) from all four high
schoolsparticipating in thestudy. Wearea so visiting
the schools to conduct observations of teachers

lessonsinthefour main subject areas. Thelessonsare
rated according to criteriafor authenticinstruction.
Thesedatawill providefurther ingghtintothepromise
of authentic and inclusivereformsfor studentswith
disabilities.
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