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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

In their efforts to coniinuously provide well-trained teachers,
American colleges and universities are constantly implementing new
techniques and courses to enhance their teacher education programs. In
doing so, the needs of the community must be considered. With this
idea in mind, in addition to the fact that learning disabilities is a
relatively new field, this survey (see Appendix A) was designed and
sent to every superintendent, principal, school psychologist, director
of special education, ard learning disability teacher in the state of
Kansas, It was the writer's view that these people could make valuable
input as to the kinds and degree of skills neecded by future learning
disability teachers. This input will be used in modifying and improving
the learning disability teacher education program at Kansas State
University.

The general purpose of the survey was to solicit the opinions
of school personnel concerning the expectations of prospective graduates
in the field of learning disabilities in regard to: (I) staffing,
identifying program emphasis at each school level, and setting up the
learning disability program; {II) the job responsibility of the learning
disability teacher in the school and community; (III) desirable courses
for teacher training; (IV) affective domain and the school environment;

and (V) the concept of learning disabilities, effective testing devices,



and desirable case load for the learning disability teacher,
Specifically, this writer was concerned with Part I. Therefore,

the scope of this report will be limited to the staffing, identifying

of program emphasis at each school level, and setting up the learning

disabilities program.



Chapter II

PROCEDURES

In mid-February, a committee was formed to design a survey
device which could be used in obtaining information concerning the skills
needed by prospective teachers of learning disabilities. It was felt
at that time, that opinions should be sought from schools principals,
superintendents, teachers already in the field, directors of special
education, parents of learning disabled children, and students enroclled
in the learning disability teacher education program at Kansas State
University. The survey would be conducted either through telephoning
or sending written questionnaires, and would cover the areas of teacher
training, tests used to identify learning disabled students, the
importance of dress and appearance, and several other areas of teacher
effectiveness.

After mumerous meetings, it was finally decided to construct a
written questionnaire utilizing sixteen short answer questions. These
sixteen questions were drafted, and then reworded for congruency with
the groups to be sampled. Days later, the original questionnaire
(see Appendix B), along with a cover-letter explaining its purpose, was
ready for review, Upon consultation with several members of the
university staff, it was found that the survey questions were too general
in nature. Thus the questions were revised so that more specific

information could be received. It was also decided that this type



questionnaire, because of various difficulties, was not feasible for
the desired purposes. It was suggested that a device which would lend
itself to a rating scale would be more desirable for quantative
purposes. Therefore, using the original sixteen short answer questions
as a guide, the survey was divided into five distinct areas, Each
committee member designed items for one of four sections, and the fifth
gection was the combined efforts of all members. After several weeks
of independent work, the sections were combined and a tentative copy
was drafted. This copy utilized a rating scale of: one, for strogly
agree; two, for agree; three, for undecided; four, for disagree; and
five, for strongly disagree. 1In April, the final copy, which consisted
of one-lmndred-two items in five parts and a sixth part for biographical
information, was reviewed and approved.

In preparation for mailing, computer print-out sheets which
carried the names of school personnel in the state were secured. For
the purpose of follow-up, the sheets were coded along with a cor-
responding survey. A new cover letter was drafted, printed, and hand
signed. Finally the survey, along with the cover-letter (see Appendix C),
and a postage-paid envelope, was sent to every superintendent, school
psychologist, director of special education, and teacher of learning
disabilities in the state of Kansas. The survey was also given to the
students enrolled in the Kansas State teacher education program for
learning disabilities.

As the surveys were returned, the names were checked off the
list, and code numbers were removed. After two weeks a follow-up letter
(see Appendix D), was sent to each person who had not responded.

The next step was to record the data on Fortran keypunch data



sheets. The survey was then divided among the imvestigators for
analysis of data, conclusions, and recommendations. This report is
limited to Part I- the staffing, identifying program emphasis at each

school level, and setting up the learning disability program.



Chapter III
FINDINGS

The computer was programmed to yield mean, mode standard
deviation, and mumber of respondents to each item. Tt was also
programmed to show percentages of group total, subgroup, and divisional
ratings within each subgroup. These subgroups and their respective
divisions were: positional, which included psychologists, learning
disability teachers, principals, superintendents, directors of special
education and students; sex, which consisted of males and females;
degree, which included bachelors, masters, masters plus, and doctorate
levels of education; and experience, which consisted of 1 to 3 years
division, L to 6 years division, 7 to 9 years division, and the 10 plus
division. Percentages for the division of the positional subgroup
were reported, They were as follows: principals, 707 received of 1652
sent, indicating a L3 percent response; superintendents, 206 out of 328,
indicating a 63 percent response; learning disability teachers, 226 out
of 27L, indicating an 82 percent response; directors of special education
146 out of 52, indicating an 88 percent respcnse; school psychologists,
119 out of 158, indicating 75 percent response; and Kansas State
University students, 56 out of 56 indicating a 10Q percent response.

The questions on this part of the survey were broken into the
four major headings of placement of the learning disabled child into

the program, program emphasis at each school level, partieipants in
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setting up the program, and desirability of different kinds of learning
disability teachers. Results were given for each item according to the -
rating of total group responses. Futher analysis was made for signifi-
cant discrepancies in rating among the divisions of each subgroup. The
chi square value or each subgroup was indicated. An asterisk placed was
by those values indicating a significant chi square of .05 level or above.
PLACEMENT OF THE LEARNING DISABLED
CHILD INTO THE PROGRAM

This section of the chapter was an attempt to determine which
school personnel should participate in the decision to place a child
into the leaming disability program, and how placement should be
initiated. The scope of this covered questions one, two, four, five,
eight, thirteen, sixteen, twenty-one, and twenty-five.

When asked whether every child in the school should be screened
for learning disability problems, SL.2 percent of the total group
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, and 9 percent was
undecided. The mean rating was 2.63 (see Table 1), and a significant
discrepancy was found in the positional division only. Within this
subgroup, the students tended to agree more strongly than the others
(see Table 2).

Upon examination of item 2, it was found that 89.1 percent of
the total group responding, agreed or strongly agreed that the principal
should participate in the decision to place a child into the learning
disability program (see Table 3). The mean rating was 1.7L (see Table 1),
Ratings according to gender, degree and experience showed significant

discrepancies. Although both males and females agreed with the question,



Table 1

Total Group Response to Each Item

Part I.

Staffing, Program Emphasis at
Each School Lewel, and Types of
Learning Disability Teachers Desired

Item Mode Mean Eggggﬁign ﬁggggﬁdingL
1 1.00 2.63 1.38 1351
2 2.00 1.74 .82 1360
3 2.00 2.57 1.02 1336
4 2.00 2.54 1.08 1360
5 2.00 1.91 .81 1354
6 1.00 1.55 .71 1360
7 2.00 2.40 1.23 1346
8 1.00 1.55 .72 1361
9 2.00 2,21 1.09 1345

10 1.00 1.58 .68 1357
11 1.00 2.17 1.54 1356
12 2.00 2.19 1.07 1360
13 2.00 2.20 1.02 1355
14 2.00 2,28 1.01 1359
15 2.00 2,39 1.06 1354
16 1.00 1.56 .63 1360
17 4.00 3.18 1.07 1350
18 4.00 3.43 1.14 1356
19 1.00 1.42 .57 1359

20 2.00 1.74 .73 1355

21 2.00 1.80 .84 1351

22 2.00 1.83 .79 1349

23 2.00 1.77 .76 1348

24 2.00 2.44 1.01 1332

25 2.00 1.83 75 1352

26 2.00 2.15 .77 1344




Percentage

Table 2

Total and Each Subgroup

of Responses for 1-5 by

%%k

Item 1.

1. _Every child in the school
sheculd be screened for learn-
ing disability problems.

Ny 1 2 3 4 5 *%
1351
Total Group 277 6.5 9 26.7 9.3 11
Psychologist 24.1 22 6 f.1 348 12,2 ZEJ
L.D. Teacher _26.5 24 9 8.5 31.8 9.0 73}_
Principals 98 9 294 9.5 25.0 7.2 2
- IUb
. Superintendents 943 24.8 q.7 26.7 14.6 gh
of Directors 22.3 22.7 111.4 3.2 15.9 gg
P 28
Students _42.0 21 2 8.9 21.4 3.6 a_ ]
Y50
E Male 28 0 27.8 9.3 25.0 9.8 5
o 395
-] Female 27.6 24.1 R.4 1.6 B.1 6
Iél
Bachelors 18.2 221 £.9 26.7 fl
§§l
Masters 27.13 26 .6 9.4 27.6 9.1 ggﬁ—
Masters Plus 27.9 28.7 10.1 22.9 10.5 gu
Doctorate 17.8 25.6 |10.0 3.1 15.6 0
120
1-3 Years 25.8 24,2 8.3 245 9,2 ﬁ.lg.j
4-6 Years 31.0 24,8 8.0 26.5 g
S 7-9 Years 36.5 22.4 9.4 23.5 B
g 3%
i ™ 10 Plus Years 26.7 28.4 9.6 26.2 9.1 6
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

Number of people responding te this question over number of people who

did not respond
2

% = chi square value



Table

—

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 2
- 2. The principal should partici-
pate in the decision to place
a8 child in the L.D. program.
e 2 5 ki
Total Group 42,6 46.5 5.9 3.8 1.0 }}gﬂ
Psychologist 1 42.9 47.9 3.4 4.2 1.7 119
2
1.D. Teacher 23,5 |s2.0  |12.9 8.4 3.1 2
706
Principals 47.5 45.3 4.4 2.4 N —
206
Superintendents 51.9 h4.7 1.9 1.5 0.0 =7
* 46
S| DRirectors 47.8 5.2 0.0 0.0 0,0 ;g
o
Students 194 39 13 23.2 14.3 3.6 U
® 961
8Male L7 6 45.3 2.9 2.5 0.8 9
S 399
©|{ Female 0.8 49 _F 11.0 7.0 1.5 Z
133
Bachelors 271 Lh 4 15.0 9.8 3.8 ggg
& | Masters A6.1 463 41 n.8 1
S 259
8| Masters Plus 4312 45.0 5.8 " 0.8 gIg
=
*| Doctorate 42 .9 53.3 1.3 . 0.0 o
122
1-3 Years 316 42.6 11.5 9.8 2:5 {F’
x| 46 Years 26.5 51.3 11.5 4.4 6.2 —0‘87
o
8. 7-9 Years 19,2 56.13 4.6 57 L.l 9‘;};
S
*{ 10 Plus Years 47.7 45.3 4.3 2.6 0.2 2

* Indicates a significant

chi square value at the .05 level of significance

*%* Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

2
x

= chil square value
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the males tended to agree more strongly. Respondents above the bachslors
degree and with more years of experience agreed more strongly.

When asked on item L if the school murse should participate in
the decision to place a child into a learning disability program, 55.8
percent of the total group agreed or strongly agreed and 22.6 percent
was undecided (see Table L). The mean rating was 2,5 (see Table 1).
Significant discrepancies were found in sex, experience, and position.
Although the total group agreed the psychologist tended to disagree
with the question more so than the other divisions; females more than
males, and the less experienced more than the experienced.

When asked on item 5 if placement in the learning disability
program should be initiated by the regular classroom teacher referrals,
85.1 percent of the total group agreed or strongly agreed and 8.7 percent
was undecided (see Table 5), This yielded a mean score of 1.91 (see
Table 1). All the division within each subgroup agreed or strongly
agreed with this question (80.3-91 percent). It is felt that this
indicates subgroup congruence,

It was found that 93.7 percent of the total responding to
item 8 agreed or strongly agreed that the learning disability teacher
should participate in the decision to place a child into a learning
disability program (see Table 6). The mean rating was 1.55 (see Table 1).
Significant discrepancies were found in all subdivisions. Although all
divisions in each subgroup agreed strongly student; tended to do so more
than any other in the positional subgroup; females more than males;
those with bachelors degrees more than those with higher degrees; and
the more experienced less than the other divisions in that subgroup.

Of the total group responding to item 13, 71,2 percent felt that
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Table 4

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 4 4. The school nurse should par-
ticipate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.

program. .
T 1 2 3 4 5 xk
1
Total Group 16,2 39.6 22.6 17.2 L3 —zjo-
Psychologist 122 | #.7 115.3 33.1 b2 | 3=
L.D. Teacher 10,6 | 32.7 | 21.7 27.9 2,2 | 226
Principals 17,8 43,6 27348 11.8 3.0 70
4
« | Superintendents 18.4 36.9 2542 14.1 5¢3 T
e 4 " %
8 Directors 19,0 57 17, 15.2 2.2 'gg
*] Students 15,1 2.1 23.2 21.4 7.1 o
¥ 960
S| Male 17,5 40,6 | 23,8 14,0 4,2 ]
S 500
S | Female 13.3 373 20,0 25.0 4.5 1T
Bachelors 12.8 33.1 24 .1 22,6 75 13,
—
o Masters - 16,0 40,3 23.2 16.6 3.8 ij'z‘:
LU
§ Masters Plus 18,8 38.1 22.7 1645 3.8 | ™7
*| Doctorate 16,7 hdy by 18,9 16.7 3.3 Eg_
12
1"’3 YEErS 10-7 32-8 21-3 2?.9 704 j—U—
:l 4=-6 Years 12_._‘-} 32.? 29.2 21.2 4|h ’
§ 7-9 Years 9.2 39.1 | 20.7 27.6 3.4 | o
"110 Plus Years 17,8 L1k 22,9 14.0 3.8 237

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of sipgnificance

*% Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

x2 = chi square value



Table g

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 5
- 5. Placement in the L.D. program
should be initiated by class-
room teacher referrals.

™ 1 p 3 4 5 e
1358
Total Group 2G.4 £g 9 8,7 4,6 1.0 5
118
Psychologist 23.7 61.9 ReZ 5.1 0,8 -
- e
L.D. Teacher 33,3 52,9 58 7.6 0.4
O
Principals 27.6 57,0 9,8 4.5 1.1 ZT-
204
o | Superintendents 36,3 51.5 9,8 1.5 1.0 —‘2’._
S
© | Directors 28,9 55 o6 LAh 8.9 242 —;
- 6
Students 28,6 62.5 | 7.1 0,0 1.8 | ¢
Y4
™| Male 28,5 56e2 | 9.7 bb 1.1 o
N | Female 32,2 55,7 6.3 540 0.8
Bachelors 32,6 56,8 5.3 4.5 0.8 LY
- Masters 30,2 54,9 8.2 4.8 1.4 —
S | Masters Plus 27,9 58.9 8.9 3.9 0.4 "ggﬁ
O Y
* | Doctorate 25,6 55.5 1 13.3 5.6 0,0 | T
121
1-3 Years 28.1 60.3 | 5.0 5.8 0.8 | T
4-6 Years 23.0 57.5 | 10.6 7.1 1.8 |0
:,”_‘ - Bb
@ 7-9 Years 29,1 51,2 | 10,5 7.0 2.3 v
| 10 Plus Years 30,5 55 .7 8,9 1.9 1,0 2

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

xz = chi square value



Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Table

é

Total and Each Subgroup

The L.D. teacher should par-

8
toen —8 _:icipate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.
Mg 1 2 3 4 5 Kk
1
Total Group shy o1 39.1 3.8 1.8 0.7 '-ir-
11
Psychologist 66 4 31.9 0.8 0,8 0.0 _U%
- 226
L.D. Teacher Vio 79! 23.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 *Ug__
(4]
Principals 4,3 46,9 540 2.8 1.0 ?
x | Superintendents 51,0 42,2 5.8 0.0 1.0 ?g-
o ¥
8| Directors 65,2 0.4 242 2.2 0.0 T
o Q
| Students 83,9 | 161 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 [
% 5T
S| Male 49,9 42.1 4 M 2,2 0.9 20'
j=)
S | Female 65,8 30,8 2.5 1.0 0.0 Egg
Bachelors 75,9 2246 0.8 0.8 0.0 | =5 ;
x | Masters 52,3 40.7 | b.7 1.7 | 07 |32
200
8 | Masters Plus 53,1 b1,2 | 2,3 2,72 | 0.8 U
* | Doctorate 40,0 50,0 | 5.6 %3 | 14 | &
1-3 Years 73.8 254 | 0.0 0.8 | 0.0 [p=
& 4-6 Years 76.1 20.“’ 1.8 0.9 0‘9 %Z
o7
81 7-9 Years 60,9 6.8 | 1.1 14 | 00 | g
o I8
» | 10 Plus Years 47,7 i 2 5e2 2.0 0.9 _%"

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

X

2

chi square value
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the director of special education should participate in the decision to
place a child into an L. D. program and 13.7 percent was undecided
(see Table 7). This yielded a mean score of 2.20 (see Table 1).
Significant discrepancies were found in sex, position, degree, and
experience. In the positional subgroup, learning disability teachers
with the question agreed less strongly than the others. Females agreed
less than males, those with bachelor degrees less than higher levels of
education, and those with less experience agreed more with the question
than the other divisions within that subgroup.

of the total group responding to item 16, Sk percent agreed or
strongly agreed that the psychologist should participate in the decision
to place a child into the learning disability program {see Table 8).
This yielded a mean score of 2,20 (see Table 1). A significant
discrepancy was found in the positional category. Psychologist over-
whelmingly agreed with this question (100%). The ratings were relatively
congruent in each of the other divisions.

Of the total group responding to item 18, 56.1 percent felt that
the superintendent should not participate in the decision to place a
child into the learning disability program. Twenty percent was undecided
(see Table 9). This yielded a mean score of 3.43 percent (see Table 1).
Significant discrepancies were found in all areas. The superintendents
tended to disagree with the question at a lower rate than any of the
other positional subgroups, and females disagreed more strongly than
males. In the educational subgroup, percentages ranged from 53.9-62,2,
with the masters plus division disagreeing more strongly. With the
years of experience subgroup, agreement decreased with the increase of

experience,



Table

7

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

13. The directo f ial
Item S _edu.catiz:a s;ozldsgzitici-
pate Iin the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.
Ny 1 2 3 4 5 ko
Total Group 255 | b5,5 | 137 | 127 | 1.9 |
tHe—
Psychologist 22,7 43,7 13,4 17.6 2.5 0
e
'L.D. Teacher 17.3 40.0 16.0 24.0 2.7 “T%
70—
Principals 2542 48,1 14,1 11.0 1.6 ~G
200
« | Superintendents 0.5 534 7.8 5.8 0,5 | 7
o = a6
S| Directors 41,3 20,4 19,6 6.5 242 'Ug
S =
*{ Students 2.1 33, 16,1 10.7 7.1
X 257
| Male 2629 b7,5 13.3 ] 10.8 1.6 3
| Female 22.6 b2,0| 154 17.6 | 2.8 | °F |
13t
Bachelors 19.1 iy 3 4,51 17.6 4.6 %
! Masters og 8 46,7 13.7 12,2 1.6 §
: u s
S Masters Plus 29.7 39,8 15.4 12, 2.7
| Doctorate 18.9 62.2 78 11.1 0.0
1-3 Years 13.2 5.2y 174 30.6 b1 l%l
11
| 4-6 vears 105 | sam| 15,00 186 | 3.5 | 32
S| 7-9 Years 287 U1 .h 172 10.3 2.3 OZ
<[ 10 Plus Years 27.5 48,6 12,8 9.7 1.3 -9'?
*

*k

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

Number of people responding to this question over number of people who

did not respond
2

x~ = chi square value



Table 8

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 16 16. The psychologist should par-
ticipate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.

program,
“x I 2 3 4 5 Ak
0
Total Group Lol 46,0 3e3 0.7 0.4 —%—
i1y
Psychologist 78,2 21.8 0.0 0.0 0,0 :UT
ys]
L.D. Teacher 50.4 2,0 | 4,0 242 0.4 {Eo-
Principals 43,3 523 345 Q.6 0e3 ;%%
« | Superintendents 5244 42,7 3.9 0.5 0.0 —Rg
§ Directors 50,0 4547 242 0,0 242 o
6
< Students 5040 464 3.6 0.0 0,0 E"
~ 961
i Hale 48,6 47,1 | 3.5 Ot 0.3 31“99
*| Female 51 .6 "{3;6 2 .8 1 .5 0'5 =
Bachelors 5.1 1.1 3,0 0490 0.8 1
.
Masters 49.1 L6,0 3.9 0,6 0.4
~
S| Masters Plus 52,1 by 0 1.9 1.5 oM _2_;_9
m - ey)
*| Doctorate siel 47.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 | 7
1-3 Years 63,1 92 .8 245 0.8 0.8 l%;
.| 4-6 Years 48,7 46,9 247 1.8 0.0 12
o | 7-9 Years 44 .8 £2 .Q 2.3 0.0 0.0 %z
— 038
"1 10 Plus Years 47.8 L7.h 3.7 0.7 0.3~—%—
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

x2 = chi square value




Table 9

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 18 18, The superintendent should
participate In the decision
to place a child in a L.D.

program,
N 1 2 3 4 5 A
17450
Total Group 6.6 16,2 20,7 40,0 16.1 _gi_
Psychologist 2.6 6.8 13.7 50,4 26,5 _%%3
L.D. Teacher 3.1 12,8 17.3 42,0 2h,.8 22—
(4]
Principals 9.1 16,8 21,2 40.2 12.8 .
« | Superintendents 6.3 234 | 29,3 2,2 8.8 g%gﬁ
o [125)
S| Directors 2,2 17.4 13.0 50.0 174 Ug
o
* | Students 1,6 16,1 19,6 2,1 28.6
% o6t
S [ Male 7.0 17.7 | 21.6 9.4 13.9 | "0
: z
? | Female 4.8 12,8 | 18,8 42,1 21.6
35
Bachelors 2,3 17.3 | 18.8 33,8 27,8 80
Masters T2 17.4 21.4 39,4 14,5 L
3 7
$ | Masters Plus 8,1 12,7 | 19,7 43,6 15.8 0
< | Doctorate 2.2 15,6 | 20,0 47,8 14,4 T
122
1-3 Years 1.7 Q.1 13.2 47,1 28,9 ;?-
% 4—6 Years 1!-.4 13-3 11.5 43-}'} 270"‘P _g:
8 | 7-9 Years 4,6 11,8 25,3 | 37,9 18.4 2
S ok s
.| 10 Plus Years v A 17.6 22,7 39.7 12.3 —%—

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

x2 = chi square value
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When asked if parents should participate in the decision to
place a child into the learning program, 86.7 percent of the total
group agreed or strongly agreed and 7.6 percent was undecided (see
Table 10). This gave a mean rating of 1.80 (see Table 1}. A significant
discrepancy was found in the positional subgroup. The psychologist
tended to agres more with the question than the other divisions., The
divisions within each of the other subgroups responded consistently with
the total group findings,

Upon examination of the total groups response to item 25, 88.S
percent felt that the regular classroom teacher should participate in
the decision to place a child into the program (see Table 11), This
yielded a mean rating of 1.83 (see Table 1). Significant discrepancies
were found in gender, position, and experience. The principals tended
to disagree less strongly with the question than the other divisions of
the positional subgroup. Females agreed stronger than males, and the

ten plus year group agreed less than the other year divisions.
PROGRAM EMPHASIS AT EACH SCHOOL LEVEL

This section of the chapter examined questions three, seven,
nine, seventeen, twerity-one, and twenty-four. These questions sought
information which would identify the learning disability teacher's main
concern at the elementary, junior high, and senior high school levels.

Upon exémﬁnation of item 3, it was agreed or strongly agreed by
the total group responding.that the total school emphasis for the learning
disabled child at the junior high level should be upon remediation with
some presentation of vocational information and training. This agreement

was 52.3 percent and 25 percent was undecided (see Table 12), The mean



Table 10

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item _gi_ 21.___ The parents should partici-
pate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.
M 1 2 3 4 5 i
IHI
Total Group 19,0 47,7 2.6 3.7 1.3
118
Psychologist 55.9 37,3 | 3.4 2.5 0.8 I
ZE
L.D. Teacher 42,9 42,0 8.5 4,9 1,8
" s
Principals 13.5 52,8 8.7 3.7 1.3 o
- & | Superintendents 43,7 45,6 By _ 39 0.5 0
o _ 46
1 Birectors Le o 50,0 | 0,0 22 2,2 'U;
S
*| Students 41.1 42,9 | 10.7 1.8 36 6—
8| Male 8ol | 49,5 | 7.6 s 1 | 22
3 3%
Female 52,2 Ly b 7.6 L Y 1.3 5
i
Bachelors 404 b3.6 8.3 3,0 4,5 ;ﬁ%?_
Masters 17-6 49.8 8.0 116 1,1 —;-
@ g%'ﬁ
S Masters Plus N .0 7.0 3,9 0,8
*| Doctorate Wb 55.6 | 5.6 3.3 1,1 gg
L4Z
1-3 Years 42,6 W3 | 6.6 2.5 b,1 '1113;
4=-6 Years 46,8 38,7 8,1 6.3 0,0 2
. [$]4)
I":-' 7-9 Years M;Z 1“}.2 9.3 102 102 1
3 10 Plus Years 37.0 50.5 7.6 3-8 1.2 9 0

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

2

x~ = chl square value



Table 11

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Total and Each Subgroup

Item 25 25.__ The regular classroom tea-
cher should participate in
the decision to place a
child in a L.D. program.
Ny I 2 3 4 5 K%
L3H<
Total Group 92.8 55e7 6.8 3.4 «07 a0
118
h i
Psychologist 39,8 L7,.5 3.4 6,8 2,5 %%E__
L.D. Teacher 40,0 £2.9 L,9 1.8 0.4 6;5.’__
Principals 28.0 59.9 ?.L" "‘".O 0.6 '_z'g_
[)
o] Superintendents 21,1 56,8 92 2.4 0.5 'Eg
S
8| Directors 43,5 50.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 T
4 )
Students 51-8 1&1-1 50& 1.8 0.0 ‘g_
* S
S| Male 29,2 58.4 7.5 4.1 0.7 22
S 7
2| Female 42,3 50 [ 5.0 1.8 0.5 13_
1
Bachelors Li.b 51.9 4,5 2.3 0.0 éé
Masters 1,8 56,1 2.6 .6 1.0
Z5(
8 Masters Plus 33,1 6.l 5.h 4.7 0,4 _%9;
)| Doctorate 27,4 6l it 6,7 1.1 0,0 LU
122
1-3 Years j.‘i 55-7 2-‘; 2.5 0-8 ;E
: 4-6 Years 4‘3-0 1{-0.5 QIQ ‘%.6 Q.q _g;
g 7-9 Years 33,3 59,8 2.3 4,6 0,0 9‘0
| 10 Plus Years 29,9 58,6 7.6 3.1 0,8
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who

did not respond
2

x = chl square value



Table 12

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

22

3. At the junior high level (7-8)

3 the total school emphasis for
Item __ J the L.D. child should be upon
Temediation with some pre-
sentation of vocational in-
formation and training.
Mg 1 2 3 4 5 *k
1
Total Group 12.8 39,5 25.9 16.7 3.2 -fgg
117
Psychologist 11.1 15,0 17.1 32.5 4.3 é;?_
[ L.D. Teacher 16.3 k1,2 17.2 19.5 5.9 ;g"
Principals 132.0 b .1 0.4 12,7 2.7 202
k| Superintendents 10.9 42.6 270 17.3 2,0 :%g
§ Directors 6,5 19,1 174 .8 2.2 'Ug
. Students 18.2 29.1 36,1 12,7 3.6 aF
e S
2| Male 11.7 42,2 | 27,6 15.6 3.0 | 777
: s [ 2
*| Female 16.3 35.7 | 23.5 20.4 .
e
Bachelors 16.3 364 | 20,9 | 20.9 ek 4 3,
Masters 13,1 40,4 27.6 15.4 3.5 %
o
S| Masters Plus 11.9 44,8 23,4 18.3 1.6 ;s
‘| Doctorate 7.9 .8 28,1 24,7 b5 L
1137
1-3 Years 11.8 35.3 172.6 28,6 6.7 Ig—
N 4-6 Years 12 .4 b6 e 18,6 543 g
§ 7-9 Years 12 8B 33.7 29,1 19,8 k.7 9'1;
<110 Plus Years 12,5 81,9 | 27,7 1543 2.6

%

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

**% Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

X

2

chi square value
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response was 2.5 (see Table 1). In the degree and positional subgroups
there were no discrepancies; however the sex and years of experience
subdivisions reported significant discrepancies. Although the total
group tended to agree, the 1 to 3 year experience division showed higher
levels of disagreement within its subgroup. Women appeared to disagrse
more strongly than men.

Of the total group responding to item 7, 61.8 percent agreed or
strongly agreed that at the elementary school level the total school
' emphasis should be upon doing away with the underlying causes of the
disabilities, and bringing the child up tc grade level. Thirteen
percent was undecided (see Table 13). The mean response was 2.40 (see
Table 1). Discrepancies were found in the gender, position and experi-
ence divisions. Psychologists and directors, and females tended to
agree less strongly than other divisions in there respective subgroups.
In the subgroup of experience, the degree of disagreement tended to
decrease with the increase in years of experience.

When asked if the learning disability teacher should concentrate
on the underlying causes of the learning disability, 68.9 percent of
the total group responding to item 9 agreed or strongly agreed and 13.8
percent was undecided (see Table 14). The mean response was 2,21 (see
Table 1), Discrepancies were reported in the areas of gender and degree.
Men tended to agree more strongly with the question than women. In
the subgroup of experience, agreement tended to increase with the
increase of experience.

When asked if the learning disability teacher's main concern was
to bring the child up to grade level in academic subjects, 31.7 percent

of the total graip responding agreed, and 20.6 percent was undecided



Table 13

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 hv
Total and Each Subgroup

7.___At the elementary school
level (K-6) the total school
emphasis for the L.D. child

Item _ 7 should be upon doing away with
the underlying causes of the
disabilities and bringing the
child up to grade level,

-
N 1 2 3 4 5 k&
1346
Total Group 27.7 34.1 13.6 17.4 6.1
116
Psychologist 13.8 30.2 11.2 3.8 12,1 —%—
222
L.D. Teacher 29,7 29.7 9.5 22.5 8.6 ==
/01
Principals 28.7 34.7 5.4 15.4 5.8 g
2U2
x| Superintendents 33.7 40.5 12,2 12.2 1.5 -
55
& Directors 13.3 35.6 | 22.2 | 22.2 | 6.7 =
g 3
% Students 32.7 36.4 14.5 10.9 5.5
* 955
S| Male 28.5 35.3 14.1 16.8 543 S
Yl
S| Female 26.9 32.5 | 12.8 19.7 8.2 | p
13
Bachelors 26.7 35,9 | 12.2 17.6 7.6 | =%
&30
Masters 28.7 33.6 13.7 1747 6.3 -
)]
o| Masters Plus 28.2 34.1 14.1 17.6 5.9 —gg_
[Ta]
3| Doctorate 20.5 42.0 13.6 19.3 4.5 —
T
1-3 Years 20.0 31.7 11.7 30.0 9.9 ]
IIT
x| 4-6 Years 31.5 27.9 9.9 20.7 9.9 —gg;
i
8| 7-9 Years 19.8 40.71 7.0 19.8 12.8 -T
o 929
*| 10 Plus Years 30.5 34.9 14.6 15.2 4.8 0

%

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

did not respond
2

X~ = chi square value

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who



Table

..

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item —9— 9.___ A L.D. teacher should con-
centrate on the underlying
causes of the learning-dis-
ability.

»

e 1 2 3 4 5 Ak
Total Group 28.6 40,3 13.8 13.2 2.9 —6527
Psychologist 12,6 1.0 16.4 32,8 6.9 i%E_
22l

L.D. Teacher 21,1 31.7 15.4 22,6 el =
700

Principals 11,6 bs,7 14,6 7.3 0.9 A

Superintendents 26.1 46.8 10.2 5 1.5 20,
*
©| Directors 23,9 0.4 13.0 28.3 4,3 %2
=)

Students 20,0 | 23.6] 1009 | 22.3 | 7.3 |
| tale 3140 43.8 | 13.7 10,0 1.5 <
Q| Female 23.9 33,4 1k.7 21.6 6.4 7123

ot

Bachelors 26,0 38,2 13,9 19.8 3.1 %

Masters 29,2 40.9 14,6 12.6 2.7 =ty
S| Masters Plus 29,7 64,8 13.1 10,0 | 2.3 | 52
Y| Doctorate 3043 36.0 13.5 15.7 L,5 %2

11

1-3 Years 19&3 28.6 1108 33-6 6.7 Tg
x| 4-6 Years 188 6.6 17.0 | 22.3 | 5.4 | S
§ 7-9 Years 28.6 32.1] 214 14.3 3.6 243
"} 10 Plus Years 32.2 Lh,5 12.8 B.9 1.6 2%3

*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

did not respond

x2 = ¢hi square value

** Number of pecple responding to this question over number of people who
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(see Table 15). The mean response was 3.18 (see Table 1). There
appeared to be mixed feelings concerning this items and discrepancies
were reported in all subgroups. It appeared that each division within
all the subgroups tended to respond less positively to the question
with the increase in experience, education and position,

Of the total responding to item 22, 8L.l percent felt that the
learning disability teacher should have access to extra money for
specialized supplies, and 1l.L percent was undecided (see Table 16),
The mean rating was 1.83 (see Table 1). Significant discrepancies were
reported in all subgroups. In the sex subgroup men tended to respond
less positively., In levels of degree and years of experience subgroups,
the divisions appeared to decrease in agreement with the question with
the increase in education and experience.

When asked if major emphasis at the senior high level should be
on vocational information and proparation with low emphasis on remedi-
ation, 55.7 percent of the total group responding to item 22 agreed or
strongly agreed with the gquestion and 26.7 percent was undecided (see
Table 17). The mean response was 2.LlL (see Table 1), Discrepancies
were found in all the subgroups. A large number of the psychologists
responded positively to the question. A slightly larger percentage of
women agreed more strongly than men. Agreement appeared to decrease

with the increase in education and years of experience.
SETTING-UP THE LEARNING DISABILITY PROGRAM

This section of the chapter examined items six, ten, twelve,
fourteen, nineteen, and twenty-three., These questions attempted to

determine which school personnel should be involved in the actual



Table _ 15

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup
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Item __17 17.__ The L.D. teacher's main
concern 1s bringing the
child up to grade level
in academic subjects.

e 1 2 3 4 5 *%
5
Total Group 4,8 26,01 20,6 28,8 7.9 L;._
— : o o
Psychologist 5.9 33.9 0,3 10,8 i1.0 -
jeleded
L.D. Teacher - aq he n &7 2.0 B,% i
- - Tl
Principals 3,5 204 | 24, 43,3 7.8 n
% Superintendents b4 28.9 | 25.5 32.8 7H %%_
30
8| Directors 6,5 17,41 3+.8 30,1 242 E%
Students Su 26,8 10,6 | 9.3 | 8.9 | %5
x ; 2
2| Male b2 oh,5| 23,0 | 0.1 7.2 | I
=) 290
S| Female 6.3 31.71 13.2 37.0 Q.9 e
i 9
Bachelors £.1 La 21 4.4 0.3 6.8 | "1
529
+* Masters I"ns 2?07 21-9 39.1 ?‘? -51_
=~ ,ﬁ‘:i
§ Masters Plus 4,2 22,0] 22.4 41.7 9.7 Ljs
; o]
"| Doctorate 7.9 15.71 23.6 | 44,9 7.9 | <+
120
1-3 Years 4,2 42,51 10,0 35.0 8.3 =
L Vi
= A Q Q &
. 4-6 Years 11,5 37.5 0,8 33, 7ol 5;:__
§ 7-9 Years 2.3 19.5¢ 19.5 4,8 13.8 | @
L
<110 Plus Years 4.0 24.91 23,3 | Lot 7.4 | E
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who

did not respond
2

x = chil square wvalue



Table __ 16

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 22
22.__A L.D. teacher should have
access to extra money for
specialized supplies.
Ny 1 2 3 4 5 Kk
i 7+
Total Group 15,4 49,01 11.b4 2.5 0.8 —{%—
18—
Psychologist 50,8 bg,.6 1.7 0.8 0.0 5
44
'L.D. Teacher 8,7 36.9 2.7 1.3 0.4 -
L82ie]
Principals 28,0 S3.4] 14,7 2.9 1.0 —IE}_
20
Superintendents 21,8 sh | 1645 3.9 1.5 o
Lige)
S| Directors - 17.0 54,0 6.5 2.2 0.0 L
. J
©| students 50,0 33,9 14,3 1.8 0.0 %%'
*
S| Male 294 53.3] 134 2.6 1.0 ?
= ]
q Female 51.0 39.6 6.8 2-3 o'3 %97
1
Bachelors 49,6 4o.1 3.8 1.5 0.0 '_%g_
0L
x Masters a2 52,2 10,4 2.3 1.0 :g;
‘é Masters Plus 3,2 42,91 13.2 4,3 Okt o
‘| Doctorate 13,3 43,3 21,1 1.1 1,1 [V
)
1-3 Years 59,0 40,2 0.8 0.0 0.0 5
111
N 4—6 Years 52,3 40,5 5 olt 0.9 0.9 2
8! 7-9 Years 26,8 51,74 10.3 1.1 0.0 U
S - I
»l 10 Plus Years 30.3 52, 13.4 3.1 0.9
* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did mot respond

b4

2

= chi square value
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Table 17

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Total and Each Subgroup 24, At the senior high level

{9-12) low emphasis should

Item 2k be on remediation and
major emphasis on vaca-
tional inforwmation and
preparation.

# 1 2 3 4 5 [ %k
Total Group 17.3 38.4 26,7 1.1t | 2.3
} v;jéU
Psychologist 0.2 I k0.9 4.8 10.4 1.7 | ™7
} L
L.D. Teacher 27,8 36,0 2.1 10,8 3.2 =
— HoD
Principals 12,1 41.5 20,4 13.6 2.3 | 7T
¥| Superintendents 12,7 =L .1 23,2 16.6 T4 1
= +4&
O Directors 15,2 45,7 26,1 13.0 0.0 it
. s}
Students 25,0 2251 26.9 16,1 0.0 2('
* st
=] Male 14.5 Loh 28.7 13.6 2.8 | ™™
o 37V
<] Female ag ki 26,4 23,8 12,3 | 1.5 i1
: : oy
Bachelors 28.2 25,1 26,7 9,2 0.8 _32
519
X Masters 17.5 ‘#1.0 2607 12-3 2.‘.'" =
S il
S Masters Plus 14,7 42,1 2c,5 15,1 2.4 "
1 Doctorate 11,2 23,61 29,3 | _20.2 5.6 =
. ict
1—3 Years ‘1”0.5 qégb 1”’,0 8.3 0.8 T
111
x| 4-6 Years 27.9 2244 24,3 13,5 1,8 2
BE
& 7-9 Years 17,k 28.4 25,6 14,0 4,7 -7
o yilo
10 Plus Years 12,4 bo.51_ 29,9 | 13,5 2.6 | 723

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

xz = ¢chi square value
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setting up on the learning disability program.

It was found that 92,8 percent of the total group responding tc
item 6 agreed or strongly agreed that the school psychologists should
participate in the setting up of the learning disability program (see
Table 18). The mean rating was 1.55 (see Table 1), Significant dis-
crepancies in ratings were found in the gender and position subgroups.
Men tended to agree more positively with the question than women. The
response of the learning disability teachers was overwhelmingly less
positive than any of the other division in this subgroup (see Table 18).

When asked if the director of special education should participate
in the setting up of the learning disability program, 93 percent of the
total group responding to item 10 agreed or strongly agreed (see Table 19.
This yielded a mean score of 1.58 (see Table 1). Significant discrep-
ancies were found in the position, gender, and degree subgroups.
Learning disability teacher responded less positively than the other
divisions within this subgroup. Although women reported more undecided
responses, both men and women tended to agree. In the subgroup of
education the bachelor level division agreed less positively than the
others within the subgroup.

Upon examination of item 12, 69.8 of the total group responding
agreed or strongly agreed that the superintendent should participate
in the setting up of the leaming disability program, and 15.5 percent
was undecided (see Table 20), The mean rating wag 2.19 (see Table 1).
There were significant discrepancies within each subgroup. Principals
and superintendents appeared to agree more strongly than the other
division within that subgroups. Men agreed more positively than women.

In the subdivisions of experience and education, the percentages of



Table

18

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

3l

Item 6 6.__The school psychologist
should participate in the
setting up of the L.D.
program.
e 1 2 3 4 5 lio3
Total Group gl .3 3845 L,7 1.9 0.4 5__
L1Y
Psychologist 70 6 28.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 | =g~
22
L.D. Teacher 43,6 | 38.7 | 9.8 6,7 1.3 | =
706
Principals sh,7 3G,L bb 0.8 0.3 :E;
*8 Superintendents o] 37 4k 2.9 1.5 0.5 _‘E‘f
; 5
8| Directors bi,3 | 52,2 2,2 4e3 0.0 148
* =]
Students 58,9 35,7 5 o 0.0 0.0 %“
S| Male 5644 38,8 | 3.8 0.9 0.2 | -
UV
<| Female 49,8 38.0 7,0 4yl 1+0 -IT
T
Bachelors 51,9 35.3 8.3 3.8 0.8
836
Masters 5""’.‘“‘ 38.5 4-9 1.? 0'5
Z
é Masters Plus ol 8 29,8 | 2,7 2.3 0.4
q0
‘Y Doctorate 8.9 35,6 4 b 1.1 0,0 T
FV4
1-3 Years 5040 40.2 643 2.7 0.9 |-
112
4"6 Y . & 06 1.1 1.1 _1_
4 ears 5542 379 4 R
ol 7-9 Years 557 28,7 9,8 4.9 0.8 -6_5_
™ 10 Pios Years 53.8 40,0 | 4.3 1.6 0.3 2%'

*k

did not respond

2
x

= chil square value

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
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Table 19

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 10 10.___ The director of special
education should partict-
pate in the setting up of
the L.D. program.

Ny 1 2 3 4 5 ke
L1357
Total Group 5043 42,7 5.2 | 1. o 7225
19
Psychologist £8.0 2G4 0.8 0.8 0.9 ;p_
L.D. Teacher 36,0 hool 116 1 2.2 0.0 | T
Principals 46,5 47.2 4,8 0.9 0.6 | ‘7=
U0
« | Superintendents 6042 35.0 34 1.5 0.0 .
o 65—
S| Directors B2,6 15,2 2.2 0.0 0.0 T
[3]
| Students 55 I 4.] 3.6 | 0.0 0.0 | %
x
Yl Mal .0 L0, L 1.0 0.2
8 e sl 3 ,
oo Female 42.0 LLB.B 7!3 1'3 0'8 T
Bachelors 40,2 44,7 13.6 1.5 0.0 —fﬂ
O
£ | Masters 50,1 hdy,2 4.3 1.0 0.5 :é%
O LOU
3| Masters Plus 55,8 38,1 b6 1.2 0.4 0
o i
‘| Doctorate 53,73 43,9 33 0.0 0.0 T
122
1-3 Years 48,4 40,2 9.0 1.6 0.8 o
h
4-6 Years 46,0 L2 8.0 0.0 1.8 -
o~
ol 7-9 Years 46.0 4B 6.9 2.3 0.0 —6
‘'l 10 Plus Years 51,5 42,9 .3 1.1 0.2 235

* 1Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

xz = chil square value

L



Table 20

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 12 ‘

12.___ The superintendent should
participate in the setting
up of the L.D. program.

Tx 1 2 3 § 5 |
1360
Total Group 28,3 41.5 15.5 11.7 2.9 “ﬁ—“
tro—
Psychologist 24,4 3945 15.1 16,8 4,2 T,
226
| L.D. Teacher 14,6 39.8 19.5 21.2 4,9 U
70
Principals 30.6 53.8] 15.9 | 7.5 |24 |52
Ub
é Superintendents 374 4,2 7.8 9.7 1,0 -0
83 Directors % .8 23,9 19.6 19.6 2.2 %g
6
Students 27,2 30,4 19,6 16.1 [ 10.7
% 60
é Male 31.6 43,1 13.8 9.3 243 2‘0“
400
S | Fenale 20,5 | 37.8| 19.8 | 17.5 | 45
Bachelors 18,0 33.8 " 21.1 19.5 75 .;Jgé—n
« | Masters 29.3 41,1 16.4 10.9 243 ="
2z
S | Masters Plus 33,2 | 43.2 | 11.6 ] 8.5 | 3.5 —ﬁ_
< Doctorate 21,1 sl b 7.8 144 22 T
122
1-3 Years 18,0 3.1 20,5 | 23.0 74 | 7O
il
« | 4-6 Years 16,8 | 39,8 21.2| .2 | 8,0 -*g_j-:_
o
81 7-9 Years 23.0 42,5 13.8 16.1 4,6 =
o
*] 10 Pius Years MN.7 43,0 14,5 9.2 1.6 zgi_
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

x2 = chl square value
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agreement tended to increase with experiemnce and education.

When asked if the regular classroom teacher should participate
in the setting up of the learning disability program, 67.3 percent
responding to item 1l strongly agreed and 16.9 percent was undecided
(see Table 21). The mean rating was 2.28 (see Table 1). There were
discrepancies in the areas of position, gender, and experience, Within
all subgroups showing discrepancies, there appeared to be mixed opinions.
However, principals and superintendents, and men seemed to have agreed
with the question slightly stronger. Those respondents with the least
experience tended to show a lower rating of indecisiveness.

Of the total group responding to item 19, 98 percent agreed or
strongly agreed that the learning disability teacher should participate
in the setting up of the learning disability program (see Table 22),

The mean rating was 1,42 (see Table 1). There were significant rating
discrepancies in sex, degree, and experience, Although each division
of all subgroups rated this question in a positive manner, by comparison
women tended to agree more positively than men. Those respordents with
a bachelors degree reported no negative ratings. In the experience
subgroup, those respondents with the least experience agreed unanimously,
0f the total group responding to item 23, B89 percent agreed or
strongly agreed that the principal should participate in the setting up
of the learning disability program (see Table 23), The mean rating was
1.77 (see Table 1). Significant discrepancies were found in all sub-
groups. In the positional subgroup, the learming disability teachers
tended to agree with the question less strongly than the other divisions.
WOmén tended to agree less strongly than men. Although all divisions

within the educational subgroup tended to agree with the question, the



35

Table 21

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

Item 14 14, The regular classroom tea-
cher should participate in
the satting up of the L.D.

program.

N 1 2 3 4 5 ok
Total Group 21.7 45,6 16.9 14,1 1.5 L35
Psvchologist 2042 454 16,0 16,8 1.7 ﬁi%
L.D. Teacher 24,8 38.1 13.7 19.5 4.0 éég
Principals 22,1 45,7 16.7 14,5 1.0 L%%_—

¥ | Superintendents 1G.4 51.5 21.8 6.3 1.0 E%Q
§ Directors 2222 1!-8-9 17.8 8.9 2.2 1{2‘
‘| Students 16,1 £3,6 16,1 14,3 0.0 ?,9
3| Male 21,3 46.3] 18.7 | 12.5 | 1.4 | 2B
3| Ferale 22,7 w1247 18.0 | 2.5 | 4
Bachelors 22.0 b2 |t | 18,2 | 3.0 | =5
Masters 20,0 47.00 17,2 14,1 1.3 Egi
20U
R| Masters Plus 26.5 50,0/ 18.1 | 13.5 | 1.9 | S5
-~
*| Doctorate 29,3 46,7 16.7 12.2 1.1 =
I
1= Years 27,9 b5, 10,7 ] 13.9] 2.5 O
« | 4-6 Years 21.2 w2l 16,8 | 124 | 5.3 | 252

M~

3| 7-9 Years 3.0 | M4 9| 15| 1| F

o

*1 10 Plus Years 20,4 bs,5 18,2 14,9 1,1 §z¥§_
%

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

x = chl square value
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22

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup

36

Item 19
- 19.__ The L.D. teacher should par-
ticipate in the setting up
of the L.D. progran.
Ny 1 2 3 4 5 ‘__g__
Total Group 6046 4| 1.0 0.5 0.2 3
118
Psychologist 7643 21,2 0.8 1.7 0.0 ;;%z
L.D. Teacher 82.3 17.7 0.0 0,0 0.0 fg;é
Principals 52,0 46,2 1,4 0.3 0.1 o
g 05
x | Superintendents 50,2 45 .9 1.5 1.5 1.0 %6
o
ol Directors 60,9 39,1 0,9 0.0 0.0 ﬁg
Students £89.3 10,7 0,0 0.0 0.0 ‘8‘
¥ 960
S| Male 54,5 434 11 0.6 0.3 | 1T
o 99
S| Fenale 257 | 23| 08 | 03 | 0w | 22
1
Bachelors ol L 24,8 0.8 0,0 0.0 :%Z
8
« | Masters 60,0 38,2 1.2 0.5 0.4 | B2
5‘ <0l
S Masters Plus 56,5 41,2 1.2 0.4 0.8 E
*| Doctorate 50,0 47,8 0.0 2.2 0.0 o
122
1-3 Years 83,6 16,4 0,0 0.0 0.0 U
11
. 4—-6 Years 79 A ol 8 2.7 0,0 0.0
oy
S| 7-9 Years 5.9 23,0 0,0 1.1 0.0 G
= 937
2] 10 Plus Years 53,8 4,2 1.2 045 0.3
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who

did not respond

2
X =

chi square value
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Pexrcentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Total and Each Subgroup

37

Item 23
23. The principal should par-
T ticipate in the setting
up of the L.D. program.
1 2 3 4 5 hk
= T8 —
Total Group 37.3 51.7 6.1 Je2 0.7 —%E-
118
Psychologist 373 50.8 h.2 6.8 0.8 :I'
ey
L.D. Teacher 28,8 53,6 8.1 742 2.3 gg_ﬁ
Principals 29,7 22,0 | 5,9 2,0 0.4 ‘9_‘6__
&) Superintendents y2,.2 53,4 3,9 0.5 0.0 gﬁg
=]
Sl Directors . g h7 .8 4,3 2,2 242 'Og
Students 26,8 51.8 16,1 5 olb 0.9 g‘
%
& Male 50.6 | 1.6 | 5.0 | 1.9 |08 | %
b=
S| Female 30.5 | $3.7| 8.9 | 64 | 0.5 22
1LY
Bachelors 24,0 50,7 ZuB 7.0 1.6 N
831
x| Masters 38.1 52.2 6.4 2.5 0.7 :g:
2 220
& Masters Plus 424 50,6 35 247 0.8 )
1 ppepsrare 1. ! st ] a4 | 3.3 | 0.0 oL
12
1-3 Years 91,4 o1 4+ 8.3 6.6 2.5 %
4-6 Years J.? I’-|'8|6 9-2 30? 3!7 'I;E_
3 d
g 7-9 Years 35.6 5“"’.0 5.7 “'.6 0.0 ‘UZ
: 22
:} 10 Plus Years 39.7 5248 4,9 2e3 0.3

%

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

did not respond

x2 = ¢hi square value

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
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level of agreement tended to slightly increase with expsrience.
DESIRABILITY OF DIFFERENT KINDS
OF LEARNING DISABILITY TEACHERS

The final section of this chapter reported data concerning
questions eleven, fifteen, twenty, and twenty-six,

It was found that 67.5 percent of the respondents of item 11
felt that a self-contained learning disability classroom teacher would
be desirable to have in the school system and sixteen percent was
undecided (see Table 2L). The mean rating was 2.17 (see Tatle 1).
Discrepancies were reported in each subgroup. The superintendents,
males, and those with higher degrees revortsd more indecisive responses
to the question than any other division within their respective subgroup.
Those people with the least experience tended to disagree less strongly.

In regard to the desirability of the itjinerant teacher in the
school system, 61.0 percent of the total groups responding to item 25
agreed and 21.li percent was undecided (see Table 25). This yielded a
mean rating of 2,39 (see Table 1). Significant discrepancies in answers
were found in the areas of degree, experience, and sex. A relatively
greater percentage of females tended to agree with the question than
the males, Those with bachelor degrees and those with 1 te 3 years of
experience tended to agree with the question more strongly than other
divisions within their respective subgroups.

In regard to the desirability of the resource teacher in the
school system, 87.9 percent of those responding to item 20 agreed, and
9.l percent was undecided (see Table 26). The mean rating was 1.7k

(see Table 1). There were no discrepancies found in the positional
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Table _ o4

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Togal and Back Subgreup 11._ A self-contained L.D. class

11 teacher (one who works with
Item -~ learning disabled children
in her room for all or most
of the day) is desirable to
have in the school system.
Sy 1 2 3 4 5 Rk
1350
Total Group ) 2.7 16,0 11.7 4,2 —gl
116
Psychologicst 31,9 35.3 12,9 14,7 De2 ;g;
L.D. Teacher 39,8 22.6 | 11.9 19,0 6.6 ?g;
Principals 36,2 7.1 15,2 845 3.0 ;2
Faddle]
& | Superintendents 23,8 29,6 27.7 12.6 6.3 f
o L ¢
8| Directors 41,3 28,3 17.4 13,0 0.0 T
o D
*| Students 6 33.9 7.1 12.5 1.8 'a"
X 8-
o | Male 9347 33.9 | 1747 10.6 4.0 | Z-
— a8
2| Female 18,4 30.4 12.2 4.3 b.8 22_
1
Bachelors 6.1 27.1 12.8 2043 3.8 #62
a4
. Masters T 25,0 14,5 11.4 LA “%j“
®| Masters Plus P olt 31,3 | 21.2 8.9 | 4.2 | 239
N 0
| Doctorate 26,7 26.7 21.1 13.9 2.2 '%“
122
1-3 Years 3641 22.1 12.3 254 b1 —6—
11
A 4-6 Years 28,k 29.5 12.5 12.5 7l T
8
& 7-9 Years YL.5 28,7 19,5 11.5 5.7 ‘0’2
9 " 937
10 Plus Years %,8 W3 171 10.1 37 |75
*

Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

xz = chl square value



Table _ 25

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

a Each Subgro
Total and ¢ udgroup 15. An itinerant teacher -(one

15 who commutes from school to

Item school and works with regu-
lar classroom teachers and
children) is desirable to
have in the school system.

e 1 2 3 4 5 *%
1358
Total Group 2046 404 21.4 13.7 3.4t
146-
Psychologist 3945 43-7 10.9 k.2 1.7 r )
24
L.D. Teacher 3.9 | 7.4 ] 134 | 10.7 b | 52
Principals 12.1 375 28.5 177 4.1 il
Superintendents 17.5 50,0 21.8 10,2 0.5 2¥¥?7
o| Directors 39,0 | 50.0 | 443 43 2.8 | 2o
O Students 30.4 LIJ-P.6 3.6 1709 3.6 6
" 8———-1
S| Mate 15,9 | 41.2]| 24.8 | 149 3.4 | 2=
S 06
cf Female 32;1 ‘EQni 13.5 10.6 L"UO 2:—
132-
Bachelors 25.8 40,9 17.4 9,8 6.1 1
Masters 18,6 | 38.6| 2.1 | 15.6 3.4 | S
" 257
2 Masters Plus 19-1 49.0 16-7 11.7 305 _%_
o
© | Doctorate 26,7 38,9 22,2 12.2 0.0 gg*
121
1-3 Years 33.1 Ll 6 16.5 L.1 1.7 T
1173
% | 4-6 Years 31.0 36,3 13.3 15,0 L, -g;
§ 7-9 Years 1.4 .9 16.3 14,0 3.5 T
* 110 Plus Years 15.6 40,8 24,8 15.4 3.3 %gﬂ

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

2
x~ = chi square value



Table 26

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 bv

Total and Each Subgroup 20.__ A resource teacher (one who
) works with individuals or

small groups of children

Item 20 for a specified amount of
time every week 1n a re-
gource room) is desirable
to have in a school system.

Ve 1 2 3 4 5 #ok
=
Total Group 40,0 47.9 9it 1.8 0.4 i%2‘
1
Psychologist 63,0 .5 1.7 0.0 0,0 igz
L.D. Teacher 58,7 W5 5olt 0.9 0.4 E%Z
it
Principals 31,3 53.0] 13,1 2.3 0.0 3
Superintendents 29.8 5845 9,3 2.4 0,0 g%%_
o
< | birectors 50,0 47,8| 2.2 0,0 | 0.0 e
Students 60,7 33,9 .6 1.8 0.0 %é
¥ U587
g, Male W,2 52,6 10.8 1.9 0.5 -
S | Fenale ch .7 37,5 6.3 1.5 0.0 222
2
Bachelors 50,8 40,9 5,3 3.0 0.0
% | Masters _37.6 48,5] 11,6 1.7 0.6 @_
2] 258
S | Masters Plus 40,7 53,5 4.7 1.2 | 0.0 =x
. 8
Doctorate 41,6 4h,0f 10.1 EM. 0.0 Tg
} Vg
1-3 Years 60,7 28,5 0,0 0.8 Gg,0 T
x 4-6 Years 50,4 40,7 8.0 0.9 0.0 =
[id
§ 7-9 Years Wiy B M4l 11,5 1.1 1.1 -0
‘| 10 Plus Years .8 51,91 10,8 2.1 0.3 2%2

* 1Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance
** Number of people respending to this question over number of people who
did not respond

xz = chi square value
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subgroup; however they existed in the sex, degree, and years of
experience subgroup. The female division showed less indecisiveness
than the males, and the doctorate level division tended to be more
indecisive than other divisions within this subgroup. In the experience
subgroup 1 to 3 year division, there were no indecisive responses.

In summation of the types of teachers desired (item 26), the
group was asked to give its preference if the school system could support
only one type of learning disability teacher. Of the total groups
responding, 22.6 percent listed itinerant, 38.L percent resource, and
37.7 listed self-contained (see Table 27). The mean response was given
at 2,15 (see Table 1), Significant discrepancies were found in the
areas of sex and experience. The females and other people with the
least experience tended to prefer a resource teacher at a slightly

higher rate than the other types.



Table 27
Percentage of Responses for 1-5 bY  1If your school system
Total and Each Subgroup could suppart only one
type of program, which
Item 26 Program would you
e advocate?
—1tinerant __ resource
___self-contained
B 1 2 3 4 5 k¥
1&;3
Total Group 22,6 384 7.7
—— 6 8 -
sycheologist 19,7 725 12,
2%
L.D. Teacher 16,1 5 8 28,1 g%‘
Principals 19,6 29.4 50,9
Superintendents 42,7 20,6 | 27,7 £
46
©| Directors 304 60.9 8.7 o
(=] &
Students 19,€ 42,9 375
-+«
S| Male 25,3 32,9 | 41.8 243
o K
Q| Female 17.3 53.3 294 27"
i
Bachelors 16,5 L4,8,9 Wb _%2
srd
. Masters 23,9 36,2 29,9 12—
Nl Masters Plus 22473 42,6 3542 _2;
o
‘| Doctorate 27.8 37.8 U4 %‘
121
1-3 Years 19,8 66,1 14,0
112
x| 4-6 Years 17.9 49,1 33,0 I
b= 8
§ 7-9 Years 16,5 b b | 41,2 9%28_,
*| 10 Plus Years 24,8 33,0 42,2 KT

* Indicates a significant chi square value at the .05 level of significance

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
did not respond

2

x = chl square value



Chapter IV
CONCLUSIONS

In order to gain information for enhancing the learning disability
teacher education program at Kansas State University, a survey instrument
was devised and sent to every superintendent, principal, director of
special education, school psychologist, and learning disability teacher
in the state of Kansas, This report, which dealt with placement of a
child into the learning program, program emphasis at each school, setting
up the learning disability program, and types of learning disability
teacher desired, represented part I of that survey, From examination
of data from these subheadings several conclusions were made.

In the sub-section dealing with placement of the learning
disabled child into the program, it appeared that the majority of the
total group surveyed strongly agreed that the principal, learning
disability teacher, director of special education, school psychologist,
parents, and regular classroom teacher should participate in placement
of the child into the program. Over half responded that the super-
intendent should not participate in the decision; however a large
number was undecided. There were mixed opinions as to whether all
children should be screened. The majority responded that placement
should be initiated by the regular classroom teacher,

When questioned as to who should participate in the setting up

of the program, it appeared that the majority strongly agreed that the

Ll
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principal, psychologist, director of special education, and the learning
disability teacher should be involved. Over half seemed to feel that
the superintendent and regular teacher should participate; however a
substantial number was undecided.

Of the total group questioned concerning the total emphasis at
each school level, slightly over half felt that; junior high emphasis
should be on remediation with low emphasis on vocational instruction;
elementary emphasis should be on doing away with the underlying cause
of the disability and bringing the child up to grade level; and senior
high emphasis should be on vocational information and preparation with
low enmphasis on remediation.

When asked which type of learning disability teacher was most
desirable if the system could support only one, a mixed response was
obtained. However when the desirability of each was separately
questionzd, a small percentage felt that the self-contained and itinerant
teacher setups were desirable, and an overwhelming majority felt that
the resource teacher setup was desirable.

From the apparent information gained through the responses to
the survey, the following skills for a learning disability teacher may
be listed:

1., The leaming disability teacher should have knowledge of
procedures for setting up a learning disability program.

2. learning disability teachers should be familiar with the
procedures for operation the three kinds of programs.

3. Learning disability teacher should possess skills for
working closely with others: parents, regular teacher, etc.

4. The learning disability teacher should have skills for
working with specialized materials.
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The learning disability teacher should know screening
procedures,

Elementary learning disability teachers should exhibit skills
for working with the underlying causes of the learning
problem.

Junior high teacher should have some knowledge of the
procedures for vocational guidance.

Teachers at the senicr high level should have training in
vocaticnal guidance.



Chapter ¥
RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

On any study of this type, consideraticns for futher study
should be made, On many of the questions answered on tlis survey, the
students tended to agree 100 percent. Since all students were enrolled
at Kansas State University, this may have been caused by educstional
biases, Therefore more studies should be done to include students of
other colleges and universities.

On the section dealing with the program emphasis at each school
level, over half the total group surveyed indicated the need for
vocational information and/or prepzration for junior and senior high
lJearning disability students, Therefore it is recommended that courses
in vocational guidance be included in the secondary teacher education
program for learning disabilities.

The respondents who have been in the profession longer tended
to show a greater percentage of indecisive answers, which may imply that
they are not familiar with the learning disability field, Therefore it
is recommended that workshops and seminars conceming learning dis-
abilities be made more available throughout various sections of the state.

On the sections concerned with the participants inwlved in
setting up the learning disability program and placing the child into
the program, many of the divisions in the pcsitional subgroup tended to

strongly agres with there particular role. Because of this, it is felt

L7
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that these specific items should be restated to eliminate the appearance

of biases.

Any futher sfudy of this nature should include parents. Since
their major concern shouid be their children, it is felt that their
opinions will be valuable since they probably would not exhibit
educational and professional biases. Although many may be educators,
they would presumably answer a questionnaire from the viewpoint of

parent rather than educator.



APPENDIXES

L9



APPENDIX A

FINAL SURVEY
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DIRECTIONS:
bers to indicate how you feel about the statement.

Code Number (YOO O

LEARNING DISABILITY SURVEY

Please read each statement carefully and use the code num—

Please mail the

questionnaire to me in the enclosed envelope.
0000 Ooo00DOoOO00000onNoOooonoooDooooonogaa

Use the following code numbers to show your responses:

Write 1 if you strongly agree
Write 2 if you agree

Write 3 if you are undecided
Write 4 1if you disagree

Write 5 1f you strongly disagree

Please note that L.D. is used as an abbreviation of the term Learning
Disabilities.

1.

ooooo

PART 1

Every child in the school
should be screened for learn-
ing disability problems.

2. The principal should partici-

3

4.

5.

6.

7.

pate in the decision to place
a child in the L.D. program.

.___At the junior high level (7-8)

the total school emphasis for
the L.D. child should be upon
remediation with some pre-
sentation of vocational in-
formation and training.

___ The school nurse should par-
ticipate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.

Placement in the L.D. program

should be initiated by class-

room teacher referrals.

___The school psychologist
should participate in the
setting up of the L.D.
program.

___At the elementary school
level (K-6) the total school
emphasis for the L.D. child
should be upon doing away with
the underlying causes of the
disabilities and bringing the
child up to grade level.

8. The L.D. teacher should par-
ticipate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.

9. A L.D. teacher should con-
centrate on the underlving
causes of the learning-dis-
ability.

10.___The director of special
education should partici-
pate in the setting up of
the L.D. program.

11._ A self-contained L.D. class
teacher (one who works with
learning disabled children
in her room for all or most
of the day) is desirable to
have in the school system.

12. The superintendent should
participate in the secting
up of the L.D. program.

13.__ The director of special
education should partici-
pate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
prograa.

14.__ The regular classroom tea-
cher should participate in
the setting up of the L.D.
prograa.
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15.

16. The psychologist should par- _
ticipate in the decision to 23.__The principal should par
Lice & chitd 9% & L. ticipate in the setting
grogram up of the L.D. program.
24, At the senior high level
; ;P ' —
17 ———zg:c:rn i;e:§?:;izgm€§2 (9-12) low emphasis should
child up to grade level be on remediation and
major emphasis on voca-
Lo eadeiic subgecEe, tional information and
18. The superintendent should preparation.
i d
igrti:tza:eciilghin gcis;on 25. The regular classroom tea-—
ropram o cher should participate in
PERE ’ the decision to place a
19, The L.D. teacher should par- child in a L.D. program.
;;etizti ;n tzs iz;ting uP 26. If your school system
won RERBEET could support only one
20. A resource teacher (one who type of program, which

PART [{—continued

__ An itinerant teacher -(one
who commutes from school to
school and works with regu-
lar classroom teachers and
children) is desirable to
have in the school system.

works with individuals or
small groups of children
for a specified amount of
time every week in a re-
source room) is desirable
to have in a school system.

21. The parents should partici-

pate in the decision to
place a child in a L.D.
program.

22, A L.D. teacher should have

access to extra money for
specialized supplies.

program would you
advocate?

itinerant resource

self-contained
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PART 11

1. The L.D. teacher should be

2.

responsible for administer-
ing and interpreting diag-
nostic tests not required to
be given by the school
psychologist.

A L.D. teacher should organize

in-service training programs
and workshops.

3. The L.D. teacher should help

4.

parents understand thelr
child's difficulties.

The L.D. teacher should live
in the community where she
teaches.

5. The L.D., teacher should ex-

press feelings openly to
administrators.

6.___The L.D. teacher should
inform parents of their
progress or lack of pro-
gress.

7.___A physical education tea-
cher and not the L.D. tea-
cher should be responsi-
ble for working on motor
coordination and muscle
control problems im L.D.
children.

8. _The L.D. teacher should
handle most L.D. matters
without administrative
consultation.

9. The L.D. teacher should be-

come involved in community
affairs.



PART ]]—continued

10. The omnly school involvement
__—ezpected of the L.D. tea-
cher should be teaching the
child.

11. The L.D. teacher should help
sponsor youth activities,

12. The L.D. teacher should
suggest ways for the parents
to help the child.

13. The L.D. teacher should work
relatively independent of
other teachers.

14, The L.D. teacher should spon—
sor adult activities.

15._ The L.D. teacher should en-
courage parents to become
involved in school and/or
class activities.

1. Training in the characteris-
T tics of the L.D. child is
impcrtant in the preparation
of a L.D. teacher.

2. A master's degree should be
one of the gualifications for
a L.D. teacher.

3. Training in the guidance of
L.D. children and parents is
important in the preparation
of a L.D. teacher.

4. A L.D. teacher trained at the

secondary level should be
able to teach learning dis-
abilities at the elementary
level.

5. Training in language and
speech development is imr
portant in the preparation
of a L.D. teacher.

6. The L.D. teacher should be
able to interpret and make
educational prescriptions
from the test results she
recelves from the psycholo-

gist.

16._  The L.D. teacher should
regularly conault with the
tegular classroom teacher
regarding L.D. matters
pertaining to one of the
children in their room.

17. The L.D. teacher should
speak at community
functions.

18._ The L.D. teacher should
have no duties directly
Involved with tests or
testing procedures,

19. The L.D. teacher should
visit with the parents in
their home.

20.__ It is important for the
L.D. teacher to belong to
professional teacher
organizations.

7. Training in remedial
reading is important in
the preparation of a L.D.
teacher.

8. Training in the psychology
of exceptional children is
important in the prepara-
tion of a L.D. teacher.

9.  Training in the charac-
teristics of the emo-
tionally disturbed child
is important in the pre-
paration of a L.D. teacher.

10.___ The L.D. teacher should
have regular classroom
teaching experience be-
fore she teaches in a
L.D. program.

11.__ Training in the remedia-
tion of the L.D. child is
important in the prepara-
tion of a L.D., teacher.

12, It is important to have a
theory of learning dis-
abllities and to organize
your work arcund that
theory.
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PART 11l—continued

13. Training in education of ex-

14,

ceptional children is impor-
tant in the preparation of a
L.D. teacher.

A field experience (teacher

aide to a L.D. teacher) in
L.D. 1s important in the pre-
paration of a L.D. teacher.

000oo

PART 1V

1. In regard to his/her students,

2.

3.

4.

the L.D. teacher should be a
friend to the children.

Appearance does play an im-
portant part in the effec-
tiveness of a teacher. (i.e.
men - length of hair; women -
length of skirt, skirt wvs
pants)

The L.D. teacher should be

—

allcwed to use early dis-
missals from schocl for con-
trolling behavior.

In regard to his/her students,
the L.D. teacher should en-
courage students to discuss
and confide their problems in
him/her.

5. Experimentation with new 1ldeas

and techniques is desirable.

6. A school building which 1s de-

signed for openness and move-
ment within is an effective
educational arrangement.

7. In regard to his/her students,

the L.D. teacher should exercise
firm discipline at all times.

B. Competition with others should

9.

be stressed in learning.

The L.D. teacher should be

allowed to use extra privileges
for controlling behavior.

15.__ A practicum in L.D.
(graduate level student
teaching) is important in
the preparation of a L.D.
teacher.

16.__ A L.D. teacher trained at
the elementary level
should be able to teach
learning disabilities at
the secondary level.

10.__ In regard to his/her stu-
dents , the L.D., teacher
should provide immediate
feedback to students about
their progress.

11. The student should learn
to rely more on himself
than on the teacher for
help with directions.

12, The L.D. teacher should be
allowed to use material
rewards such as inexpen-
sive prizes for controlling
behavior.

13. In the classroou "noise"
is acceptable.

l4._ In regard to his/her stu-
dents, the L.D. teacher
should become ewmotionally
involved with the students.

15. A classroom in which
there are several learning
centers 1is an effective
classroom arrangement.

16.__ The teacher should strive
to involve students in
decision-making activities
which relate to their
learning.

17._ The L.D. teacher should be
allowed to use positive
verbal reinforcement for
controlling behavior.
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PART 1y—continued

18. In regard to his/her students,

the L.D. teacher should allow
students to work at their owm
rate of speed.

19. One of the major goals of in-

struction should be to facili-
tate achlevement as well as to

help students cope with failure.

20. In regard to his/her students,

the L.D. teacher should make
objectives known to students
prior to instruction.

21. The school should en-

courage group instruction
rather than individualized
instruction.

22. A classroom which utilizes

23.

00000
PART V

1. The Wide Range Achievement Test

2.

1s useful in identifying
and/or diagnosing learning
preblems.

The case load of a L.D. teacher

should be 11-20 pupils.

3. The Wechsler Intelligence

4.

Scale for Children 1s useful
in identifying and/or diag-
nosing learning problems.

The L.D. child 1is mentally re-

tarded (50-80 I.Q.).

5. The Wepman Auditory Dis-

crimination Test is useful
in identifying and/or diag-
nosing learning problems.

6. The L.D. child has average or

7.

8.

above intelligence, but
does not work up to his
potential.

The Peabody Picture Vocabu-

lary Test 1is useful in
identifying and/or diagnosing
learning problems.

The case load of a L.D. tea-

cher should be 5-10 pupils.

9. The Purdue Perceptual Motor

Survey is useful in Identifying
and/or dlagnosing learning
problems.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

a structured arrangement
of desks in rows 1is an
effective classroom
arrangement.

___In regard to his/her stu-
dents, the L.D., teacher
should allow students to
help make decisions in the
instructional process.

The L.D. child is emotionall;
disturbed.

The Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities is use-
ful in identifying and/or

diagnosing learning problems.

The L.D. child has emotional
problems.

___The Frostig Developmental
Test of Visual Perception
is useful in identifying
and/or diagnosing learning
problems.

The L.D. child is a slow
learner (80-90 I.Q.).

___ The Bender Gestalt Test is
useful in identifying and/or
diagnosing learning
problems.

The case load of an 1.D.
teacher should be 21-30
pupils.

__ The Vineland Social Maturity
Scale is useful in identify-
ing and/or diagnosing
learning problems.
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PART VI

Sex
Years of Teaching Experience

College Attended

Degree

Present Position
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APPENDIX B

THE ORIGINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Since the field of learning disabilities is so new, there are
various theories as to what learning disabilities include. What

is your concept of learning disabilities?

~ What are the advantages, disadvantages, amd special training needed

for an itinerant, resource, and self-contained classroom teacher?
Which program would you advocate?
In the hiring of an L. D. teacher, is prior teaching experience

Essential

Desired

Unimportant

Is a Master's Degree

Essential

Desired

Unimportant

Is being a member of a professional crganization

Essential

Desired

Unimportant

Which diagnostic tests are used in your system?
Who administers them to the students?
Who is involved in your system of referrals?

Who participates in the staffing of the children into the L. D.
program? 57
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6. Who will actually set up the L. D. program?
7. What instructional materials would a L, D, teacher have at her
disposal?
Who would provide these materials?
8. what type of special educational courses should a L. D. teacher
be expected to have taken?
Is an audio-aides course recommended?
9., Could a L. D, teacher with secondary education background teach in
an elementary L, D, program and vice versa?
10. What is the difference betwsen a L. D, teacher and a regular
classroom teacher in regard to

delivery of knowledge?

classroom arrangement?

What do you consider to be the ideal classroom arrangement?

traditional rows

open classroom

learning centers

engineered classroom

What is the ideal number of children enrclled in this arrangement?
11. TIs the L. D. teacher allowed exceptional methods of controlling
behavior?

early dismissal

physical punishment

behavior modification

extra privileges

12. What persmal qualities should a L. D, teacher exhibit?



13,

1k,

15.

16.

59

What standards of appearance do you set for your teachers?

hair

skirt length

pantsuit vs, skirt

To what extent would you expect your teachers to participate in
community functions?

Do you expect her to speak at school functions?

What role does the parent play in the education of his child?
How important is the parent-teacher interaction?

What areas in L. D. need improvement and why?



APPENDIX C

COVER-LETTER
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it
LS KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

Department of Administratian and Foundations of Education
College of Education

Holton Hall

Manhattan, Kansas 66506

April, 197y

Dear Public School Personnel:

IT'S TIME TO MAKE YOUR WISHES KNOWN, The Special

Education Component of the Department of Administration
and Foundations is asking for input from the people on
the "FIRING LINE". The input information supplied by
you will be utilized in the establishment of a more
comprehensive teacher education program in the area of
learning disabilities.

As you will notice, your survey form contains a code
number on the upper right hand corner of the first page.
This number is only for the purpose of follow-up of non-
returned forms. Upon receipt of your survey form, the
code number will be clipped off thus making the form
completely anonymous.

Please fill out the survey at your earliest convenience
and return it to me in the enclosed envelope. I sincerely
hope that you will take advantage of this opportunity to
have [NPUT into the establishment of a more comprehensive
teacher education program in the area of learning dis-

abilities.
Sincerely,
Larry L. Martin, Ph.D.
Coordinator of Special Education
Compcnent
LLM:1lab

Enclosure



APPENDIX D

FOLLOW-UP LETTER
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WE REALLY EED YOUR !IELPY.

00PS! Did you forget to send in your survey on Learning Disabilities?
" you did, please complete it and return it as soon as possible. We
e trying to compile the results so that we can work on our courses
better prepare teachers in the Learning Disabilities field before
ey get into the field. Please help us help the children of the future

better preparing our Learning Disabilities teachers of today!

Sincerely,

Cﬁz%i;exq;/ 597%5222254>2di;-

Larry L. Martin
Coordinator of Special Education



3.

APPENDIX E
COMMENTS RETURNED WITH SURVEYS

Principal -'Many of the tests mentioned are not used enough by our
school to enable me to comment. This survey is an excellent idea.,"

Superintendent - "Several problems with survey: 1. Didn't stick

with learming disabilities; 2. Most people hawve had little exposure
to learning disability programs,"

Teacher - "Prinecipals with LD or EMR or ED classes should be
required to KNOW about the program and its goals. They need to take
Intro to LD or Psyc of Exceptional Children or at least a workshop!"

Psychologist - "I feel that many questions were poorly worded,

especially Part V. LD is not a field of absolutes and cannot be
adequately surveyed as such, I was faced to give the most.nm
Principal - "I cannot honestly answer many of these questions with
any degree of accuracy, so I am returning the survey instrument

to you,"

Principal - "We do not have a learning disability program at the
present time; therefore your questions are very difficult to answer,"
Teacher -"Please, give help, do research in the area of classroom
teachers in accepting L. D. Too many, it seems, are dead set
against it and it hinders much progress with students. Every
oppertunity in educational classes to explain about LD would be a

step. You might catch teachers going back to scheol.,”
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LEARNING IISABILITY SURVEY: PROGRAM EMPHASIS, STAFFING
PROCEDURES, AND TYPES OF LEARNING DISABILITY TEACHERS DESIRED

by

IRA LEA BURKS WOLFE

B. 8., Arkansas A. M. & N, College, 1970

AN ABSTRACT OF A MASTER'S REPORT

submitted in partial fulfillment of the

requirements for the degree

MASTER OF SCIENCE

College of Education

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, Xansas

1974



In an effort to improve and modify the learning disability
teacher education program at Kansas State University, a survey instrument
was devised and used to obtain information concerning the skills needed
by prospective teachers of learning disabilities. In an effort to get
the opinions of people already in the field, this survey was sent to
every superintendent, principal, school psychologist, director of
special education, and learning disability teacher in the state of
Kansas. It was felt that these people could make valuable input as to
the kinds and degree of skills needed by future learning disability
teachers. Students enrolled in the program at Kansas State University
also filled out the survey.

The questionnaire, which consisted of one hundred-two items, was
divided into five major parts: 1I. placement of a learning disabled child
into the program, program emphasis at each grade level, setting up the
program, and types of learning disability teacher desired; II. the job
responsibility of the learning disability teacher in the school and
community; IIT. desirable courses for teacher training; IV. affective
domain and the school environment; and V. the concept of learning
disability effective testing devices, and acceptable case load for the
learning disability teacher. A rating scale of one to five was used,
with one indicating strong agreement through five which indicated strong
disagreement,

This report dealt only with part I-placement of a child into
the learning disability program, program emphasis at each grade level,
setting up the program, and types of learning disability teachers

desired, The findings were reported according to these sub-sections.



In the sub-section dealing with placement of the learning
disabled child inte the program, it appeared that the majority of the
total group surveyed strongly agreed that the principal, learning
disability teacher, director of special education, school psycholeogist,
parents, and regular classroom teacher should participate in placement
of the child into the program. Over half responded that the superinten-
dent should not participate in the decision; however a large number was
undecided. There were mixed opinions as to whether the nurse should
participate, and as to whether all children should be screened. The
majority responded that placement should be initiated by the regular
classroom teacher.

When questioned as to who should participate in the setting
up of the program, it appeared that the majority strongly agreed that
the principal, psycholcgist, director of special education, ard the
learning disability teacher should be involved. Over half seemed to
feel that the superintendent and regular teacher should participate;
however a substantial number was undecided.

Of the total group questioned concerning the total emphasis at
each school level, slightly over half felt that: junior high emphasis
should be on remediation with low emphasis on vocational instruction;
elementary emphasis should be on doing away with the underlying cause
of the disability, and bringing the child up to grade level; and senior
high emphasis should be on vocational information ;nd preparation with
low emphasis on remediation.

When asked which type of learning disability teacher was most

desirable if the system could support only one, a mixed response was



obtained. However when the desirability of each was questioned
separately, a small percentage felt that the self-contained and itinerant
teacher setup were desirable, and an overwhelming majority felt that the

resource teacher setup was desirable,



