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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The Learning Disability Survey utilized in this report was distributed
throughout the state of Kansas in order to obtain the opinions of variocus
people in the field of education about the area of learning disabilities.

The information gained from this survey will be utilized to modify and improve
fhe learning disability teacher education program at Kansaé State Universitj.
Since learning disabilities is a new area in education, it was felt
that input from the field of education-uas necessary in order to better pre-

pare teachers to meet the needs of the students and the communities. The
ideas from the people surveyed will be valuable in helping decide what areas
should be stressed in the formal training of special education students at
Kansas State University. Surveys were sent to all superintendents, directors
of special education, principals, and learning disability teachers in Kansas.
Students in the learning disability program at Kansas State University also
conpleted the questionnaire,

It was considered important to find out what professional, personal, and
material skills a teacher should have in order to do an effective job as a
learning disabilities teacher. The reactions of the people surveyed will
directly influence the educational program for learning disabilities at Kansas
State University.

The Learning Disability Survey was divided into five major parts. Part 1
was concerned with the staffing and organizing a learning disability program
and the type of teacher needed to head such a program. Part II involved ques-

tions about the job of a learning disability teacher in relation to school and
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the community, Part III included the training needed to prepare a teacher
for the learning disability program. Part IV was concerned with affective
behavior. It included the school personnel attitudes toward the learning
disability teacher and factors affecting school and classroom environmment.
Part V asked questions concerning testing procedures, case loads of a
learning disability teacher and definitions.

The scope of this report is limited to dealing with Part IV, The Affec~-

tive Domain,



Chapter II
PROCEDURES

The first meeting dealing with the survey took place in February. Plans
were made to start formulating the questions and form of the survey, Sub-
sequent meetings were scheduled to discuss various ideas among the investi-
gators, After several meetings, it was decided that the survey would be done
ﬁy mail. |

It was decided that five categories of people in the education field
would be included in the survey: superintendents, directors of special educa-
tion, principals, learning disability teachers, and college students in the
area of learning disabilities at Kansas State University. Open-ended questions
were designed to cover all facets of the field of learning disabilities.
Appendix A shows the first open-ended survey that was designed.

In March, revisions were made, and the open-ended survey was changed to a
questionnaire with a 1-5 rating scale for each question. The questions were
made more specific, and the questionnaire was made longer. It was felt that
more information could be gleaned from this revised survey. A copy of the
final survey is shown on Appendix B; the cover letter that was sent with the
survey is shown on Appendix C.

The surveys, cover letters, and postage-paid return envelopes were printed.
When they were ready, the coding process began., Since lists of superintendents,
directors of special education, principals, and special education teachers
being surveyed were available, a code number starting from 0001 was assigned
to each person for the purpose of knowing who returned the surveys. The code

number written on the top of the survey itself and also next to the individual's
3



name on the sheet, In April the cover letters, surveys, and postage-paid
return envelopes were mailed from Kansas State University. Surveys were

also distributed to those students at Kansas State University enrolled in
learning disability classes.

As the surveys began to come in, the code numbers on the sheets were
circled., In May, follow-up letters were sent to those people who had not
returned the surveys. A copy of the follow-up letter is presented on Appendix
D. The data on the returned surveys were then entered om key punch data
sheets., The code numbers on the surveys were then removed.

The data was transcribed to eighty—column IBM cards and run through the
computer. Each of the five major parts of the survey was assigned to a
separate investigator for analysis, conclusions and recormendations, It is
with Part IV of the Learning Disability Survey, The Affective Domain, that

this report is concerned.



Chapter III
FINDINGS

The computer was programmed to provide the mode, the mean, the standard
deviation, and the total number of responders to each question (See Table 1).
The chi square value was used, indicating a significant difference at the .05
level. The responders were categorized by position held in the education
field (psychologists, learning disability teachers, principals, superintendents,
directors of special education, and students)}, sex (male and female), amount
of training in terms of degrees held (Bachelors, Masters, Masters plus more
graduate credit hours, and Doctorate), and the number of years of teaching
experience (1-3, 4-6, 7-9, 10 and over). The comparisons of these subgroups
as well as the total group response are presented in Tables 2-24,

The Learning Disability Survey was given to people working in six educa-
tional positions. The following shows the percentage of responders from the
8ix positions: principals returned 707 surveys out of a possible 1652, yield-
ing a 437 response; superintendents returned 206 out of 328, 63%; psychologists,
119 out of 158, 75Z; learning disability teachers returned 226 out of 274, 82%;
directors of special education, 46 out of 52, 88%; and students, 56 out of 56,
100%.

Questions on the survey dealing with the affective domain were divided
into the following four major headings: building and classroom arrangement
and structure (questions 6, 15, 22); control of behavior (questions 3, 7, 9,
12, 13, 17); teacher's attitude toward the students (questions 1, 2, 4, 11,
14); and techniques of teaching learning disabled students (questions 5, 8, 10,

16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23).



Table

il s

Total Group Response to Each Item

Standard Number

Item Mode Mean Deviation Responding
1 2.00 1.74 .78 1344
2 2.00 2.34 1.11 1343
3 3.00 3.07 1.08 1345
4 2.00 2.03 .73 1346
5 2.00 1.81 .63 1350
6 2.00 2.38 .91 1332
7 2.00 2.40 .95 1334
8 4.00 3.69 .97 1348
9 2.00 2.40 95 1338
10 2.00 1.83 77 1347
11 2.00 1.88 .70 1349
12 2.00 2.49 1.02 1351
13 2.00 2.24 .82 1334
14 4.00 3.47 1.02 1337
15 2.00 2.00 .75 1346
16 2.00 1.70 58 1352
17 2.00 1.59 .60 1348
18 2.00 1.70 .70 1350
19 2.00 1.60 .61 1352
20 2.00 1.80 .72 1348
. 21 4.00 3.70 .82 1326
22 3.00 3.33 :93 1319
23 2.00 2.18 75 1338




BUILDING AND CLASSROOM ARRANGEMENT AND STRUCTURE

Of the total group surveyed on question 6, it was found that 56.2%7 tended
to agree or strongly agree that the school building should be designed for
openness and movement (See Table 2), A considerable amount, 32,2%, was un=-
decided. The mean response was 2,38 (See Table 1), There were no significant
discrepancies in the subgroups of training, sex, or experience. Psychologists
and students agreed more strongly with the question than the others in the
position subgroup.

A big majority of the tot#l response (80.5%), appeared to agree or
strongly agree to question 15 that a classroom should have several learring
centers for an effective arrangement (See Table 3). However, 157 was undecided.
The mean response was 2,00 (See Table 1), There was no significant discrepancy
in the training subgroup. Directors of special education tended to show the
strongest agreement with 95.6% feeling that learning centers were effective
arrangements, Even though the principals and superintendents agreed with the
question the least, their percentages were still over 75Z. The females tended
to agree more strongly with the question than the males, Those with less
teaching experience seemed to agree more strongly with this question,

Of the total group surveyed on question 22, 42.6% disagreed or strongly
disagreed that a structured arrangement of rows of desks in a classroom could
be effective (See Table 4). A large segment of the people questioned (36%)
was undecided., The mean response was 3.33 (See Table 1), There were no
significant discrepancies in the position or experience subgroups. More males
than females seemed to think that structured rows of desks could be effective

in the classroom. Those with a master's degree plus more graduate credit hours



Table

2

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

Item © 6.__A school building which is de-
signed for openness and move-
ment within is an effective
educational arrangement.
g 1 2 3 4 5 *k
Total Group 15.5 407 32.2 75 1.9 1332/30
Psychologist 25,6 36.8 2€.5 9.4 1.7 |17/ 2
L.D. Teacher 15.4 37.6 32.1 10.9 4.1 | 221/ 5
K Principals 14.4 44 .5 33.9 6.0 1.3 | 688/19
CED Superintendents 11.8 41.4 | 36,0 8.4 2.5 | 203/ 3
o | Directors 17.8 35,6 | 33.3 11.1 2.2 | is5/1

Students 28.6 39.3 | 25,0 7.1 0.0 | 56/ 0
t;‘;’\ Male 15,5 | 42.€ 33.2 6.8 1.9 1942/19
o | Female 16.7 39.5 32.1 9.7 2.1 |390/11

Bachelors V2o 39.4 30.3 8.3 4.5 [132/ 1
§ Masters 14.6 41.2 33.9 8.3 2.0 [817/30
;‘.‘ Masters Plus 18.3 4.2 | 29.1 R 1.2 |251/ 9

Doctorate 17.8 45.6 31.1 &ty 1.1 90/ 0

1-3 Years 24.0 39.7 | 27.3 6.€ 8 e 1
2| 4-6 Years 14.3 42.9 26.8 13.4 7112/ 1
S| 7-9 Years 22.4 | 40.0 | 28.2 8.2 2 | 85/ 2
©110 Plus Years 14.2 41.6 34.8 T.B 1.8 1913/26

* 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



Table 3

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Total and Each Subgroup

15. A classroom in which
1tan —1L " there are several learning
centers 1s an effective
classroom arrangement.
™ 1 2 3 4 5 %k
Total Group 22,5 | 58,0 A5, 2k 0.9 H346/16
Psychologist 29,1 58,1 10,3 2.6 0.0 117/ 2
L.D. Teacher 29.8 55,6 11.6 1.8 1.3 [225/1
*
§ Principals 18.6 60,8 122 2,6 0,9 [699/ 8
O| Superintendents 18.3 58.9 19.3 245 1.0 1202/ 4
o
Directors 40,0 _55,.€ A 0.0 0.0 457 3
Students 37.5 L6 4 8.9 5.4 1:8 56/ 0
5| Male 20.4 59.7 | 16.7 | 2.4 | 0.7 |950/11
o
2| Female 28.5 56.3 11.4 B 1od 39%/ 5
Bachelors 27.1 56.4 13.5 T 1.5 133/ 0
£ | Masters 20.4 | 60.1 | 15.9 | 3.0 | 0.6 |&9/8
wn
o | Masters Plus 24.9 £7.7 14,6 1.6 1,2 253/ 7
Doctorate 24 o4, 60.0 14.4 0.0 1.1 90/ O
1-3 Years 32.2 58.7 A 1.7 0.0 121/ 1
x
8 4-6 Years 28.3 | 56.€ 15.0 0,0 0,0 [113/ 0
Q1] 7-9 Years 27.9 54 ¢ 2.4 243 1.2 86/ 1
o
10 Plus Years 19.5 | 59.8 17.0 2.7 1.0 | 926/13

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

did not respond

x2 = chi square

value

** Number of people responding to this question over number of people who
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Table 4

Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by
Total and Each Subgroup
22, A classroom which utilizes
Item 22 a structured arrangement
of desks in rows is an
effective classroom

arrangement.

e 1 2 3 4 5 *k
Total Group 2.0 16,2 36,0 33.3 9.3 N319/4
Psychologist 2,5 19,5 31.4 33,9 12,7 {118/ 1
L.D. Teacher T 13.9 | 31.0 38.0 13.0 [216/1C

| Principals 1.9 16.8 39.3 337 8.3 |685/22

%: Superintendents 0.5 20.7 39.9 31.8 7.1 |198/ &

© | Directors 0.0 11.4 43.2 3€.4 9.1 L/ 2
StudEHtS 1.8 10-7 33aq 3’7.5 16.1 56/ O

-

8 | Male 2.0 | 19.0 | 38.0 | 32.8 8.2 |931/30

< | Female 2.1 11.3 | 35.3 38.1 13.1 | 388/13
Bachelors 4.6 17.6 28.2 4045 9.2 [131/ 2

& | Masters 1.6 | 19.1 | 37.6 | 32.9 8.9 |812/25

8. Masters Plus 1.2 11.7 41.3 362 10,5 [ 287/13

© | boctorate 5.7 | 1.4 | 36.4 | 37.5 9.1 | 88/ 2
1-3 Years 2.3 19.8 | 32.2 37.2 7.4 121/ 1

o | 4-6 Years 3.6 | 13.4 | 40.2 | 33.0 9.8 | 112/ 1

o~

o | 7-9 Years 47 16.5 47.1 27.1 L7 85/ 2
10 Plus Years 1.6 17.1 57.0 34.9 9.4 | 900/39

* 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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least agreed that rows of desks were effective and this division seemed to

be the most undecided of the subgroup.

CONTROL OF BEHAVIOR

There seemed to be a mixed reaction from the total group surveyed on
question 3 as to whether or not a learning disability teacher should use
early dismissals from school for controlling behavior. Only 31.1% agreed or
strongly agreed to the question, and 31% was undecided (See Table 5). The
mean response was 3,07 (See Table 1), There was no significant discrepancy in
the training subgroup. The principals and superintendents seemed to differ from
the rest of the subgroup in that they did not advocate early dismissals from
school as much as the others. More females than males tended to accept this
way of controlling behavior.- Those surveyed with the least amount of experience
appeared to be In favor of this means of controlling behavior much more so than
those with more experience.

It was found in question 7 that 59.5% of the total number of people survey-
ed seemed to feel that the learning disability teacher should exercise firm
discipline at all times, and 24.2% were undecided (See Table 6). The mean
response was 2.40 (See Table 1). There were no significant discrepancies within
the sex and training subgroups, The learning disability teachers and principals
seemed to believe more in firm discipline than did the others in the position
subgroup. Those surveyed with 1-3 years of experience disagreed the most with
this question,

Of the total group surveyed on question 9, 61.5% agreed or strongly agreed
to use extra priveleges for controlling behavior (See Table 7). However, 23,3%

was undecided. The mean response was 2.40 (See Table 1). There were no



Table 5

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

12

Item 3 3.___The L.D. teacher should be
allowed to use early dis-
missals from school for con-
trolling behavior.

e 2 3 4 5 Fk
Total Group T4 24.0 31.0 28.1 B85 h345/17
Psychologist 1444 44,1 19,5 17,8 4.2 1118/ 1
L.D. Teacher 12.4 26.2 28.4 23.6 9.3 (225/ %

% | Principals 5.6 22,3 | 32.9 30.5 8.6 |695/12

§ Superintendents D 14T 36.8 37.3 1.8 |204/ 2

S | pirectors 6.7 51.1 | 20.0 20.0 2.2 | 45/ 1

. Students 1245 19,6 39.3 19.6 8.9 56/ 0

§ Male 6.1 22.0 3241 31.2 8.5 |949/12

2- Female 9.8 29.8 | 29.5 22,0 8.8 |39/ 5
Bachelors 10.6 20.5 35.8 2.3 6.1 132/ 1

:ﬁ Masters 6.2 25,0 | 30.4 29.7 8.7 |828/ 9

o | Masters Plus 9.9 24,9 | 33.2 25.3 6.7 |253/ 7
Doctorate Lud 27.8 25.6 27.8 Vi 90/ O

% | 1-3 Years 17.2 36.9 | 22.1 19.7 4.1 |122/ 0

§ 4-6 Years 15.9 26.5 | 31.9 19.5 6.2 [113/ 0

o | 7-9 Years 11,8 27.4 2244 30.€ 8.2 g5/ 2
10 Plus Years 4.2 225 33.2 30.8 9.2 | 924/15

* 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



Percentage of Responses for 1-5 by

Table

6

Total and Each Subgroup

13

Item 7
- 7. In regard to his/her students,
the L.D., teacher should exercise
firm discipline at all times.
g 1 2 3 4 5 *k
Total Group 15.1 bliad 242 12.6 1.6 1334/28
Psychologist 7.8 5547 19.0 22.4 5.2 |116/ 3
L.D. Teacher 24.9 43.0 19.5 10.9 1.8 |[221/ 5
&| Principals 13.9 | 47.5 | 26.6 | 11 | 0.9 |691/16
8| Superintendents 15.8 | 41,9 | 305 | 10.8 | 1.0 [203/ 3
©| Directors 13.3 L, 20.0 2% 3 0.0 | 45/ 1.
Students 143 39.3 17.9 21.4 7.1 56/ O
| Male 14.7 | 45.1 | 266 | 123 | 1.3 | 944/17
3| Female 17.2 45.9 20.3 1.1 2.6 |390/11
Bachelors 24.2 39.4 21.2 15.2 0.0 [132/1
o Masters 14.5 47.1 244 11.9 2.1 | 821/1¢
S| Masters Plus 15.3 | 45.0 | 25.7 | 13.7 | 0.4 [249/11
©| poctorate 13.3 | 42.2 | 3221 114 1.1 | 90/ d
« | 1-3 Years 20.8 38.3 16.7 22.5 1.7 | 120/ 2
= 4-6 Years 19.6 | 39.3 | 25.9 | 1.3 | 0.9 [112/ 1
3| 7-9 Years 12,9 | 4.7 | 29.4 | 9.4 | 3.5 | 85/2
10 Plus Years 14.8 47.3 25.2 11.6 1.1 [ 916/23

* 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

= chl square value



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

Table

—

14

Item __9..._.._ 9. The L.D. teacher should be
allowed to use extra privileges
for controlling behavior.

g 1 2 3 4 5 *k
Total Group 14-0 47-5 23.3 10-9 2.5 ‘338/2{;1
Psychologist 23.7 61.9 L0 2.5 0.8 118/ 1

[ L.D. Teacher 29,3 45.5 | V44 9.9 0.9 222/ 4

o | Principals 9.2 48.1 26.7 12.6 3.3 |692/15

S | Superintendents 6.9 | 42.9 | 32.0 14.8 | 3.4 |203/3
Directors 1.3 68.9 133 6u 7 0.0 45/ 1
Students 23.2 37.5 30.4 7.1 1.8 56/ 0

Lk
8 | Male 10.7 | 48.0 | 25.7 12.3 | 3.3 |u3/18
= | penne 22,5 | 49.1 | 19.2 8.4 | 0.8 [395/ ¢
- | Bachelors 23.3 41.9 20,2 14.0 0.8 129/ 4

2 | Masters 128 48.6 | 24.8 11.2 2.7 | 83/14

E Masters Plus 14.2 50.8 28,4 9.8 2.8 |[254/ 6
DOCtDratE 12.2 5303 1809 1101 4—-‘{0— 90/ 0

B 1-3 Years 28-3 47-5 15.0 9.2 0.0 120/ 2

8 [ 4-6 Years 27.0 38.7 19.8 12.6 1.8 111/ 2

21729 vears 15.1 | 47.7 | 23.3 12.8 | 1.2 | 86/ 1
10 Plus Years 10.3 49.1 25.7 11.7 3.2 | 920/19

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

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

d

X

id not respond

2

= chil square value
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significant discrepancies within the training or position subgroups. More
females than males tended to agree that extra privileges should be used for
controlling behavior. Those with the least amount of experience seemed to
agree more to this question than those with more experience.

On question 12 dealing with the use of material rewards for controlling
behavior, 56.97 of the total group response tended to agree or strongly agree
with this system while 25.8Z was undecided (See Table 8). The mean response
was 2.49 (See Table 1). There was no significant discrepancy among the posi-
tions. More females than males seemed to advocate the use of material rewards
for controlling behavior. The people with bachelor's degrees appeared to
agree most to this question; the higher the degree, the less agreement. It
seemed that the more teaching experience a person had the less he agreed with
this question,

It was found in question 13 that 70.2% of the total number of people
surveyed would tend to accept "noise" in the classroom while 19.2% was undecided
(See Table 9). The mean response was 2.24 (See Table 1). There was no signif-
icant discrepancy in the training subgroup. The directors of special education
tended to agree the most to this question. More males than females seemed to
be able to accept "noise" in the classroom. Those with 7-10 years of experience
appeared to accept more ""noise" than the others in this subgroup.

In question 17, an overwhelming 95% of the total response appeared to
believe that a learning disability teacher should use positive verbal rein-
forcement for controlling behavior (See Table 10). The mean response w;s
1.59 (See Table 1). There was no significant discrepancy among positions.

More females than males seemed to believe in positive verbal reinforcement,

Those surveyed with doctorate degrees tended to agree the most to this



Table

el

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

16

12, The L.D. teacher should be

Item 12 allowed to use material
rewards such as inexpen-
sive prizes for controlling
behavior.

1 2 3 4 5 *%k

Total Group 14.2 42,7 25.8 12.2 4.3 N351/11
Psychologist 2L.8 59.8 12.0 3.4 0.0 | 117/ 2
L.D. Teacher 31.4 47:3 14.2 4.9 2.2 [226/ 0
o | Principals 8.7 £0.1 32.0 14,1 5.0 |700/ 7
<) Superintendents 3.4 33.7 3247 22 o, 7.8 {205/ 1
Directors 22.2 L.l 6.7 6.7 0.0 45/ 1
Students 26.8 42,9 | 19.6 5.4 5.4 | 56/ O
8 | Male 10.3 40.8 | 28.4 15.2 5.3 | 954/ 7
2| Fewsla 23.9 48.6 | 20.2 5.3 | 2.0 |397/ 4
« | Bachelors 27,1 Lo | 1645 8.3 3.8 [133/ 0
S | Masters 18,7 3.6 | 27.2 12.6 | 3.8 |832/5
2- Masters Plus 12.2 2.3 | 216 13.8 4.3 |254/ 6
Doctorate 13.3 37.8 26.7 144 7.8 90/ O
« | 1-3 Years 3.1 50.8 13.1 4.1 0.8 |122/¢C
§ 4-6 Years 25.7 46.9 | 19.5 5.3 2.7 |13/ 0
g 7-9 Years 1643 42 25.€ 14.0 0.0 g6/ 1
10 Plus Years 10.1 40.8 | 29.3 14.5 5.3 {929/10

did not respond
2

x~ = chi 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



