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The purpose of the study, which was conducted in 33 school

districts in six Eastern Oregon counties, was threefold:

1. To assess the perceived needs of administrators, counselors

and/or specialists and special teachers of the handicapped

and disadvantaged, to determine special education needs in

small rural school districts;

2. To develop a questionnaire which could serve as a model for

other small rural school districts to assess the perceived

needs concerning special education;

3. To determine if differences existed among administrators,

counselors and/or specialists and special teachers of the

handicapped and disadvantaged relative to their

understanding of special educational needs.

This study was to determine if differences did exist in the

understanding of specific needs in special education among

administrators, counselors and/or educational specialists and special

teachers.



The instrument, a 48 item questionnaire, developed by this

investigator and validated by a panel of experts utilizing a five

point Likert format, was completed and returned by 151 respondents

which was 83% return of the total selected sample of 180.

The statistical application of the data was a (2 x3 x 2) fixed

design of the analysis of variance with unequal cell sizes. This

three-way arrangement included the two levels of school size, three

levels of occupational types, and two levels of county blocks. The

data was applied to each of the seven levels to determine the

computed F value at a .05 level of confidence.

Within the limitations of the study, the following major

conclusions were drawn:

1. Only one of the seven hypotheses was rejected. Hypothesis

#2 established evidence that there was a significant

difference among administrators, specialists, and teachers

in their perceptions of the needs in special education.

Further analysis revealed that administrators had not

perceived the needs as being as great as the specialists and

the teachers.

2. Special teachers ranked high those items that related to

services provided on an individual basis to special students

and their families.

3. Counselors and/or educational specialists ranked high those

items that related to supportive services.

4. Administrators felt that the items relating to teacher

expertise were most important.
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PERCEIVED NEEDS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AS IDENTIFIED BY
SCHOOL PERSONNEL IN SMALL RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

IN SIX EASTERN OREGON COUNTIES

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

One of the major problems of public education has been the

challenge of providing quality and equal educational opportunities

for all youth. Small rural schools, unlike the large self-sufficient

school districts, have been struggling with this existing problem.

This seemingly insignificant problem took on tremendous dimensions

when it was reported by Stulz (1972) that two-thirds of all schools

in the United States were located in rural areas, and that the

majority of unserved and underserved children were located in rural

America.

The need for special educational programs was emphasized by the

National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children, which ranked it

as a top current and crucial issue for the year 1968 (Copple, 1969).

Also, the need for special educational programs was confirmed by the

Northwest Regional Laboratory, through an extensive research study.

It revealed that youth living in the rural areas were not receiving

the education required for their full participation in society

(Stutz, 1972).

Awareness of this special need caused new laws to emerge. In

1975, national legislation was passed by Congress that guaranteed the

educational rights of every child--handicapped and disadvantaged.

This law, Education for all Handicapped Children Act of
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1975, better known as Public Law 94-142, provided the power to

guarantee equal educational opportunities for all youth in public

schools (Federal Register, 1977).

The new law created a new need for all school districts. It

required that school districts provide additional material resources

and personnel to serve youth not receiving adequate educational

training. Large school districts were able to implement the required

programs, but small rural schools found themselves in a different

situation. They did not have the financial resources for material

resources and trained personnel (Helge, 1981).

State departments assisted rural school districts in the

development of special education programs. Three superintendents of

small schools in the Eastern Oregon area--William F. Williams,

Joseph; Jerry Jones, Milton-Freewater; and Robert A. Batty, Canyon

City--reported that extra services were being provided for these

special children. However, Helge (1981) reported that all major

aspects of Public Law 94-142 were problematic for rural education

agencies.

Although schools reported that special programs and services

were being provided, it was found that many of the programs had been

identified as unsuccessful (Roueche, 1973). He suggested that the

haphazard process of program development was a major contributing

factor to an intra-institutional and national controversy surrounding

the efficacy of such programs. He also suggested that the needs of

students should be the focal point for determining school district

needs.
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Roueche wrote:

It was crucial to build school programs on good
educational assumptions after determining the nature and
needs of the students the program was designed to serve.
This was where evaluation was most desperately needed
(Roueche, 1972).

A research study was conducted on the opinions and perceptions

of need for special programs and services in small rural districts.

It was found that all levels of school personnel disagreed as to the

perceived needs. It was concluded that until administrators, school

specialists and special teachers could reach agreement or consensus,

the problems were not likely to be resolved (Veal, 1974).

It seemed plausible that administrators who were responsible for

presenting the programs to a governing board for funding would want

to represent the unified thinking of the districts. Also, it seemed

plausible that special education teachers and school specialists

should be unified in their thinking as to special education needs.

If differences in the understanding of the needs did exist among

school personnel, it would be important to recognize those

differences. With understanding and consensus, school districts

could provide more relevant programs for students.

Background and Significance

Rural America represents a large segment of our nation's

population. More than one of every four Americans--26.5 percent or

54 million--lived in rural areas. Moreover, 15 million children or

32 percent of all children were enrolled in non-metropolitan areas

according to the U. S. Census Bureau, 1976. This total population,
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although declining, still exceeds the combined population of the

country's 100 largest cities (Stutz, 1972).

Charles Kuralt, former anchorman of CBS Morning News, described

rural America as one of our most beautiful assets. It represented

. . what America has been and what America hopes to be: free and

independent" (Halberstam, 1982).

Kuralt wrote:

The people
they live .

and
themselves

. . . who match the beautiful setting of where
. . are very ordinary and usually unfashionable
who were incapable of being anything but
honest, loveable people (Halberstam, 1982).

A contrasting view of rural America was given by two educators

who described the rural scene as having many serious problems.

Hughes and Spence wrote:

The rural community, for the most part, is characterized by
a declining population and an eroding of local taxable
wealth. Poverty and all of its related problems abound in
rural America. In many areas, the standard of living is
quite low; jobs are scarce and continue to decline in
number and variety (Hughes and Spence, 1971).

A recent study revealed that many urban social problems have

been traced to rural America. Large numbers of rural youth unable to

find work in the rural areas migrated to urban areas for employment

reasons. They could not compete, because they were lacking in skills

and sufficient education. Unfortunately, they became trapped in the

city ghettos and became part of tragic social problems found in the

cities (Eaddy, 1970).

Further analysis of this special problem disclosed that large

numbers of unserved and underserved youth residing in rural areas
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were the handicapped and disadvantaged youth. A recent research

study supporting this fact also revealed that up to 1.5 million

children living in the rural areas had some handicapping condition

(Schrag, 1979).

The "child find" surveys.required by Public Law 94-142 provided

additional information on the incident rates and the occurrences of

handicapped children within rural and urban areas. It was found that

there was no noticeable disparity in the numbers of identified

handicapped children between urban and rural states. Each group

showed approximately 8.12 percent--the national average--of 5 to 18

year old children enrolled in special education (Schrag, 1979).

Another recent study reported that at least 5.3 percent of all

rural school children were not enrolled in any type of school. This

was twice the non-enrollment rate found in urban areas. The major

reason for their non-enrollment was that they could not benefit from

the school program (Sher, 1978).

Consequently, this study focused on these special students, and

was designed to assist small rural schools in identifying perceived

needs in special education for the purpose of meeting the needs of

these special students and teachers who were involved.

This study, then, was an assessment of the perceived needs by

administrators, counselors and/or specialists and special teachers of

handicapped and disadvantaged students, for the purpose of

determining in a methodical process the special educational needs of

small rural school districts.
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Statement of the Problem

This study dealt with three problem areas which were inherent in

many small rural school districts. These areas were:

1. The lack of research data describing the educational needs

of rural school districts for the handicapped and

disadvantaged students.

2. The lack of research instruments available to assess the

special education needs in small rural school districts.

3. The lack of consistency among the perceived needs of special

education among school personnel serving in small rural

schools.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was three-fold:

1. To assess the perceived needs of administrators, counselors

and/or specialists and special teachers of the handicapped

and disadvantaged, to determine special education needs in

small rural school districts.

2. To develop a questionnaire which could serve as a model for

other small rural school districts to assess the perceived

needs concerning special education.

3. To determine if differences existed among administrators,

counselors and/or specialists and special teachers of the

handicapped and disadvantaged relative to their

understanding of special education.
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Importance of the Study

School districts in the State of Oregon have been struggling

with the requirements for new special education programs as defined

by the new law (Public Law 94-142). Most of the small rural school

districts have relied on the education service districts to provide

special education programs and services, since viable alternatives

were not available to them. Therefore, this study was designed to

assist small rural school districts to identify special education

needs and to provide research data on which to develop new programs

and services and/or supplement existing special education programs.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of this study were as follows:

1. The size of the school district did not significantly affect

the responses to the questionnaire by school personnel.

2. The different school positions among school personnel did

not significantly affect the responses to the questionnaire.

3. The responses to the questionnaire by school personnel in

the two blocks did not significantly differ.

4. The different occupational positions of school personnel in

the two sizes of school districts from each county block did

not show significant interaction effect to the responses on

the questionnaire.

5. The different school district sizes from the two county

blocks did not show significant interaction effect to the

responses on the questionnaire.
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6. The different occupational positions of school personnel

from the two county blocks did not show significant

interaction effect to the responses on the questionnaire.

7. The school district size and the occupational positions of

school personnel from the two county blocks did not show

significant interaction effect to the responses on the

questionnaire.

Definition of Terms

\
The following terms were defined for greater understanding in

the reading of this research:

Administrators referred to those people responsible for the

administration of the instructional program. This definition

included superintendents and principals in public, rural school

districts.

Analysis Variance (ANOVA) was the analysis of the total

variability of a set of data (measured by their total sum of squares)

broken into components which can be attributed to different sources

of variation. A table which lists the various sources of variation

together with the degrees of freedom, sum of squares, mean squares

and values of F, was used in the process of analysis.

Career Education referred to the total effort of public

education and the community aimed at helping all individuals to

become familiar with the values of a work-oriented society, to

integrate those values in their lives in such a way that work becomes

possible, meaningful and satisfying to each individual.
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Cultural Pluralism was the sum of characteristics of the various

cultural and counter-cultural movements in a diverse society.

Curriculurz was defined as all those experiences, planned or

unplanned, in or out of the school, which come under the supervision

of the teachers.

Developmental Education, referred to courses and other

educational experiences which were intended to assist students in

developing skills and attitudes which would facilitate successfully,

the completion of a selected program of study.

Disadvantaned Students were those whose backgrounds were

socially or culturally deprived to such a degree that without

supplemental services, they could not profit in the regular school

programs.

Handicapped Students referred to those whose educational needs

were different from the majority of students. This group required

special teaching competence and special school services. Oregon

school law lists handicapped students under the following categories:

blind, partially sighted, deaf, hard of hearing, speech impaired,

crippled or chronically ill, with extreme learning problems,

emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded and/or being unwed and

pregnant.

Human Resources were the total public and private development

and production of individuals for the economy as a result of human

investment.
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Occupational Preparation referred to high school training where

students acquire occupational skills and knowledge for entry level

employment and/or advanced occupational training.

Specialist referred to in this study was one who worked both

directly and indirectly with special students as a counselor or an

educational service district specialist.

Special Education Needs referred to school programs and services

that were necessary prerequisites for acquiring the skills, knowledge

and attitudes for a successful completion of a selected program of

study.

Special Students referred to either handicapped and/or

disadvantaged students.

Special Teachers referred to classroom teachers that were

involved in teaching handicapped and disadvantaged students.

Unserved Students referred to those students who were not

attending school and/or not receiving educational benefits.

Underserved Students referred to those students attending

school, but not receiving appropriate educational services.

Vocational Education was part of the total education program

which dealt specifically with the acquisition of skills,

understanding, attitudes and abilities necessary for entry into post-

secondary occupational education and training programs, or entry and

successful progress in an occupation or occupational cluster.

Work Experience was a name given to a variety of programs which

was based on a coordinated program of training composed of working on

the job and study in school. In this study, work experience will
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be used synonymously with the terms job experience, work study and

job study.

Limitations of the Study

1. This study was limited to the extent that generalization of

the results was possible and applicable to other rural

school districts in Oregon.

2. The study was limited as to the ability of administrators,

educational specialists and special teachers to identify the

needed programs and services for special children.

3. The study was limited in that it focused only on the

unserved and underserved special children between the ages

of 6 and 18 years.

4. The study was limited to 33 school districts from six

Eastern Oregon counties.

Basic Assumptions

It was assumed that the questionnaire developed for this

investigation was valid for identifying the needs of special

education by administrators, educational specialists and special

education teachers.

This instrument was carefully developed with the assistance of

school personnel. It was then validated by a jury of experts,

including two college professors, two Oregon Board of Education

specialists, two school administrators and two special education

teachers (Appendix D).
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It was assumed that the respondents to the questionnaires would

assess each need statement honestly and intellectually, so that the

study represented the true needs of their respective school

districts.

It was believed that school personnel who daily faced the

problems imposed upon the districts would be those most qualified in

identifying the needs of their districts. Also, it was important

that school personnel needed to be more informed on each other's

perception of the needs, so that consensus and agreement could be

achieved.

The final basic assumption was that the six counties surveyed in

Eastern Oregon, were representative of other rural counties in Oregon

so that generalizations of the result of the present study may be

applicable to other rural counties in Oregon.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

During the 1970's, special education caused many changes in

rural education (Schrag, 1979). The related literature dealt with

some of those changes and unique challenges, which were presented

under the following major headings:

1. impaction of federal law on small, rural school districts

2. identification of special children

3. development of appropriate service delivery models for

special children

4. development of an adequate funding base for delivery of

special education services

5. ability to train, recruit and retain quality special

education personnel

6. development of efficient communication and support systems

for rural special educators

7. identification of major needs and problems in implementing

state, federal, and court mandates

Considerable time was spent doing a literature search, reviewing

available materials and talking with various people about their

experiences in rural areas. It was found that not much had been

written about the problems in rural education in general, and less

was available in special education in rural areas. However, some

information was found in journal articles, federal project reports

and summary data on states with the highest concentration of
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population in rural areas, but there was no systematic data gathering

on rural school districts. Consequently, this section was a result

of splicing together bits and pieces about special education in rural

areas and assuming that what was referred to as "rural" was

consistent.

Impaction of Federal and State Laws

Federal law P. L. 94-142 which as passed in 1975, required that

all handicapped children of school age be provided a "free and

appropriate" public education. All school districts were given a

dead-line date of September 1978, to accomplish the requirement of

the law (Federal Register, 1977).

Later, in December 1983, Congress passed new legislation, Public

Law 98-198, which became the most recent update of the old law. Its

purpose, like the old law, was to assure free and appropriate public

education to all handicapped children. In addition, this law

expanded the definition of the word handicapped to include

"behaviorally disordered" children (Education for the Handicapped Law

Report, 1984).

More recently, despite similar state statues, the advent of this

federal mandate required enforcement. As school districts struggled

with these new demands, it became apparent that a research study that

would assist in planned development and provide direction for special

education in rural areas was necessary (Veal, 1974).

Rural school districts discovered many needs as they prepared to

deliver related services and programs to handicapped and

disadvantaged children. Some of those needs were as follows: to
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train regular classroom teachers and special educators in providing

individualized education programs; to develop child-find programs; to

find the money to support special educational services and programs;

to provide the least restrictive learning environment in assuring

every chance for success; to provide extra personnel to work with

parents and to assist teachers in implementing individualized

education programs; and, to provide types of vocational training

adaptable to individualized capabilities (Schrag, 1979).

It was noted that special education for the special children in

rural areas was a complex and multi-faceted problem. It had no easy

solution. Until recently, problems of education in urban areas had

dominated the literature. Recent federal and state laws, as well as

court decisions, relative to the education of handicapped children,

have given unprecedented attention to special education.

With continued emphasis on special education at the federal

level, the Oregon State Legislature passed two historical pieces of

legislation relating to special education. The first was the funding

of six regional education centers within the state to assist small

school districts in providing special programs and services for

handicapped children (Durbin, 1983). The second was the funding of

the "Early Intervention Services," through the Oregon Mental Health

Division. This legislation provided pre-school children with early

intervention services of treatment and preparation. Some of the

children were deficient in sensory motor communication, self-help and

socialization areas (ORS 343.353, 1985).
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Children Identified

Who were these special children identified in this research?

According to the Census Bureau, all geographic areas having less than

2,500 population were defined as rural. In 1975, there were more

than 15 million children enrolled in non-metropolitan schools--13.6

million white children and 1.8 million black and other minority

children. Thirty-two percent of all children enrolled in 11,800

public schools in the United States were enrolled in non-metropolitan

areas. It was estimated that 1.5 million children living in non-

metropolitan areas suffered from handicapping conditions (U.S. Census

Bureau, 1976).

Rural school districts were the fastest growing school districts

in the nation, but paradoxically, they were experiencing the most

rapidly growing drop-out rate. A recent research report indicated

that at least 5.3 percent of all rural school children were not

enrolled in any school. This was nearly twice the non-enrollment

rate found in urban areas. Handicapping conditions were the major

reason given for children being out of school. There was no special

education available and/or parents lacked the information concerning

such services (Sher, 1978).

In order to help this type of children, the unserved and

underserved, school districts were given the job to identify them.

In 1974, the State of Oregon passed legislation (H. B. 2444) which

required all school districts to survey and identify unserved and

underserved handicapped and disadvantaged children (Veal, 1974).

Complementing this law was federal law (P. L. 94-142) which was more
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thorough and complicated. It also required that a survey be taken by

school districts to identify all handicapped children, even those who

had been placed in hospitals, institutions, or correctional

facilities (Schrag, 1978).

Child-find surveys were hindered by limited communication in

rural areas. Radio and television spots were not applicable in

remote areas like the rural villages in Alaska, the isolated Indian

reservations in Arizona, or small lumbering communities in Eastern

Oregon. Consequently, new strategies were designed which involved a

process of house-to-house canvassing, visits by home extension

agents, child-find coupons in church bulletins. It was the personal

contact which proved to be the most effective strategy (Veal, 1974).

A disproportionate number of children were identified with

handicapping conditions in rural areas. Research indicated that

geographic areas with poor prenatal care, reduced health care and

lower socio-economic levels, had greater prevalence of certain

handicapping conditions such as mental retardation and learning

disabilities (Schrag, 1979).

As a result, there was selective migration of families with

similarly handicapped children to school districts or communities

where special education was provided. Those parents were able to

find support from other parents with similar problems. This resulted

in larger numbers of handicapped children to be served in selected

rural areas. Also, placement by health and welfare agencies of

handicapped children in foster homes and group intermediate care

facilities, affected the numbers of handicapped children to be served

in particular rural areas. It was found that a larger number of
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severely handicapped children was found in rural school districts

located near state institutions, because of deinstitutionalization

efforts. Here parents felt more secure with back-up training from

the institution (Schrag, 1979).

Contrary to the findings of Schrag (1979), was a report to the

Congress on implementation of Public Law 94-142 which stated that

there was not a disproportionate number of handicapped identified in

rural states as compared to urban states. It was reported by 17 of

the most rural states, that the percentage of children in special

education varied from 6.12 percent to a high of 11.46 percent. This

was compared to the 15 least rural states which had 6.29 percent and

a high of 11.68 percent enrolled in special education programs. The

national average was reported at 8.12 percent (U.S. Office of

Education, 1979).

Delivery Service Models

The major challenge facing rural administrators was how to

deliver special education and related services effectively to small

numbers of handicapped children. Stutz (1972) found that children

were not only scattered geographically, but they had heterogeneous

handicapping conditions, which meant serving small numbers of

children who had several kinds of handicaps. Consequently, small

rural school districts had turned to educational service districts

for a more efficient delivery of services and programs.

Regionalization was considered to be an answer to this problem,

because it provided a range of related services with fewer teachers

and administrative personnel. However, the use of educational
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service districts, school cooperatives, multi-districts units, or

other types of regional programs, which supposedly were more cost

effective, often resulted in squabbling over the locus of decision-

making control of the administrative unit. Also, the loss of

community pride resulted because the community felt no ownership in

the programs. Transportation costs were also higher for those

districts sending special children to special programs (Stutz, 1972).

Another study showed that savings in instructional costs from

serving larger numbers of students was negated by the greater costs

of transportation, which included more bus drivers, more fuel and

faster bus depreciation (Schrag, 1978).

Also, these special students often had to ride the bus an hour

or longer each day, which made regional programs questionable for

more seriously handicapped students (Schrag, 1978).

Isenberg's (1971) research study disclosed that the new rural

education agencies had not moved in the direction of providing the

kind of leadership and service that would encourage and support

increased productivity and greater initiative at the local district

level.

It was reported by Nachtigal (1980) that to improve the delivery

system for special services, the responsibility must be placed on

those working in rural education; and equally important, on those who

lived in rural communities. He said that a lesson which he had

learned from earlier efforts was "planning done for others without

their involvement does not lead to successful implementation."

Historically, "mainstreaming" was the rule rather than the

exception for the mildly handicapped in rural areas. It was usually
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easier to implement a program that focused on the educational needs

of each handicapped child. The regular classroom was a successful

arrangement when classroom space was limited, if used with a

consulting teacher and special education resource teachers (McKenzie,

1980).

Service delivery options within rural school districts were more

limited for severely handicapped and profoundly retarded children.

The reason was that it was difficult to justify the employment of a

teacher for one or two severely handicapped children. Also, newly-

trained special education teachers usually did not have adequate

skills for teaching a wide variety of handicapped children across

several age levels (Schrag, 1978).

Another delivery alternative was services to preschool children

with handicaps. Colemen (1967) found that none of the school

characteristic variables were as strongly related to school

achievement as home background conditions. It was generally agreed

that family life and what a parent and child did together at home was

an important factor in school achievement. Stutz (1972) wrote that

the rural setting should not deny rural children from benefitting

from successful programs designed to give special children a

supportive home environment in which they could develop fitness in

physical, emotional and mental growth. Rural parents, too, needed

help in applying training techniques and becoming familiar with the

appropriate materials to use with their children.

Another trend in delivery services for improving rural education

of the handicapped and disadvantaged children, was the use of

paraprofessionals. These were usually other students and/or adults
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working under the direction of a trained teacher or specialist.

Shakaway (1980) reported that some of the benefits of using

paraprofessionals in the homes of handicapped children brought about

a smoother transition into the school setting. Paraprofessionals

taught parents to apply training techniques and use appropriate

resource materials. Also, in the classroom the paraprofessionals

assisted the teacher with activities and assignments relative to the

individual education program of the child.

Regardless of the described activities, support services were

generally lacking. Schrag (1978) reported that there was great need

for physical therapists, occupational therapists, and counselors.

Hoyt (1970) reported that counseling services in rural schools were

often meager or nonexistent. Legant (1979) wrote that diagnostic

services for children experiencing learning problems and the

prescription for appropriate remedial action, were lacking in most

rural areas of our country.

As we have developed the uses of our technology, unique

educational delivery systems could emerge. Today, teacher

communication and assistance could be transmitted via television and

resource hot-lines. Various applications of computer technology and

television could provide additional resources and alternative models

of service delivery for rural special educators and children

(Martino, 1979).

Financial Implications

The two major school finance problems in rural areas were the

uneven geographic distribution of property and income wealth. The
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second was the sparsity of population that leads to higher

educational expenditures (Schrag, 1979).

As measured by property wealth, the poorest school districts

were rural. A special study of thirteen states in all regions of the

country done by Syracuse University Research Corporation, indicated

that rural areas had the lowest amount of per pupil expenditure

proportionate to their state and local revenues (Berke, 1974).

Rural school district patrons also tended to be the poorest in

income. The analysis of the U.S. Census data concerning the

percentage of household earnings under $3,000, in all states except

New York, showed that the poorest families lived in rural areas.

With the exception of New York, New Jersey, and Massachusetts, the

lowest concentration of families earning over $10,000 was in rural

areas. Fewer wealthy people and greater numbers of poor people

resulted in a limited ability to pay school and other taxes (Berke,

1974).

Perhaps the most significant variable affecting the costs of

providing special education in rural areas was the effect of sparsity

on the cost per pupil. Higher costs were incurred in transporting

handicapped pupils in sparsely populated areas to and from school.

The low incidence of certain handicapping conditions and the need to

provide unique related services, often required children to be bussed

to other school districts, regional centers or community service

agencies (Wilken and Porter, 1976).

The second additional cost element due to sparsity was the small

school effect. Higher costs per pupil of instructional salaries and

administrative costs, energy costs, and maintenance were evident due
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to the low incidence of handicapped children to be served. It was

costly to provide a special education program in a school district

with one deaf child, two blind children and perhaps three physically

or mentally handicapped children. Consequently, the special services

required had to be purchased from private providers on a part-time

contractual basis at a greater cost (Wilken and Porter, 1976).

The advent of recent state and federal laws has changed finance

patterns, policies and procedures for financing special education

programs. Historically, states had used a combination of funding

patterns to aid school districts and help compensate for the

additional costs of special education. Bernstein (1974) classified

state special education funding patterns as follows:

1. Unit support - school districts were reimbursed a fixed
sum by the state for a classroom unit or pupil/teacher
ratio unit.

2. Weighted unit - pupils were weighted according to
handicapped status and amount of funding was based on
the total weighted pupil unit school districts had in
their programs.

3. Percentage - a percentage of full costs or certain cost
was the basis for distributing state support.

4. Personnel - school districts were reimbursed for
salaries of personnel employed in special education
programs.

5. Straight sum - school districts were reimbursed a
specific sum of money per pupil for each type of
handicap.

6. Excess cost - School districts computed the cost of
educating handicapped children and then subtracted the
amount from the average cost of educating a regular
child. The state fully or partially reimbursed the
excess cost to each respective school district.
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Thomas (1974) found when examining relationships between states

on expenditures for special education that per capita personal income

was the predominant variable, related to the extent of special

education provided. Wilken and Callahan (1975) also observed that

the wealthier socially homogeneous suburban districts, were the first

to develop the expertise and the willingness to commit new funds for

special education.

Wilken and Porter (1976) found when examining the expansion of

special education funding between 1972 and 1975, that expansion

depended more heavily on the overall strength of the state-local

educational revenue system. Those states which had a history of

inability to support education revenue growth, were least able to

increase funding for special education. Two years later, Wilken and

Porter (1976) research confirmed the commonly accepted notion that

school districts with relatively greater wealth had a greater

concentration of special education funding.

Several educators have spoken for greater funding in rural

areas. Thomas (1974) reported that the benefit of improved education

in rural areas would often be harvested by other parts of the

country, and suggested that increased state and federal funding to

rural school districts was justified. Wilken and Callahan (1976)

reported that rural areas should be treated more fairly in the equity

of funds distributed. Hansen (1978) wrote that an improved

educational system in rural areas would enable many persons to

increase their incomes, and this should provide the incentive for

regional development.
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State funding had provided favorable reimbursement programs

based on the density of population to offset the differences in costs

incurred by rural school districts. But the problem with small rural

school districts was that they did not have the initial funds to

provide the program in order to apply for reimbursement. It was

reported that in Utah and Florida, identification of handicapped

children remained low in numbers in poorer rural districts despite

favorable reimbursement and evidence of high concentrations of

handicapped children. This same report suggested that rural

adjustments may slow the pace of equitable school finance reform and

result in needless aid being distributed to districts less in need

(Bothwell, 1978).

Another related study suggested that special education programs

would continue to grow because of state and federal mandates, but

rural districts would be hardest pressed because they had less

flexibility in reallocating financial resources (Walker, 1979).

Schrag (1979) wrote that one problem with the national

distribution funding formula written into the new law (P. L. 94-142),

was that there were no rural offsets which could definitely help

rural areas. The formula was based on the number of handicapped

children being served in each respective state and the growing

percentage of the national average per pupil expenditure. The funds

were directed to districts on a per pupil served basis.

Definitely, court decisions and state and federal laws had a

tremendous effect on state funding for special education.

Expenditures of $910 million in 1972 increased to $2.5 billion in

1976. The states' share of special education costs currently
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averages about 55 percent, the local 31 percent and the federal 14

percent. However, these figures varied from state to state. The

federal share of special education varied from a high of 44 percent

to a low of 10 percent (Wilken and Porter, 1978).

The Rural Teacher

Special education teachers, administrators and school

specialists were necessary to fully implement state and federal laws

guaranteeing all children appropriate educational services. While

the total number of special education teachers in the United States

was dropping, the number of graduates in special education had been

steadily increasing. During the fall of 1980 the National Center for

Educational Statistics reported a shortage of about 3,300 trained

special educators, primarily specialists in learning disabilities.

This figure represented funded vacancies rather than those needed to

provide full educational opportunities for all handicapped children

(U.S. Office of Education, 1980).

It was common knowledge that most special education teachers and

regular teachers preferred the larger schools to the small rural

schools. Thomas (1974) reported that more complex responsibilities

fall upon the shoulders of rural teachers.

He wrote:

They must teach a variety of subjects to a diverse group of

students. They often must work with complex educational,
social and personal problems of a diverse student body,

some of whom may be handicapped, gifted or economically

disadvantaged. Also, they were expected to provide a
variety of additional services and must frequently act as a

social worker, truant officer and medical advisor (Thomas,

1974).
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A major obstacle rural officials faced in recruiting teachers,

administrators and other special education personnel, was the low

salary schedule. The average salary earned by rural teachers

(including special educators) was about 24 percent less than the

average for metropolitan area teachers. This report revealed that in

twenty of the leading rural states, rural teachers were $2,400 below

the national average salary (National Education Association, 1978).

The annual attrition rate for rural teachers was high. Helge

(1981) reported an annual teacher turnover in rural areas of 30-50

percent, with almost a complete turnover every 3 years. Systematic

studies of the annual attrition rate of special education personnel

had not been conducted. One state ranking third in the nation in

rural population indicated a special education attrition rate of 39

percent for teachers of speech impaired and a lower attrition rate

for other types of special education teachers (Helge, 1981).

In Idaho, a higher attrition rate was reported for special

education teachers. Data revealed that between the years 1968-69 and

1973-74, approximately half (54 percent) of the special education

teachers employed in Idaho rural school districts left their

positions after one or two years. However, during the next two years

a decrease was noted to 41 percent. During a ten year period from

1970 to 1980, a difference in the attrition rate was observed among

special education teachers holding either masters' or other advanced

degrees. The attrition rate went down to 17 percent (Schrag, 1979).

Many reasons contributed to the high attrition rates. Helge

(1981) wrote that social and cultural isolation, extreme weather

conditions, inadequate housing and low salaries, were the main
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reasons teachers mentioned for moving. However, it was observed that

teachers with rural backgrounds were more satisfied with the rural

setting than teachers that were raised in the urban areas (Muse

1975).

Training of Special Education Personnel

Sher (1978) observed that teacher training programs in the

United States had paid little attention to the needs of small, rural

schools. Muse (1975) pointed out that in 1969, no more than six

universities in the nation offered courses which might have had

prospective value specifically to the rural teacher.

Increased emphasis for training school personnel caused the

universities gradually to close the gap. Certain colleges and

universities were designated as rural centers for education. These

centers reviewed existing programs that were being taught to

determine if the college or the university was meeting the needs of

rural schools and the needs of rural students (Dillon, 1983).

Schrag (1979) wrote that most rural teachers (including special

education) entered their classrooms with little or no specific

preparation for meeting the needs of rural children. Consequently,

inservice training became extremely important for the non-specialized

teacher as the major conveyor of theory and practice in the following

special education areas of early childhood education, vocational

counseling, and information resources. However, the efforts of the

universities, state departments of education and rural regional

centers were hindered by the remoteness of the small communities they

hoped to serve.
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Nachtigal (1981) suggested that inservice workshops were

necessary, not only for special education teachers and regular

teachers in rural areas, but also, they were needed for parents of

handicapped children and for rural community school leaders. He

suggested that the video-taped teleconference system was one

effective alternative for inservice training for special teachers,

paraprofessionals and administrators. Through this same medium,

courses could be taken by school personnel and community citizens for

credit or non-credit.

More flexibility in teacher certification was needed so that

heterogeneous handicapped populations could be served in regular

classrooms. Trends toward limiting certification to a time period

with periodic renewals based on relevant professional development,

was an alternative which could prepare teachers in special education

programs and services (Schrag, 1979).

Alternative Communication and Support Models

State departments of education were becoming more concerned

about the development of appropriate communication and support

systems for special educators and administrators in both urban and

rural areas. Also, universities and colleges were playing an

increasing role in providing on-going support to school personnel in

rural areas through field-based preservice and inservice training

(Helge,. 1981).

Rural regional education centers were providing support to rural

areas. These centers financed in part by the federal government,

provided coordinated planning of resource materials and services
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which included testing of all types, inservice training of teachers,

curricular and instructional improvement, project writing services,

and cultural enrichment activities (Estes, 1977).

Schrag (1979) reported that three general models were utilized

to provide technical assistance and support to rural schools. The

first model provided for regional conferences or workshops, summer

study institutes, on-site assistance, regional demonstration centers

and newsletters. The second model was designed around visitation

programs. Special funds were to be provided so that special

education personnel could visit other school districts to observe

special education programs and share educational strategies. The

third model was the talent bank which was developed for the purpose

of matching specific client needs with technical assistance skills.

The primary goal of these models was to provide a connective link

that would maximize communication and motivation of new ideas and

skills.

Another type of support system was the sharing of materials and

the efforts of specialists to assist in a special learning situation.

The best source found in shared service projects was a series of

reports prepared by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

Part One of the series defined shared services and their

organizational patterns which focused on the needs of special

children and teachers. These outlined activities described the

educational programs and provided an assessment form to measure the

effects of shared services (Northwest Regional Educational

Laboratory, 1969).
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New technology and the coming communication revolution were

beginning to have an effect on existing and developing support

systems for special education in rural areas. The computer and

video-audio teleconferencing media had reduced barriers of time and

space in large geographic and rural areas (Johannsen, 1978). Two-way

television networks were providing courses which were never before

taught (Peterson, 1984). Computers were successfully being used to

access the intuitive powers and experiences of disabled children

(Wixlee, 1980). Computer programs had been developed to provide

learning experiences for all ages of children with different types of

learning problems (Time Magazine, 1981). Electronic gear had been

installed on school buses to supplement and enrich study programs for

children who, by necessity, spent hours each day riding on school

buses (Warburton, 1965). Video discs were being developed which

would provide a wealth of additional resources to special education

teachers in rural areas (Martino, 1979).

Commercial communication satellites were being studied for

future use by small rural schools. Martino (1979) predicted that

within the near future, satellite operations would make it possible

for rural teachers to receive on the spot assistance from long-

distance consultants. Nachtigal (1981) reported that this type of

technology could train local residents as teachers and

administrators, which would prevent the severance of cultural ties

which often occurred when people left their communities.

Moreover, improvements in mobile communication links in the

future would allow subscribers to communicate with portable hand-held
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units with another subscriber anywhere through the use of a citizens

band radio (Martino, 1979).

Identification of Major Needs and Problems in Implementing
State, Federal and Court Mandates

Current needs were determined by a recent survey conducted by

the University of Oregon under the direction of the Oregon Board of

Education in regard to students who were mildly disabled with

learning disorders in Oregon high schools (Halpern and Benz, 1985).

This research revealed five areas in special education programs that

were lacking in effectiveness.

They were as follows:

1. collaboration between special education and vocational
education in providing career educational opportunities

2. interagency agreements to aid in transition from school
to adult life in the community

3. in-service training opportunities for administrators,
teachers and parents

4. curriculum materials appropriate for both special and
regular education teachers

5. realistic vocational education components built into
the IEPs of all secondary special education students

It was evident that many of the current concerns were also the

concerns of the past. A survey by the Olympus Research Corporation

in 1974, revealed that most handicapped youth receiving vocational

training were not being prepared to compete in the open job market.

It was the intent of Congress to provide vocational training for

handicapped youth. The Vocational Education Amendments of 1968

(P. L. 90-576) and (P. L. 88-210, Section 1) made it very specific
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that persons identified as handicapped should be integrated into

regular vocational programs and provided ancillary or supportive

services necessary to help them succeed (Altfest, 1975).

Unfortunately, many school districts had not responded fully to the

Congressional intent to meet the vocational needs of handicapped

youth (Clark and Evans, 1977).

As a result of the Education for all Handicapped Children Act of

1975 (P. L.94-142), local districts and state agencies experienced

problems in providing services to special children. Helge (1981)

listed some of the problems which small school districts experienced

in their efforts to implement comprehensive special education

programs. They were as follows: training of regular classroom

teachers and special educators to implement individualized education

programs (IEP); working with various procedural safeguards involving

parents and their children in fair hearing procedures; assuring that

handicapped children were served in the regular education

environment; developing a process to establish the actual count of

children being served instead of estimates.

A special report on the first two years under the federal

statute relative to handicapped children, pointed out several

difficulties. Available personnel and resources were lacking. These

two factors resulted in the initial decrease of handicapped children

identified and served during this time period (U. S. Office of

Education, 1979).

Other problems which were observed through a case study on the

impact of implementation of (P. L. 94-142) by Education Turnkey

Systems (1980) were as follows: reallocation of resources from



34

general to special education; backlogs in assessment and placement

because of stepped up child-find activities; increased staff time

allocated to testing; placement decisions affected by resource

constraints; staff concerned about their inadequate training to work

with the handicapped.

SRI International (1980) was involved in a study on the impact

of P. L. 94-142. This group found there was a reluctance to refer

children who lived more than one hour away from the nearest special

education class. They found testing of children was done by

unqualified personnel. There were difficulties in obtaining parental

participation because of transportation problems, and because many

parents worked.

Other difficulties arose because of required changes in

traditional patterns of service delivery. In many states, separate

state agencies and sometimes private agencies had been historically

responsible for providing special education service to deaf, blind,

mentally retarded, and severely handicapped children. New emphasis

on serving children in the local public school system or as close to

home as possible caused service delivery responsibilities to be

changed. Previous funding support did not always flow with the

transfer of responsibility. Another problem was that in sparsely

populated states in the West, the requirements of the law put the

state education agency in a position of monitor and compliance

officer which required role changes. From time to time the federal

government threatened to withdraw certain funds from special

education categories. Their rationale was that schools and state

education agencies were mandated to provide the services, and that
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federal resources should be moved to other priority areas (Schrag,

1979). However, Schrag (1979) reported that efforts to establish and

maintain working cooperative relationships at state and federal

levels were improving.

Court actions effected a change in service delivery patterns.

More emphasis was placed on programs and services close to home,

utilizing community residential homes and other support services at

the community level, rather than the centralized programs in one area

of the state. This new approach meant that children were

"mainstreamed" in school environmentsp.especially in rural areas,

which was different from the urbanized states where patterns

developed early to remove children from the local public school

(Schrag, 1979).

This new approach caused legislators to look for new types of

service delivery organizational patterns. In Oregon, regional

educational centers were proposed to assist small school districts in

providing special programs and services. This plan was submitted by

the Oregon State Department of Education to the 1981 Legislature.

Six regional districts were approved by the Legislature in the spring

of 1983, and were later funded (Morgan, 1985).

What is Being Done Now?

The U.S. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped had undertaken

and funded a variety of training and resource coordinating activities

to assist in the implementation of the new federal law. This caused

rural states and districts to respond to the need for more

comprehensive services. Sixteen Regional Resource Centers were now
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operating with the responsibilities to assist states in their

designated regions with diagnosis and assessment, parent training,

and development of state cooperative agreements across agencies to

provide coordinated and more comprehensive services to handicapped

youth (U.S. Office of Education, 1979).

In addition, nineteen Direction Service Centers were established

to demonstrate ways of linking handicapped children and their

families with services which were available in and around their

communities. Several served rural populations in Iowa, Nebraska,

North Carolina, North Georgia, Alabama and Utah (U.S. Office of

Education, 1979).

The U.S. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped developed a

plan for formal cooperative agreements between agencies with

responsibilities for delivering vocational and other related services

to handicapped children and youth. This approach resulted in the

initiation and development of collaborative agreements with other

major federal agencies. The purpose of these collaborative

agreements was to plan, deliver, and finance services. Rural school

districts not only benefited financially, but additional skilled

personnel became involved with the handicapped children (SRI

International, 1980).

Some of the agencies which were involved with school districts

in collaborative agreements were as follows: Office of Child Health

(which administer Medicaid's EPSDT program); Bureau of Community

Health Services (which administers the Maternal and Child Health and

the Crippled Children's Program); Rehabilitation Services

Administration, and the Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education;



37

Public Services Administration (which administers the Title XX Social

Service Programs); Administration for Children, Youth and Families

(which administers Head Start); and, Office of Civil Rights (which

implements the elementary and secondary requirements of section 504

of the Rehabilitation Act) (U. S. Office of Education, 1979).

The federal law required each state to include as part of its

plan a comprehensive personnel development system for development and

training of preservice and inservice personnel to assist others to

implement special education and support services. Funds were

available under P. L. 94-142 for critical inservice personnel

training activities. The U. S. Bureau of Education for the

Handicapped also initiated in 1974, a strategy for personnel

development. The bureau asked each state to select personnel from

higher education, state departments, and local agencies to do a needs

assessment and develop a statewide regional personnel development

plan. (U. S. Office of Education for the Handicapped, 1979).

In every year since 1971, the Division of Personnel Preparation

identified training in rural areas as a target for funding. In 1974,

a larger proportion of available training funds began moving away

from traditionally supported preservice programs and toward inservice

training projects. In the 1978-79 grant cycle, some 38 of the 130

funded projects under the inservice priority were targeted on rural

populations. Also, the Bureau operated several training projects to

meet the needs of Hispanic and Native American handicapped

youngsters, many of whom live in rural and sparsely populated areas

(U. S. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, 1979).
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In addition to these training programs, the Bureau of Education

for the Handicapped had operated demonstration projects providing

services to handicapped infants, young children and their parents

since 1968. This program had been expanded because of its success to

include outreach and statewide demonstration projects. In 1978-79,

40 out of 186 projects for demonstration and outreach were targeted

on rural areas in 14 of the 17 most rural states. One of the

earliest of these projects, the Portage Project in Wisconsin, was

established as a rural model and had received nationwide and

international acclaim. This project, designed to stimulate the

development of services to handicapped preschoolers from birth to

six, centered on home based teaching and had trained more than 400

persons and provided on-site technical assistance, administrative

consultation and training in the use of community resources (Burrelo,

1979).

In addition to the Portage Project, the Teaching Research Infant

and Child Center was organized by the Teaching Research Division at

Monmouth, Oregon. This center incorporated all projects which

administered direct services to children. Also, it was a training

center for teachers, aides, and administrators. More than 500

classrooms have adopted the Teaching Research Model, which included a

comprehensive approach to classroom management, individualized

programming, the use of volunteers and parent instruction (Baldwin

and Fredericks, 1970).

The literature revealed that providing special education was

still a complex and multi-faceted problem. Recent research findings
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concerning the function of the brain may have led to new

understanding in special education problems. Roger W. Sperry (1981)

whose research on the functional specialization of cerebral

hemispheres of the brain, helped to lead William Fox and Willis M.

Banks (1986) to the discovery that people processed information in

their brains differently. As a result, these men have been

concentrating on developing different styles of teaching which would

have a greater effect on different individual learning styles (BYU

Today, 1986).

In conclusion, rural districts cannot hope to maintain the full

battery of early childhood, vocational and academic personnel trained

in special education alone, but rural school districts individually

can do many things to improve their situation. The future for rural

schools and rural communities should improve with the continuing

advancement of technology in communication systems, and new

developments in brain research. Until then, rural education, and

rightfully so, should deserve our concern and support.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Selection of the Sample

The sample of this study was selected from certified school

personnel employed in small rural school districts in six Eastern

Oregon counties: Umatilla, Malheur, Union, Baker, Wallowa and

Grant, during the months of January and February 1982. The following

information describes each of the groups included in this sample.

Group 1 - School Administrators

The sample of administrators was selected from 33 rural school

districts and six educational service districts. The selected

administrators were involved directly with the administration of

classroom instruction and were responsible for new programs and

services. A total sample of 60 administrators was involved in the

study.

Group 2 - Educational Specialists

The sample of educational specialists was selected from those

who were directly involved in developmental/remedial and special

education programs. Educational specialists, working out of the six

educational service districts, were included in the study because of

their direct involvement with special education programs and

services. Counselors were also included in this group because of the

individualized nature of their contact with special students, which

made them aware of individual educational needs. This sample was

composed of 60 educational specialists.



Group 3 - Special Teaghers.

This sample consisted of teachers who were involved in teaching

developmental/remedial and special education programs and who had

worked in the school district for a minimum of two years. This group

was comprised of 60 persons.

The total population of certified school personnel from the six

counties was 1,881 from which the sample of 180 was randomly

selected. It should be noted that the reason for the two year

experience requirement was that experienced people had a better

understanding of the needs of their respective school districts.

This sample was divided into two categories by school district

size. They were: first, those districts with less than 400

enrollment; and second, those districts with enrollments between 400

and 900 students. A total of 33 school districts within the six

counties qualified in these categories. These districts were

selected for this study (See Appendix F).

It should be noted that certified school personnel serving in

the towns of Pendleton, La Grande, Baker, and Ontario were deleted

from this study because of their large enrollment size. However,

Enterprise and John Day, each being the largest city in its

respective county, did qualify because their enrollment was less than

900 students each.

Another dimension was applied to the sample population of school

personnel. This consisted of splitting the six counties into two

blocks of three counties each. The first block of counties consisted

of Umatilla, Union, and Wallowa. The second block of counties

consisted of Malheur, Baker, and Grant. The two blocks of counties
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had a close similarity in the total population and square miles of

land area. However, a more noticeable contrast was observed between

Malheur and Umatilla Counties when compared on an individual basis.

The following figures were taken from the Oregon Blue Book (1983).

County Ponulation Square j1iles

Wallowa 7,390 3,153
Grant 7,970 4,528

Union 24,410 2,038
Baker 16,240 3,089

Umatilla 60,000 3,231
Malheur 27,175 9,926

The Variables

The dependent variables in this study were the scores assigned

by respondents to denote their perceptions, attitudes, and opinions

of special education needs of disadvantaged and handicapped children

and youth living in their respective areas. The respondents were

asked to complete a questionnaire which consisted of 48 items. Each

of these items was assigned a score based upon the following Likert-

type scale:

1 - very low need

2 - low need

3 - average need

4 high need

5 - very high need



The independent variables consisted of the three groups of

personnel types assessed in this study. These groups were school

administrators, educational specialists, and special teachers.

Preparation of the Questionnaire

A search was made to find comparable studies with validated

instruments to measure special education needs.

The only comparable study found was done by Stetson (1979). The

questionnaire developed by Stetson was not adaptable to this study

because it focused on student needs at the community college level,

rather than program and service needs of disadvantaged and

handicapped youth at the elementary and secondary levels living in

rural areas. Consequently, an instrument was developed specifically

for this research.

Tuckman (1978) suggested that the following steps should be

followed in the construction of a questionnaire:

1. specify the variable to be measured

2. choose the response mode

3. prepare questionnaire items

4. pilot test and evaluate the questionnaire

This study followed the aforementioned procedures for constructing

the questionnaire.

Step #1: Tuckman (1978) states that the following three sources

should be considered when defining the attributes of the variables to

be studied: the researcher, the literature, and the subject

population.
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The original set of items for the questionnaire was selected by

this investigator. This list was based on a review of the relevant

literature. This list was critically reviewed by several school

administrators and special education teachers. Next, a selective,

representative sample consisting of two school administrators, two

directors of special education, two special education teachers, and

two specialists from Children's Services Division of the State of

Oregon generated an increased number of items.

The final list of items was taken to eight professional

authorities who consented to serve on a validating committee. This

committee was comprised of two university professors, two Oregon

Board specialists, two school administrators, and two directors of

special education (See Appendix D).

A letter of explanation accompanied a list of items consisting

of 54 needs statements which were categorized under four major areas

of educational concern: administration needs, special personnel

needs, training and in-service needs, and career and community needs.

The letter explained the purpose of the study and procedures for

validating each statement of needs (See Appendix E).

The committee suggested that twelve needs statements needed

revisions. Six statements were rejected and 36 were retained. A

revised list was then sent to all the members of the validating

committee for their final approval. Attainment of total consensus

was the terminating point of this step in the procedure.

Step #2: Tuckman (1978) stated that the ultimate criteria in

choosing a response mode should be the nature of the variables and

the intentions of the hypotheses. In addition, the nature of the
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respondents must also be considered in choosing a response mode

(Oppenheim 1966).

The three most commonly utilized scales employed by researchers

to quantify subject responses from questionnaires were the Likert

scale, the semantic differential scale, and the Thurstone scale

(Tuckman 1978). Each of these scales yields interval data, so that

any of the above would satisfy the criterion of being amenable to

interval scale statistical analysis procedures. A five point Likert

scale was the simplest and most common response mode to most

educators, so it was selected for use in this study.

Step #3: The initial draft of this questionnaire focused on

dealing directly with rural school district needs. All needs

statements were written in specific terms.

Each questionnaire item was written to elicit a response from

the respondent regarding rural school district needs. The assumption

implied in this approach was that the responses indicated what the

respondents believed to be the educational needs of their respective

districts in regard to special education programs and services.

The questionnaire included a letter of introduction which

identified the purpose of the study and defined the term "special

students" and the age limits of these children. Also, a stamped,

self-addressed envelope was included (See Appendix G).

The items on the questionnaire were designed around four major

concerns of special education. The first topic format included the

first twelve items in the questionnaire. It was related to

administrative needs which involved personnel management, finances of

programs and services, transportation of children, and building
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maintenance. The second topic format which included items 13 to 24

was related to special school personnel necessary to teach and

provide special services. The third topic format which included

items 25 to 36 was related to training and in-service needs of

teachers, educational specialists, and administrators who were

involved with disadvantaged and handicapped children. The fourth

topic format which included the last twelve items was applicable to

career/vocational and community needs.

The questionnaire included, at the beginning, explicit

directions for completing the instrument. Each item was to be rated

on a five point rating scale of equal intervals for each response

between 1 and 5. The strong positive need response was given the

value of 5 and the very low need response was given the value of 1.

This type of scale was often used in research of this kind and was

adaptable to statistical evaluations (See appendix H).

Step #4: The pilot test of the questionnaire was done at the

Union County Educational Service District with two administrators and

six educational specialists who were involved in special education.

Each participant in the sample was approached individually by the

researcher and asked to critically review the cover letter and the

questionnaire. They were then asked to identify aspects of these

materials which were confusing or difficult to understand. Their

recommendations were considered and corrections were made. Three

other special education teachers were approached for a final review

of the questionnaire. They felt that the materials were coherent and

understandable. The pilot study was terminated at this point.
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Collection of the Data

The questionnaire was administered to all participants during

the week of January 29, 1982. A total of 200 questionnaires was

delivered and/or mailed to 33 rural school districts and six

educational service districts. A personal contact was made to each

superintendent or school administrator prior to this date to explain

the purpose of the study and to solicit his support. These contacts

were either a personal conference or a telephone contact.

The requested date for return of the questionnaires was February

16, 1982. A total of 151 were received by the required date. The

returns were about equal from the two county blocks. Umatilla,

Union, and Wallowa Counties returned 79 and the second block of

counties, Malheur, Baker, and Grant, returned 72. A total of 75.5

percent return of the questionnaires was recorded. No follow-up

letters were necessary. Six questionnaires were received after the

requested date and were not included in the study.

Analysis of the Data

In order to test the major assumptions of this study, the

following hypotheses were stated:

1. The size of the school district did not significantly affect

the responses to the questionnaire by school personnel.

2. The different occupational positions among school personnel

did not significantly affect the responses to the

questionnaire.

3. The responses to the questionnaire by school personnel in

the two blocks did not significantly differ.
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4. The different occupational positions of school personnel in

the two sizes of school districts from each county block did

not show significant interaction effect to the responses on

the questionnaire.

5. The different school district sizes from the two county

blocks did not show significant interaction effect to the

responses on the questionnaire.

6. The different occupational positions of school personnel

from the two county blocks did not show significant

interaction effect to the responses on the questionnaire.

7. The school district size and the occupational positions of

school personnel from the two county blocks did not show

significant interaction effect to the responses on the

questionnaire.

The responses on the completed questionnaires were key punched

on IBM cards in preparation for computer analysis of the data. These

data cards were then analyzed using the CYBER computer system at

Oregon State University.

The statistical application that was selected for this study was

the Analysis of Variance utilizing the F statistic. This statistical

test was appropriate, since several means were being considered.

Also, the F statistic was recommended to be used when the equi-

distant internal data was collected and the following assumptions

were met:

1. The dependent variable was normally distributed.

2. The variances were common and equal.

3. The samples had been randomly drawn (Courtney 1975).
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It was suggested that a two by three by two (2 x 3 x 2) fixed

design of the Analysis of Variance would be appropriate for this

particular study (Courtney 1975). The three-way arrangement included

two levels of school size, three levels of occupational types, and

two levels of county blocks.

The tests of the hypotheses were done by using the F table to

determine the tabular value based on appropriate degrees of freedom

and the computed F value which was determined from data on the

survey. Using the .05 confidence level, it was possible to determine

the status of each hypothesis. The hypothesis would be rejected, if

the computed F value were larger than the tabular F value at the .05

confidence level; conversely, the hypothesis would be retained, if it

were smaller (Courtney 1975).
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

This chapter presented the findings of the study which were

divided into four categories:

1. data related to the sample in the study

2. descriptive data related to the ranked assessment of

perceived needs of special education by three groups of

respondents

3. descriptive data comparing the differences in the perceived

needs among three occupational types of school personnel

4. descriptive data relating to the status of the hypothesis

tested

Data included was presented both in table and narrative form.

The reference to "administrators" in the narration referred to

superintendents or principals of small rural school districts. The

term "educational specialists" referred to counselors or specialists

either working within the school district or out of the educational

service district agencies. The reference to "special teachers"

referred to special education teachers or teachers involved with

handicapped and disadvantaged children.

Data presented in this chapter was that which was judged to be

most relevant to the study problem. Other data collected through the

survey questionnaire was presented in tabular form in Appendix A.
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The Sample

Two hundred questiofinaires were delivered or mailed to 33 rural

school districts and six educational service districts (Appendix F).

One-hundred fifty-one questionnaires,were returned, representing a

75.5 percent return. The sample population was divided into twelve

sub-populations or twelve cell categories. Responses from the sample

were recorded in their respective cell categories. Table 1

represented a tabulation of the returned responses of the sample

population.

Table 1

Returned Responses of the Sample

Block
Large

(1)

Small
Block

Large
(2)

Small
Respondents Districts Districts Districts Districts

Administrators N-14 N-12 N-13 N-11

Ed. Specialists N-15 N-12 N-14 N-11

Special Teachers N-13 N-12 N-13 N-11

Data Related to the Ranked Assessment of the Perceived
Needs of Special Education by Three Groups of Respondents

The respondents rated their responses to the various statements

and values through use of a rating scale as follows:
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1 - very low need

2 - low need

3 - average need

4 - high need

5 - very high need

Assignment of rank to each of the items on the questionnaire was

done by rank ordering the means from all three groups. This was done

by computing the weighted average of the three groups' means for each

item. The means were then rank ordered which gave a ranked

importance to each of the items. Table 2 represented the

distribution of sample means to which an assigned rank order was

determined for each of the 48 items.

Table 2

Distribution of the Means with Assigned Ranking

Variable Total Mean Rank Order

1 3.3907 6.0

2 3.1060 28.5

3 3.2715 13.5

4 3.2252 21.5

5 3.7550 1.0

6 3.1722 26.0

7 3.6354 2.0
8 2.9404 37.5
9 3.2252 21.5

10 2.8609 41.5

11 2.8874 39.0
12 2.7616 45.0

13 3.1921 23.5
14 2.9801 36.0

15 2.8609 41.5

16 2.7417 46.0

17 2.4768 48.0
18 2.9404 37.5
19 3.0265 33.0
20 3.2649 16.0

21 3.0927 31.0
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Table 2 (Continued)

22 2.8675 40.0
23 3.3444 8.0
24 2.7947 44.0
25 3.5695 3.0
26 3.1788 25.0
27 3.2384 18.5

28 3.4636 5.0
29 3.4834 4.0
30 2.8013 43.0
31 3.3245 10.0
32 2.5563 47.0
33 3.2252 20.0
34 3.3179 11.0

35 3.0199 34.0
36 3.0993 30.0

37 3.1921 23.5
38 3.2715 15.0

39 3.1060 28.5
40 3.2715 13.5
41 3.3775 7.0
42 3.0662 32.0
43 3.3377 9.0
44 3.2384 18.5
45 3.2583 17.0
46 3.2980 12.0
47 2.9668 35.0
48 3.1192 27.0

Ranked Assessment of the First Sixteen Items

Statement 5 - Financial resources to budget for short-range and long-

range goals for special educational programs and services. (Appendix

A, Table 18)

The above statement represented the major concern of any type of

educational program. Reference was made repeatedly in the literature

that funding was a crucial problem in meeting the needs of

handicapped and disadvantaged children. The new law (P. L. 94 -142)

was providing additional clout and money to provide special

educational programs and services to special children.
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This statement was ranked as the area of greatest need by the

educational specialists and special teachers. Administrators were in

agreement also, as they ranked it second in importance. The ranking

of the combined average means for all three groups placed financial

resources as the most critical area of need.

Statement 7 - Alternative educational Programs and services to meet

individual needs and to avoid excessive failure for special students.

(Appendix A, Table 20)

Current literature indicated that the needs of the handicapped

and disadvantaged were not being met in rural areas. Many persons

spoke of the irrelevancy of the special education program in

preparing these youth to live in society. This criticism may have

been warranted.

The combined ranking of all three groups indicated that this

statement was the second most crucial need for rural school

districts. Administrators and educational specialists gave it a

ranking of 3. The teachers followed closely with the ranking of 6.

Statement 25 - Training for regular classroom teachers in planning

and implementing a total program of studies for special students.

(Appendix A, Table 38)

Some articles have suggested that special training in the

planning and implementing of special education programs was not

necessary for regular classroom teachers. Their thinking was that on

the job training was better than pre-service and in-service.

Most of the respondents in this study felt that in-service and

pre-service were important. This statement received a ranking of 3
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by all three groups. Educational specialists ranked it highest with

a ranking of 3. Administrators and special teachers gave it a

ranking of 4.5 respectively.

Statement 29 - 1n-service training for classroom teachers in the

techniques and methods of behavior management. (Appendix A, Table

42)

Behavior management was a controversial topic, primarily

because it has been misunderstood. It meant different things to

different people and some were concerned with the moral aspect of how

far one can go in controlling another's behavior. Consequently,

schools were criticized when they publicly announced that behavior

management was being implemented in the classrooms.

The administrators in this study felt that behavior management

was the most crucial need and gave it a ranking of 1. Teachers did

not perceive behavior management as critical and gave it a ranking of

12.5. The ranking of educational specialists was mid-way between

administrators and teachers with a ranking of 7.5.

Statement 28 - In-service training for regular classroom teachers to

be informed of Individual diagnostic Procedures and educational need

assessments in determining academic strengths. interests.

capabilities. aptitudes. skills and ways of learning. (Appendix A,

Table 41)

The respondents' attitudes toward this need statement may have

been influenced by the trend of "mainstreaming" handicapped and

disadvantaged children in the classroom, which was also the

requirement of the new law (P. L. 94-142). The attitude which was
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reflected in the responses of the respondents was that special

education in-service should be of a broad general nature rather than

for a specific problem.

Administrators felt this item was more important than the other

two groups and ranked it 4.5. Educational specialists and teachers,

respectively, gave it a ranking of 9 and 7.

Statement 1 - Space to conduct a comprehensive program for special

students. (Appendix A, Table 14)

School administrators have indicated that one reason for not

including special education programs in school curriculum was that

space was not available. The increased cost of building and

equipping special instructional areas and operating programs for two

or three students was prohibitive. Consequently, "mainstreaming" of

handicapped and disadvantaged students was one alternative which

small rural school districts used.

Space was ranked 6 by all three groups. Naturally, the special

teachers who sensed the problem the most, ranked it the highest.

Administrators and educational specialists gave it a ranking of 7.5

and 17.5 respectively.

Statement 41 - Practical experiences for special students to work

with other people. employers, and to use skills already learned in

schoo l. (Appendix A, Table 54)

For many students, high school represented the last association

with formal education. As a result of this awareness, emphasis was

being placed on better preparation of students for entering the work

force after, or even before, completing high school programs.
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Recognition of the need for "terminal" vocational education for

some students not going on to college, lent importance to the above

need statement. The handicapped and the disadvantaged certainly fell

into this category.

The combined ranking of the recognition of this need was 7.

Educational specialists felt this item was critical and gave it a

ranking of 4.5. Administrators and special teachers perceived it

as being less crucial and gave it a ranking of 14 and 10.5

respectively.

Statement 21 - Services by a specialist to assist the family in

understanding the learning problems of their child and to involve the

family in a prescriptive program to remediate and correct the

learning Problem. (Appendix A, Table 36)

The majority of the educators had believed that if handicapped

and disadvantaged children were helped during pre-school years, they

would become useful members of our society and it would justify the

expenditure of money to provide services to the families of these

children.

Teachers felt that these services were necessary and important

and gave this item a ranking of 2. Administrators and educational

specialists had a different opinion on this item and ranked it 19 and

19.5 respectively.

Statement 41 - Opportunities for special students to become involved

in summer or part-time employment. (Appendix A, Table 56)

A trend in vocational education appeared to be moving toward the

expansion of programs that would train workers in the technologically
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stimulated labor market. New occupations created by scientific

discovery and invention were emerging. Although some vocations were

disappearing from the job scene, many new occupations requiring a

high level of technical competency on the part of the workers, were

evident. Vocational education leaders have expressed the need for

expanded technical education programs adaptable for handicapped and

disadvantaged students.

The educational specialist perceived this need as being more

important than the other two groups and ranked it 6. They were

followed by the teachers who ranked it 10.5 and the administrators

with the ranking of 22. The combined ranking placed it in the ninth

position of importance.

Statement 11 - Opportunities for teachers to share teaching

strategies that have been successfully used with special students.

(Appendix A, Table 44)

Federal grants have provided funds for special educators to

visit model special education centers, and to visit with

knowledgeable persons concerning new methods and materials applicable

to handicapped and disadvantaged children. These activities

broadened one's perspective and understanding of the four major

aspects of the new law (P. L. 94-142): individualized education

programs (IEP's), least restrictive environment, procedural

safeguards, and parental participation (Beige 1981).

Contrary to the intent of this special need item, special

teachers of this study did not perceive this item to be important and

ranked it 24.5. On the other hand, administrators felt the
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importance of this activity and gave it a ranking of 6, followed by

the educational specialists who ranked it 11.

S ro: ms for to .rs ssis

volunteers to assist special students in meeting specific

intellectual. academic and social skills. (Appendix A, Table 17)

As the school system has become more specialized and emphasis

was being placed on individualized learning programs, the need for

tutors, assistants, and volunteers became more important. Not only

did these p.araprofessionals assist in skill development, but they

could assist handicapped and disadvantaged in development of work

skills for earning a living. Also, they provided a great service in

pre-school learning activities, which prepared special children for

school.

Teachers perceived this item to be important and ranked it 4.5.

The administrators felt it to be the least important and gave it a

ranking of 20.5, and the perceptions of the educational specialists

fell mid-way between the teachers and the administrators with the

ranking of 12.

Statement 46 - Procedures that. upon the completion of high school.

provided an orderly transition to other educational institutions or

agencies providing career development programs. (Appendix A, Table

59)

The importance of career preparation for special students was

sometimes overlooked. The opportunities for vocational exploration

should extend beyond the classroom. Students should have

opportunities to gain personal insight through practical work
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experiences. Many times aptitude testing revealed hidden

capabilities. This activity would have assisted one in identifying

occupational interest which in turn would have made future

educational and occupational planning more realistic.

This perceived need was given a combined ranking of 12 by all

three groups. Teachers ranked this item high by giving it a ranking

of 8.5. Administrators and educational specialists ranked it 8.5 and

12.5 respectively.

Statement 1 - Resource materials to Provide a comprehensive Program.

meeting the diversity of individual needs. (Appendix A, Table 16)

Certainly, "tools of the trade" were absolutely essential to any

profession. Since every handicapped child required an individual

education program, it was important that school personnel be trained

in selecting, utilizing and developing instructional materials for

special students.

Both administrators and teachers perceived this item as

important and ranked it 10.5 and 12.5 respectively. Educational

specialists perceived it differently and ranked it 23.5. The

combined ranking of all three groups was 13.5.

Statement 40 - Personal experiences to assist special students in

formulating vocationa attitudes and habit: e.g., being Punctual.

self-discipline, etc. (Appendix A, Table 53)

Work-centered curriculum was considered to be important as

determined by the responses to the questionnaire. Vocational

guidance and vocational education were encouraged especially in the
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larger sizes of schools from the first grade through the twelfth

grade.

All groups were very close in their ranking of this item.

Educational specialists and teachers gave it a ranking of 13.5 and 14

respectively. Administrators ranked it 17.5. The combined ranking

of all three groups was 13.5, which was the equivalent ranking of

item three.

Statement 18 - Work experience stations to structure work activities

in a progression that ensures success. (Appendix A, Table 51)

John Dewey made popular the phrase, "learning by doing."

Studies of early philosophers in education suggested that experience

was not only the best teacher, but experience may have been the only

teacher for some handicapped and disadvantaged students. Responses

to the questionnaire indicated that work experiences were extremely

important in making special students more self-reliant.

There was a noticeable difference in the ranking of this

particular item, which indicated that more deliberation and follow-up

were necessary. Work experience stations were ranked highest by the

educational specialists with a ranking of 4.5. Administrators and

teachers ranked it 20.5 and 28.5 respectively. The combined ranking

by all three groups was 15.

Comparison of Perceived Needs of Special Education by Three Groups

The means and the rankings of selected items from the

questionnaire were presented in the following evaluation tables. The

selected items included in this section were those that represented

major differences of opinion of the perceived needs by the respective
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responding groups. Also, included were the results of the tests of

the analysis of variance to determine the significant level of the F-

statistic relative to the selected item (Appendix A, Tables 14 - 61).

Table 3

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 2 - Trained Personnel to conduct a comprehensive Program
and/or Provide supportive services for special students.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 2.8600

Ed. Specialists 3.1538

Special Teachers 3.3061

32.5

33.5

16.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in the seven hypotheses tested for item 2

(Appendix A, Table 15).

Table 4

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 6 - Planning and Preparation with school staff and other
agencies before the actual Placement of special students in an

educational program.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.2000

Ed. Specialists 3.1923

Special Teachers 3.1224

7.5

30.0

31.0
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Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in six of the seven hypotheses, only

hypothesis 4 showed significance at the .05 level (Appendix A, Table

19).

Table 5

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 9 - Assistance from teacher aides and others_ for regular

classroom_ teachers with special skills to teach and_ counsel with

special students.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 2.8800

Ed. Specialists 3.4808

Special Teachers 3.3061

28.5

10.0

16.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in six of the seven hypotheses tested, only

hypothesis 2 was significant at the .05 level (Appendix A, Table 22).
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Table 6

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 11 - Planninz_fpr cooDerative arrangements between two or
more districts to Provide- special education_ Programs and work
experience programs.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 2.5000

Ed. Specialists 2.9423

Special Teachers 3.2245

46.0

43.0

24.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in all seven hypotheses tested for

statement 11 (Appendix A, Table 24).

Table 7

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 20 - Services by a specialist to schedule regular
counseling sessions to assist the Parents and special_ students in
paking educational and occupational decisions.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 2.9200

Ed. Specialists 3.5577

Special Teachers 3.3061

25.0

7.5

16.5
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Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in all seven hypotheses tested for

statement 20 (Appendix A, Table 33).

Table 8

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 2R - Services by a specialist to ---*-t the family in
understanding the learning Problems of their child and to involve the
family in a Prescriptive Program to remediate and correct the
learning Problems.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.0000 19.0

Ed. Specialists 3.3462 19.5

Special Teachers 3.6939 2.0

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant

difference in six of the seven hypotheses, only hypothesis 2 was

significant at the .05 level (Appendix A, Table 36).
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Table 9

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups
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Performance objectives and individualized Prescriptions of learning.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.1400 10.5

Ed. Specialists 3.3077 22.0

Special Teachers 3.0816 33.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in the seven hypotheses tested for

statement 26 (Appendix A, Table 39).

Table 10

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 11 - Opportunities for teachers to share teaching
strategies that have been suc essfullv used with special students.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.2800 6.0

Ed. Specialists 3.4615 11.0

Special Teachers 3.2245 24.5
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Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in the seven hypotheses tested for

statement 31 (Appendix A, Table 44).

Table 11

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 11 - Training for school Personnel in selecting. utilizing,
and developing instructional materials for special students.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.1600 9.0

Ed. Specialists 3.2115 29.0

Special Teachers 3.3061 16.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in the seven hypotheses tested for

statement 33 (Appendix A, Table 46).
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Table 12

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement '38 - Work experience stations to structure work activities
in a progression that ensure success.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 3.0000 20.0

Ed. Specialists 3.6346 16.0

Special Teachers 3.1633 24.5

Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in five of the seven hypotheses tested,

only hypotheses 1 and 2 were significant at the .05 level (Appendix

A, Table 51).

Table 13

Evaluation of the Perceived Needs of the Three Groups

Statement 48 - Instructional materials on career and vocational
education to meet the diversity of needs of special students.

Variable Mean Group Ranking

Administrators 2.8600 32.5

Ed. Specialists 3.1731 31.5

Special Teachers 3.3265 15.0
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Significant Level of F-Statistic

The result of the analysis of variance indicated that there was

no significant difference in six of the seven hypotheses tested, only

hypothesis 3 was significant at the .05 level (Appendix A, Table 61).

Results of the Hypotheses Tested

The statistical design selected for this study was a two by

three by two (2 x 3 x 2) fixed design of the analysis of variance.

This three-way arrangement included two levels of school size, three

levels of occupational types, and two levels of county blocks. The

level of confidence used was .05 in determining the status of each of

the hypotheses (Appendix A, Table 62).

The final analysis of the research revealed that six of the

seven hypotheses were retained, only hypothesis 2 was rejected

(Appendix A, Table 62). Also, of the 336 tests applied to the seven

hypotheses, only 23 were rejected and 313 were retained (Appendix A,

Table 63).

The result was as follows:

Hypothesis 7: There was no significant interaction effect in

the responses of the two sizes of school districts, the three

occupational types and the two county blocks (Appendix A, Table 62).

The statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.060, did exceed the computed value of F - .038, indicating a

retention of hypothesis 7. Also, hypothesis 7 was retained in all 48

items tested (Appendix A, Table 63).
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Hypothesis 6: There was no significant interaction effect in

the responses on the questionnaire among the three occupational types

and the two county blocks (Appendix A, Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.060, did exceed the computed value of F - .773, indicating a

retention of hypothesis 6. Also, hypothesis 6 was retained in 46 out

of the 48 tests conducted. In two instances, items 15 and 18 were

not retained for hypothesis 6 (Appendix A, Table 63).

Hypothesis 5: There was no significant interaction effect in

the responses between the two sizes of school districts and the two

county blocks (Appendix A, Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.910, did exceed the computed value of F - .399, indicating a

retention of hypothesis 5. Also, hypothesis 5 was retained in 46 out

of the 48 tests conducted. In two instances, items 2 and 7 were not

retained (Appendix A, Table 63).

Hypothesis 4: There was no significant interaction effect in

the responses among the three occupational types and between the two

sizes of school districts (Appendix A, Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.060, did exceed the computed value of F - .761, indicating the

retention of hypothesis 4.

Also, hypothesis 4 was retained in 47 of the 48 tests conducted.

In one instance, item 6 was not retained (Appendix A, Table 63).
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Hypothesis 1: There were no significant differences in the

means between the two county blocks: block 1 - Umatilla, Union,

Wallowa; and, block 2 - Malheur, Baker, Grant (Appendix A, Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.910, did exceed the computed value of F - 1.198, indicating the

retention of hypothesis 3. Also, hypothesis 3 was retained in 45 of

the 48 tests conducted. In three instances, items 4, 47 and 48 were

not retained (Appendix A, Table 63).

Hypothesis 2: There was a significant difference in the means

of the three occupational types of school personnel (Appendix A,

Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.060, did not exceed the computed value of F - 3.190, indicating the

rejection of hypothesis 2. Further analysis indicated that

hypothesis 2 was retained in 43 of the 48 tests conducted. In five

instances, items 9, 23, 30, 38, and 47 were not retained (Appendix A,

Table 63).

Hypothesis 1: There was no significant difference in the means

of school personnel from two sizes of school districts (Appendix A,

Table 62).

Statistical analysis revealed that the tabular value of F -

3.910, did exceed the computed value of F - 1.074, indicating the

retention of hypothesis 1. Also, hypothesis 1 was retained for 38 of

the 48 tests conducted. In ten instances, items 14, 17, 22, 38, 39,

40, 41, 43, 45, and 46 were not retained (Appendix A, Table 63).
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The major findings reported in this section have been presented

in four major parts:

1. descriptive data concerning the rank order of the mean

scores of the three groups

2. descriptive data concerning the differences in the

perception of needs among the three groups

3. descriptive data relating to the differences in the

perception of needs between two sizes of school districts

4. presentation of conclusions, recommendations and

implications for further research

Rank Order of Perceived Needs of the
Three Groups Surveyed

The combined assessment of the three groups ranked financial

resources as the most crucial perceived need of small rural school

districts. All three groups were in agreement that money was

essential in providing programs and services. However, the

administrators did not perceive this need as being as critical as did

the other two groups. This might have intimated that administrators

thought that their role was one of cutting expenses rather than

increasing them.

The next ten most important perceived needs were all directed

toward the need for alternative programs and services. These
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programs and services were listed in rank order: special training for

the classroom teachers in special education; training in behavior

management; in-service training in diagnostic procedures and

educational needs assessments; practical work experience; family

counseling; summer-time employment; and, sharing of educational

experiences.

It was obvious that a full battery of special education programs

and services was not possible for rural area schools. But

alternative programs and services, which have proven applicable in

rural areas, were possible to the extent that pre-service and in-

service training were available to school personnel responsible for

special programs and services.

Closely allied with alternative programs and services were

relevant resource materials, which received a combined ranking of

13.5. Another item related to resource materials was the service of

a regional resource center to provide resource materials. This item

received a combined ranking of 21.5. The implication of the ranking

of each of these items strongly suggested that rural school personnel

were not familiar with the services of regional resource centers, or

the ranking of these items would have been higher. From this

example, one might infer that unfamiliar terms and concepts tended to

be ranked lower.

Diagnostic testing and referral procedures were given a low

ranking by teachers and educational specialists. Probably, the

unfamiliarity of diagnostic testing and referral procedures resulted

in a lower ranking by the two groups. Another point of view might

have been that the people who administered the test were not
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qualified, and consequently, the value of the testing program in

small rural schools was questionable.

Another very interesting observation was that teachers and

educational specialists gave a high ranking for in-service training

in diagnostic procedures and educational needs assessments, which

were the very items the same two groups ranked as being low perceived

needs of their districts.

Tutoring and the training of tutors received varying reactions.

The training of tutors was given a combined ranking of 11, while

tutorial assistance in teaching and counseling was ranked at 21.5.

Teachers definitely supported both programs while the administrators

indicated that they did not perceive the need in these two areas.

Two possible reasons might have influenced the administrators

perceptions. They were: first, tutors were not qualified to teach

and counsel; secondly, the types of people used as tutors usually

were not screened and selected on the basis of academic excellence.

However, on the basis of the data, it appeared that a need did exist

for tutoring.

The last twelve items on the questionnaire related to community

and career needs in special education. These items appeared to be

perceived differently by the school personnel of the two sizes of

school districts. The small districts did not perceive the value of

community and career needs as they were written on the questionnaire.

On the other hand, larger districts perceived them to be very

important. It appeared that school personnel of small school

districts were basing their perceptions on what was available.
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Conceivably, an open-end statement of need in this area would have

been more relevant for small districts.

The four major categories of needs on the questionnaire were as

follows: administrative needs, personnel needs, in-service and

training needs, and community and career needs. The survey revealed

that the top ranking perceived need for each one of these major

categories was as follows: administration, the need for financial

resources; personnel need, the need to involve families in

prescriptive programs; in-service training, the need to train regular

classroom teachers to implement special education programs; career

and community education, the need to provide practical work

experiences with other people.

Differences Between the Perceived Needs of
Administrators and Educational Specialists

Administrators and educational specialists differed considerably

on four of the 48 items on the questionnaire as to need ranking.

These items were as follows: (Item 9) teacher aides to teach and

counsel; (Item 20) counseling in the areas of occupational and

educational decision making; (Item 33) training in selecting,

utilizing, and developing instructional materials.

Administrators felt that planning with school staff and other

agencies was important before the placement of special children in a

school program. This perception of need was probably due to the

special requirement imposed on the districts, resulting from the new

amendment, Public Law 94-142. Educational specialists and teachers

both did not perceive the need as important, and probably they were
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not informed as to the requirements of the new law. This could have

made a difference in their perception of the need.

Administrators also ranked as being high the training for

selecting, utilizing, and developing instructional materials. They

perceived that instructional materials were the "tools of the trade"

and that the teaching process was dependent upon instructional media

of all types. This belief was also emphasized by Ahrendt (1975) who

wrote that relevant materials provided transfer of learning from the

home or resource center to the classroom, which was the prime

objective of developmental programs.

Eucational specialists differed from administrators in that they

ranked as being high, counseling activities, which included

counseling sessions in educational and occupational decision making,

work experience stations, summer and part-time employment, and the

use of teacher aides to teach and counsel special students. Most of

these counseling activities were supportive services. Presumably,

the administrators deemed supportive services secondary to the actual

teaching process and ranked those items accordingly.

One item that both administrators and educational specialists

ranked as being very low, which appeared to be inconsistent with

their over all ranking, was item 11. This perceived need was

cooperative arrangements between two or more educational districts to

provide special education programs and work experience. A rationale

for this low ranking might have been a result of negative experiences

with other districts. Also, cooperative arrangements were feared to

be the first steps toward consolidation. This was a real threat to

these small communities.
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Differences Between the Perceived Needs of
Administrators and Special Teachers

Ranking the 48 items on the questionnaire by groups made it

apparent that the administrators and the special teachers differed on

the following items; (Item 6) planning with school staff and other

agencies before placement of special students in an educational

program; (Item 11) cooperative planning with other school districts;

(Item 23) special services to involve the families in prescriptive

programs; (Item 26) training in writing performance objectives and

individualized prescriptions of learning; (Item 31) the sharing of

successful teaching strategies with special students; (Item 48)

instructional materials on career and vocational education.

The research revealed that administrators had not perceived the

needs as being as great as the teachers; however, on three of the six

perceived needs mentioned above, administrators ranked them as being

more critical, than did the teachers. Administrators felt that

planning with school staff and other agencies was very important,

before the placement of special children in educational programs.

They perceived that writing of individualized prescriptions was

necessary for the proper evaluation of special children. Also, they

considered that sharing of successful teaching strategies was

important, if teachers were going to meet the challenge of teaching

normal and special students in the same classroom.

It was obvious that administrators were ranking as being high

those needs which in actuality were the requirements of the new law

(P. L. 94-142). Special teachers were probably not aware of many of

these special requirements.
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Special teachers perceived that cooperative planning with other

districts, special services to involve the families in prescriptive

programs, and instructional materials on career and vocational

education, were of great importance.

A close analysis of the research revealed that teachers were

interested in a multi-personnel involvement in the process of

teaching special children. They ranked as being high the training of

tutors. They felt that family members of special children should be

involved in the teaching process. They desired practical experiences

for special children to work with other people and employers.

The differences between administrators and teachers might have

resulted from the way they perceived their respective roles.

Administrators viewed teachers as specialists who should be

perfecting their skills in all aspects of teaching with the least

possible cost to the districts. The teachers on the other hand,

viewed themselves as managers and instructors, organizing others in

the process of teaching special students.

Differences Between the Perceived Needs
of Educational Specialists and Teachers

The perceived needs revealed that teachers and educational

specialists were closest in their perceptions of needs in special

education. Only four out of 48 of the items were appreciably

different in the ranking of the needs items. The four items were as

follows: (Item 2) trained personnel to implement special education

programs; (Item 11) cooperative planning between school districts;

(Item 23) special services to involve the families in prescriptive
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programs; (Item 38) work experience stations to structure work

activities.

It was observed that the differences that occurred between these

two groups might have been a result of one's competency to understand

and perform various teaching skills. People who did not feel secure

in what they were hired to do or what they should have been doing,

indicated a special unmet need. Presumably, the teachers who ranked

as being high the need for trained personnel to implement special

education programs, the need for cooperative planning between school

districts, and the need for special services to involve families in

prescriptive programs, felt an inadequacy to perform the necessary

tasks. On the other hand, educational specialists who were trained

in special education and worked in other districts, did not feel the

personal inadequacy in relationship to the need and ranked these

items as being lower.

The educational specialists ranked as being high the need for

work experience stations to structure work activities. Conceivably,

they saw the value of these types of activities as a means of

assisting special children in becoming more self-sufficient.

Apparently, they did not feel adequate to implement the program of

occupational skill development; consequently, an individual need

became a district need and was ranked accordingly.

Differences Between the Perceived Needs
of Two Sizes of School Districts

The Analysis of Variance revealed that there was no significant

difference in the mean scores between the two sizes of school

districts. Also, it was observed that hypothesis 1 was retained in
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38 of the 48 tests conducted on each of the items on the

questionnaire (Appendix A, Table 63). However, when the means were

rank ordered by all three groups from the two sizes of school

districts, there were some noticeable differences.

Small school districts ranked as being high the need for trained

personnel and resource materials to assist in special education

programs. They felt that it was very important to learn how to

select, utilize, and develop resource materials to assist parents and

classroom teachers in implementing individual education programs.

The most noticeable difference between the two sizes of schools

was the emphasis placed on career and vocational education. The

larger group of districts felt that work experiences, work-stations,

work requirements, and summer employment were of great value.

Conversely, the smaller group of districts ranked these items as

being low. Presumably, their perceptions of needs were based on the

applicability of the needs in relationship to school and community

resources. Small communities were definitely lacking vocational

opportunities; consequently, the relevancy of the last twelve items

related to career and community education, was in question for

extremely small school districts.

Differences Between the Perceived Needs
of Two Blocks of Counties

The Analysis of Variance revealed that there was no significant

difference in the means of the two county blocks (Umatilla, Union,

Wallowa) and (Malheur, Baker, Grant). Also, it was observed that

hypothesis 3 was retained in 45 of the 48 tests (Appendix A, Table
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63). However, when the means were rank ordered for all three groups

from the two county blocks, there were some noticeable differences.

Six items were observed where the margin of difference indicated

disagreement. County block 1, (Umatilla, Union, Wallowa) ranked as

being high the need for writing performance objectives and

individualized prescriptions and the need for structured work

activities. County block 2, (Malheur, Baker, Grant) ranked as being

high the need for trained personnel in special education, material

resources for alternative programs, services from regional resource

centers, and instructional materials on career and vocational

education.

The special needs perceived by the school personnel from block 2

(Malheur, Baker, Grant) counties were indicative of the initial

stages in the development of special education programs, which

included trained personnel, material resources, and basic services.

On the other hand, block 1 (Umatilla, Union, Wallowa) counties ranked

as being high, specialized training in writing individualized

prescriptions and providing opportunities for work experiences, which

were the activities of more advanced stages of the development of

special programs and services.

Summary of the Differences of the Perceived Needs by Three Groups
from Two Sizes of School Districts within Two County Blocks

Six of the seven null hypotheses stated in the research were

retained. Only hypothesis 2 showed significant difference which

focused on the mean of responses among the three occupational types

of school personnel (Appendix A, Table 62).
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It was observed that the data showed a close consistency in the

ranking of the majority of the needs statements within the major sub-

headings, except for career and community education which included

the last 12 needs statements. The differences in this area were

quite pronounced, especially between the two sizes of school

districts. This indicated a lack of consistency in the perceptions

of the districts' needs. The primary implication of this finding was

that all three groups of school personnel should be consulted when

developing plans and objectives for career and community education

programs.

The consistency of the ranking of the perceived needs was

probably the result of having opportunities to discuss with each

other the needs for special education programs. The relative lack of

consistency might have been from the lack of understanding of the

terms and concepts. Also, it might have been due to the failure of

administrators to inform staff members of the new requirements in

special education imposed on the districts by law.

The analysis of the mean of responses showed that educational

specialists ranked the needs as being the highest, followed closely

by the teachers. The administrators perceived them to be the least

important.

There were noticeable differences in the ranking of particular

needs by the three groups of school personnel from the two county

blocks. The ranking of particular needs revealed an indication of

the developmental levels of progress in special education.

Definitely, block 1 counties (Umatilla, Union, Wallowa) were more

advanced in the developmental levels of special education than block
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2 counties (Malheur, Baker, Grant). This conclusion was supported by

the emphasis which block 2 counties placed on the primary needs of

program development. Probably one of the reasons why block 2

counties were behind, was a result of their location. They had more

difficult access to Oregon universities, the Oregon Department of

Education, and the Regional Resource Center at Eugene, than the

counties in block 1. This might have hindered the development of

special education in the block 2 counties.

Conclusions

The following conclusions were drawn within the limitations of

the present study.

1. Financial resources and alternative programs were ranked as

being the most crucial of the perceived needs.

2. Special education training for the classroom teacher which

included planning and implementing programs, behavior

management training, instruction in diagnostic procedures,

and educational needs assessment, were ranked as crucial

perceived needs.

3. Space for teaching special children was perceived by the

teachers as being more critical than was perceived by the

other two groups.

4. The larger of the two sizes of school districts from block 2

counties (Malheur, Baker, Grant), perceived space as more

critical than did the small school districts from the same

block of counties.
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5. Administrators from small school districts perceived trained

personnel as a greater need than did administrators from the

larger of the two sizes of school districts.

6. Resource materials were perceived by smaller school

districts as a greater need than was perceived by the larger

of the two sizes of school districts.

7. There was consensus by all groups that transportation of

special children was not a problem.

8. Planning with school staff and other agencies before actual

placement of special children in an educational program was

ranked as being highest by the administrators of small

school districts.

9. Educational specialists and special teachers from small

districts indicated a preference for teacher aides to assist

special students.

10. All groups of teachers from the two sizes of school

districts ranked as being high the need for services to

assist the families of special children to understand the

learning problems and to involve the families in

prescriptive programs.

11. Administrators ranked behavior management as a top priority

for all classroom teachers.

12. Administrators from small districts felt that training

school personnel in selecting, utilizing, and developing

instructional materials for special children, was extremely

important.
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13. School personnel from the larger of the two sizes of school

districts ranked work experience, part-time and summer

employment, as being higher than did the school personnel

from small school districts.

14. Special teachers from the two sizes of districts differed

with administrators on the perceived need of sharing

teaching strategies. Whereas, administrators felt sharing

was very important.

15. Analysis of the questionnaire revealed that educational

specialists perceived the over-all needs to be the greatest,

followed closely by the teachers and then the

administrators, whose perceptions were noticeably different

from the other two groups.

16. Block 2 counties (Malheur, Baker, Grant) perceived the over-

all needs to be greater than did block 1 counties (Umatilla,

Union, Wallowa).

17. The larger of the two sizes of school districts perceived

the over-all needs to be greater than did the small

districts.

18. The Analysis of Variance tests disclosed that only one of

the seven null hypotheses was rejected.

19. Twenty-three of the 336 tests of the 48 needs statements as

applied to the seven hypotheses were rejected, which

indicated that there was reasonable consensus as to the

perceived needs among the three groups: school

administrators, educational specialists, and special

teachers.
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RecoMMendations

The following were recommendations based on the findings of this

study.

1. Each rural school board and rural superintendent under the

direction of the executive officer of the Oregon Board,

Special Education Division, should submit the following

recommendations to the Commissioner of Education: (a) to

revise funding mechanisms in categorical programs for the

handicapped, such as using proportions of students in a

given locale, rather then number of students, as the

criterion; (b) to revise the procedures in handling federal

funds in relationship to small rural communities, such as

combining funds from various agencies or programs which

would eliminate a duplication of administrative expense.

Explanation: An equal share of federal funds, on a per pupil basis,

often was insufficient to overcome the high cost involved in

providing special rural populations with services which were

comparable to those available in urban and suburban areas. Federal

financing formulas need to provide rural school districts maximum

local flexibility, because of the unique needs of special rural

populations.

2. A special representative should be appointed by the Office

of Rural Education to monitor facilities and programs to

assure that rural districts were given equal opportunities

to compete for federal funds.
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Explanation: Rural school districts were, at times, overlooked

because of their remoteness, and they failed to receive information

on federal discretionary programs which could benefit their

respective districts. They also needed mechanical assistance in

preparing applications and proposals. Monitoring and providing

technical assistance would help in eliminating some of the

inequities.

3. Each rural school board and rural superintendent should

petition the State Division of Special Education for funds

to involve community members and educators in workshops for

the purpose of collecting and generating new materials

appropriate to school and community needs.

Explanation: Widespread evidence supported the need for involving

local people in school improvement efforts. Non-involvement

virtually guaranteed lack of implementation and impact. Expertise

and manpower were often unavailable, and the costs were too high in

developing locally relevant materials. Community volunteers could be

especially helpful at a minimal cost.

4. Each rural superintendent and rural school board should

appoint a community-based educational organization which

would engage in planned educational improvements,

particularly those serving handicapped and disadvantaged

populations.

Explanation: Often, appropriate and effective delivery of special

education services to rural areas required more than what was being

offered in a traditional education system. Research has indicated

that community based educational organizations were a viable and
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effective approach in meeting the needs of handicapped and

disadvantaged populations.

5. Each rural superintendent should appoint a competent

community member, who could, with the proper training, work

closely with school personnel in planning, preparing and

submitting proposals for special education funds.

Explanation: A review of the literature provided evidence that

competitive grants were awarded less often in the rural areas than in

urban areas. Small districts had fewer personnel available, who had

time or expertise to develop strong competitive proposals;

consequently, a suitable alternative would be a capable community

member who could be trained with technical assistance to perform this

task.

6. Each educational service district superintendent should seek

funds in developing a communication network for the purpose

of sharing information among rural school districts on a

regional and state level.

Explanation: Rural school districts have had limited ways of

communicating their unique needs and information to other districts

and to state and federal agencies. Conversely, no clear channel of

communication existed from the federal and state levels to rural

school districts. Hence, funds and efforts were needed to create

such a communication network.

7. Each rural superintendent should petition his rural school

board for local funds to provide needs assessments involving

the school district and the rural community, for the purpose
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of identifying special needs which could provide the basis

for goals and long range planning.

Explanation: The literature revealed that the needs of the rural

population were unique, and they differed with respect to

communities. Needs relevant to each community should be identified.

The problems of poverty, high unemployment, economic decline and

migration were school and community problems. Through cooperative

collaboration and unified effort, the rural communities and school

districts could improve their situations.

8. Each rural superintendent should petition the State Division

of Special Education to provide resources for the

establishment of specialized rural pre-service and in-

service training programs relative to the unique needs of

the handicapped and disadvantaged living in rural areas.

Explanation: There was a need for institutions to offer more

training programs designed to prepare educational personnel to

provide specialized rural pre-service and in-service training

programs. Equally important, was the fact that all instruction

should respect the great diversity of rural people and their beliefs.

9. The Superintendent of Public Instruction, with the support

of the State Department of Education, should petition the

State Legislature to establish incentive programs to attract

school personnel to be trained for, and to provide services

in, rural schools.

Explanation: Rural schools and communities were limited in their

ability to attract and retain highly qualified educational personnel.

Salaries in rural areas were often lower, and the conditions of rural
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work were more demanding and difficult. Other professions, such as

medicine, have provided special incentives which have attracted

highly qualified personnel.

10. The Commissioner of Education at the federal level,

cooperatively working with the representatives of state

educational agencies, should explore the possibilities of

using video and audio technology in the delivery of services

to rural areas.

Explanation: Appropriate educational technology appeared to have

great potential for overcoming large physical distances, and for

providing a wide variety of high quality instructional programs to

any location, however remote. The high capital cost of technology

was too great for rural districts; consequently, federal and state

governments would have to provide this special benefit to rural

areas.

Implications for Further Research

The following were ideas for further research:

1. Research designed to investigate the nature of the perceived

needs and opinions of various groups within the rural

community on special education might be revealing.

2. An in-depth interview approach to identify special education

needs might yield results which would substantiate more

completely the nature of the differences among school

personnel in relationship to this study.

A longitudinal study involving similar groups to those

utilized in this study, might give an indication of the
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stability of perceived needs and opinions over a period of

time.

4. The questionnaire and the procedures utilized in this study

could be used to explore the perceived needs and opinions of

similar groups concerning special educational needs in other

rural areas.

5. A study focusing on professional educators at the university

level could be done to determine which group of these

educators most accurately perceived what the actual needs

were of rural schools.

6. Research focusing on the differences in the perceived needs

of career and vocational education for special children in

small and larger school districts would be a source of

information for diverse opinions.

7. Research focusing on the effectiveness of student versus

adult tutors, as well as regularly scheduled, versus drop-in

tutoring, could provide helpful information.

8. A study designed to investigate the nature and the frequency

of occurrence of children with handicapping conditions

living in urban and rural areas to determine whether there

were noticeable differences in relationship to these areas.

9. Research studies relating to school finance data which

showed cost effective service delivery strategies in

delivering services to low incident handicapped children

living in rural areas, could provide valuable information

for long-range planning and funding programs.
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10. Research to examine more extensively, the effectiveness of

computers, satellites, and other technology for delivery of

services and training of personnel, could be extremely

beneficial and cost effective.

11. Research studies to examine the factors which affect the

attrition rates of school personnel in rural areas, could

produce beneficial data which could help rural communities

and school districts in dealing with these factors.

12. Research should be directed toward a process for training

rural community people who were likely to remain in rural

areas to be teachers, administrators, and tutors.
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Table 14

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #1 - Space to conduct a comprehensive program for special
students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.2000 7.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3654 17.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.6122 3.0

Small Districts 68 3.3088 11.5

Larger Districts 83 3.4578 9.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.3671 6.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.4167 9.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size .495 3.910 .483

Occupations 1.138 3.060 .323

County Blocks .026 3.910 .994

SS x OT .209 3.060 .812

SS x CB 4.920 3.910 .028*

OT x CB .670 3.060 .513

SS x OT x CB .029 3.060 .972

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference



101

Table 15

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #2 - Trained personnel to conduct a comprehensive program and/or
provide supportive services for special students.

Variables Number Mean

Administrators 50 2.8600

_Banking

32.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1538 33.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3061 16.5

Small Districts 68 3.3647 15.0

Larger Districts 83 2.9759 40.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.8987 35.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.3333 17.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.595 3.910 .209

Occupations 1.026 3.060 .361

County Blocks 2.889 3.910 .091

SS x OT 2.451 3.060 .090

SS x CB .903 3.910 .344

OT x CB 2.164 3.060 .119

SS x OT x CB .273 3.060 .762
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Table 16

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #3 - Resource materials to provide a comprehensive program,
meeting the diversity of individual needs.VArjalatQge

Administrators 50 3.1400 10.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2885 23.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3678 12.5

Small Districts 68 3.4706 6.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1084 33.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.0886 25.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.4722 6.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size 3.312 3.910 .071

Occupations .888 3.060 .4114

County Blocks 3.766 3.910 .054

SS x OT 1.318 3.060 .271

SS x CB 1.703 3.910 .1914

OT x CB 1.718 3.060 .183

SS x OT x CB 1.582 3.060 .209
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Table 17

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #4 - Services from learning resource centers to provide
instructional materials and information for special
students and

Variables

staff.

Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0400 16.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4038 15.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2246 24.5

Small Districts 68 3.2941 13.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1687 25.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.0127 28.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.4583 7.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .132 3.910 .717

Occupations 1.781 3.060 .172

County Blocks 6.425 3.910 .012*

SS x OT .634 3.060 .532

SS x CB 2.134 3.910 .147

OT x CB 1.093 3.060 .338

SS x OT x CB .300 3.060 .741

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 18

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #5 - Financial resources to budget for short-range and long-
range goals for special educational programs and services.

Variables Number Mean Rankling

Administrators 50 3.4400 2.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.9038 1.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.9184 1.0

Small Districts 68 3.6912 1.0

Larger Districts 83 3.8072 1.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.7595 1.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.7500 1.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .328 3.910 .567

Occupations 2.884 3.060 .059

County Blocks .034 3.910 .854

SS x OT .340 3.060 .713

SS x CB 1.875 3.910 .173

OT x CB 2.752 3.060 .067

SS x OT x CB .647 3.060 .525



105

Table 19

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #6 - Planning and preparation with school staff and other
agencies before the actual placement of special students in
an educational program.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators

Ed. Specialists

Spec. Teachers

50

52

49

3.2000

3.1923

3.1224

7.5

30.0

31.0

Small Districts 68 3.1471 21.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1928 24.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.1392 21.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.2082 27.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .039 3.910 .844

Occupations .106 3.060 .899

County Blocks .019 3.910 .890

SS x OT 3.592 3.060 .030*

SS x CB .622 3.910 .432

OT x CB .433 3.060 .650

SS x OT x CB 1.285 3.060 .280

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 20

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #7 - Alternative educational programs and services to meet
individual needs to avoid excessive failure for special
students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.4200 3.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.6923 3.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4898 6.0

Small Districts 68 3.5588 3.0

Larger Districts 83 3.5181 7.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.4304 5.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.6528 2.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .006 3.910 .936

Occupations .716 3.060 .491

County Blocks .958 3.910 .329

SS x OT .729 3.060 .484

SS x CB 3.924 3.910 .050*

OT x CB .307 3.060 .736

SS x OT x CB .481 3.060 .619

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 21

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #8 - Evaluation procedures to assess special educational
programs and services
special students.

Variables Number

in relationship

Mean

to the needs of

Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8000 35.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.0000 41.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.0204 37.5

Small Districts 68 3.0441 30.0

Larger Districts 83 2.8554 43.5

Co. Block #1 79 2.8481 37.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.0417 36.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at 05

School Size 1.025 3.910 .313

Occupations .508 3.060 .603

County Blocks .860 3.910 .355

SS x OT .535 3.060 .587

SS x CB .162 3.910 .688

OT x CB .523 3.060 .594

SS x OT x CB .031 3.060 .969
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Table 22

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #9 - Assistance from teacher aides and others with special
skills to teach and counsel with special students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8800 28.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4808 10.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3061 16.5

Small Districts 68 3.3088 11.5

Larger Districts 83 3.1566 28.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.1139 24.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.3472 16.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .95

School Size .556 3.910 .457

Occupations 4.464 3.060 .013*

County Blocks 1.438 3.910 .233

SS x OT 1.177 3.060 .311

SS x CB .209 3.910 .649

OT x CB 1.328 3.060 .268

SS x OT x CB .533 3.060 .588

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 23

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #10 - Transportation necessary to provide out-of-school
educational and work experience programs for special
students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.6400 40.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.0385 40.0

Spec. Teachers 49 2.8980 43.5

Small Districts 68 2.6912 43.0

Larger Districts 83 3.0000 38.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.7089 44.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.0278 38.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 2.551 3.910 .113

Occupations 1.609 3.060 .204

County Blocks 3.095 3.910 .081

SS x OT .037 3.060 .964

SS x CB .873 3.910 .352

OT x CB .544 3.060 .582

SS x OT x CB .113 3.060 .894
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Table 24

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #11 - Planning for cooperative arrangements between two or more
districts to provide special education programs and work
experience programs.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.5000 46.0

Ed. Specialists 52 2.9423 43.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2245 24.5

Small Districts 68 2.8235 40.5

Larger Districts 83 2.9398 41.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.8101 39.5

Co. Block #2 72 2.9722 39.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .473 3.910 .493

Occupations 4.275 3.060 .016

County Blocks 1.150 3.910 .285

SS x OT .679 3.060 .509

SS x CB 4.086 3.910 .045*

OT x CB .897 3.060 .410

SS x OT x CB .952 3.060 .289

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 25

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #12 Revisions in the grading system, so that one may have the
option of being graded on the basis of his achievements in
relation to his needs and skill/ability level.

Variables Number Mean Rankins

Administrators 50 1.5200 145.0

Ed. Specialists 52 2.8654 44.5

Spec. Teachers 149 2.8980 143.5

Small Districts 68 2.8235 40.5

Larger Districts 83 2.7108 46.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.8228 38.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.6944 46.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .256 3.910 .614

Occupations 1.490 3.060 .229

County Blocks .524 3.910 .1170

SS x OT 2.113 3.060 .125

SS x CB .229 3.910 .633

OT x CB 1.452 3.060 .238

SS x OT x CB .012 3.060 .988
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Table 26

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #13 - Supporting services to assist teachers in matching
instructional materials and media to the individual needs
of students.

Variables Number Mean- Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0200 17.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2885 23.5

_Spec. Teachers 49 3.2653 21.5

Small Districts 68 3.2206 17.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1687 25.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.1266 22.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.2639 23.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .039 3.910 .844

Occupations 1.141 3.060 .322

County Blocks .490 3.910 .1485

SS x OT .265 3.060 .768

SS x CB .422 3.910 .517

OT x CB .445 3.060 .6142

SS x OT x CB .382 3.060 .683
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Table 27

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #14 - Services by a specialist to make a systematic survey of
the community and the homes of special students for work
opportunities.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8000 35.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.0547 38.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.0816 33.5

Small Districts 68 2.6618 45.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2410 20.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.9241 33.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.0417 36.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 10.067 3.910 .002*

Occupations 1.011 3.060 .366

County Blocks .514 3.910 .475

SS x OT .343 3.060 .710

SS x CB 2.471 3.910 .118

OT x CB .455 3.060 .636

SS x OT x CB .002 3.060 .998

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 28

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #15 - Services by a specialist to assess adaptive behavior
(personality and social adjustment) and ability levels in
academic areas.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.7000 38.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.0000 41.5

Spec. Teachers 49 2.8776 45.0

Small Districts 68 2.7794 42.0

Larger Districts 83 2.9277 42.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.7848 41.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.9444 41.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .692 3.910 .407

Occupations 1.546 3.060 .217

County Blocks 1.087 3.910 .299

SS x OT .248 3.060 .781

SS x CB .147 3.910 .702

OT x CB 3.153 3.060 .046*

SS x OT x CB .196 3.060 .822

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 29

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #16 - Services by a specialist to provide avenues for the
sharing of hobbies, recreational activities and academic
experiences between special students
advanced students and adults.

Variables Number Mean

and other more

Ranking

Administrators 50 2.5400 44.0

Ed. Specialists 52 2.7692 46.0

Spec. Teachers 49 2.9184 40.5

Small Districts 68 2.6029 46.0

Larger Districts 83 2.8554 43.5

Co. Block #1 79 1.6203 46.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.8750 42.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 2.298 3.910 .132

Occupations 2.150 3.060 .120

County Blocks 2.568 3.910 .111

SS x OT .064 3.060 .938

SS x CB .009 3.910 .924

OT x CB 2.082 3.060 .129

SS x OT x CB 2.000 3.060 .139
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Table 30

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #17 - Services by a specialist to assist special students to
become more involved in social activities, especially
within the school setting, e.g., 4-H clubs, FFA, FHA, etc.

Variables Number Mean RaJcing

Administrators 50 2.2400 48.0

Ed. Specialists 52 2.6346 48.0

Spec. Teachers 49 2.5510 47.5

Small Districts 68 2.2059 48.0

Larger Districts 83 2.6988 47.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.4304 48.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.5278 48.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 6.740 3.910 .010*

Occupations 1.619 3.060 .202

County Blocks .312 3.910 .577

SS x OT 1.047 3.060 .354

SS x CB .592 3.910 .443

OT x CB 2.300 3.060 .104

SS x OT x CB .068 3.060 .934

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 31

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #18 - Services by a specialist to supervise work-experience
stations on a regularly scheduled basis.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.7400 37.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1538 33.5

Spec. Teachers 49 2.9184 40.5

Small Districts 68 2.6765 44.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1566 28.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.0000 29.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.8750 42.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 4.061 3.910 .046*

Occupations 1.377 3.060 .256

County Blocks .218 3.910 .641

SS x OT .572 3.060 .566

SS x CB .006 3.910 .937

OT x CB 5.151 3.060 .007*

SS x OT x CB .919 3.060 .401

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 32

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #19 - Services by a specialist to discuss problems of special
students with other agencies and resource people, so that
a systematic program of preventive counseling and
educational programming is established.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8800 28.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1538 33.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.0408 36.0

Small Districts 68 2.9118 36.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1205 31.5

Co. Block #1 79 2.9873 30.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.0694 33.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size 1.109 3.910 .294

Occupations .812 3.060 .446

County Blocks .217 3.910 .642

SS x OT .054 3.060 .947

SS x CB .017 3.910 .897

OT x CB 2.091 3.060 .127

SS x OT x CB .609 3.060 .545
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Table 33

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #20 - Services by a specialist to schedule regular counseling
sessions to assist the parent and the special student in
making educational and occupational decisions.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators

Ed. Specialists

Spec. Teachers

50

52

49

2.9200

3.5577

3.3061

25.0

7.5

16.5

Small Districts 68 3.2794 14.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2530 17.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.2152 16.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.3194 18.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .028 3.910 .867

Occupations 3.859 3.060 .023*

County Blocks .177 3.910 .674

SS x OT .695 3.060 .501

SS x CB .472 3.910 .493

OT x CB 1.947 3.060 .147

SS x OT x CB 1.445 3.060 .239

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference



120

Table 34

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #21 - Services by a specialist to initiate closer contact with
parents and medical authorities regarding present and
potential health problems and to assist parents in the
early identification of disabilities in preschool aged
children.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8800 28.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2308 25.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.1633 28.5

Small Districts 68 3.2206 17.0

Larger Districts 83 2.9880 39.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.1266 22.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.4167 34.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.546 3.910 .216

Occupations 1.370 3.060 .257

County Blocks .250 3.910 .618

SS x OT .516 3.060 .598

SS x CB .304 3.910 .583

OT x CB 1.571 3.060 .211

SS x OT x CB .634 3.060 .532
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Table 35

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #22 - Services by a specialist to make a job analysis of work-
stations before the placement of special students.

- 4. H..- i,o o I

Administrators 50 2.6200 41.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.0577 38.5

Spec. Teachers 2.9184 40.5

Small Districts 68 2.6324 45.0

Larger Districts 83 3.0602 35.5

Co. Block #1 79 2.8861 36.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.8472 44.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 4.529 3.910 .035*

Occupations 1.568 3.060 .212

County Blocks .019 3.910 .892

SS x OT .682 3.060 .507

SS x CB .503 3.910 .479

OT x CB 1.247 3.060 .290

SS x OT x CB 1.054 3.060 .351

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 36

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #23 - Services by a specialist to assist families in
understanding the learning problems of their children and
to involve the families in a prescriptive program to
remediate and correct learning problems.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0000 19.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3462 19.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.6939 2.0

Small Districts 68 3.5000 5.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2169 22.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.2911 10.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.4028 11.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.868 3.910 .174

Occupations 4.139 3.060 .018*

County Blocks .179 3.910 .673

SS x OT .054 3.060 .948

SS x CB .016 3.910 .899

OT x CB .576 3.060 .564

SS x OT x CB .361 3.060 .697

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 37

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #24 - Services by a specialist to arrange for a diagnostic work-
up and an educational needs assessment to determine what
kinds of special programs and services should be provided.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.5600 41.5

Ed. Specialists 52 2.8654 44.5

Spec. Teachers 49 2.9592 39.0

Small Districts 68 2.9412 35.0

Larger Districts 83 2.6747 48.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.7468 43.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.8472 44.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.729 3.910 .191

Occupations 1.390 3.060 .252

County Blocks .105 3.910 .7147

SS x OT .304 3.060 .738

SS x CB .042 3.910 .837

OT x CB .834 3.060 .1437

SS x OT x CB .008 3.060 .992
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Table 38

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #25 - Training for regular classroom teachers in planning and
implementing a total
students.

Variables Number

program of

Mean

study for special

Ranking

Administrators 50 3.4200 4.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.7500 2.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.5306 4.5

Small Districts 68 3.6039 2.0

Larger Districts 83 3.5422 3.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.6203 2.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.5139 4.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .217 3.910 .6142

Occupations .734 3.060 .2482

County Blocks .696 3.910 .1406

SS x OT 2.655 3.060 .07/4

SS x CB .330 3.910 .566

OT x CB .558 3.060 .573

SS x OT x CB .859 3.060 .2426
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Table 39

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #26 - Training for classroom teachers in writing performance
objectives and individualized prescriptions of learning.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.1400 10.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3077 22.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.0816 33.5

Small Districts 68 3.1029 23.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2410 20.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.3038 9.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.0417 36.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .315 3.910 .576

Occupations .351 3.060 .705

County Blocks 2.356 3.910 .125

SS x OT 2.115 3.060 .124

SS x CB .485 3.910 .487

OT x CB .099 3.060 .906

SS x OT x CB .040 3.060 .961
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Table 40

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #27 - Training for classroom teachers in evaluating
individualized programs based on measurable expected
student outcomes.

Variables Number Mean Rankine

Administrators 50 3.1000 12.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3462 19.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2653 21.5

Small Districts 68 3.2206 17.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2530 17.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.2785 11.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.1944 28.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .032 3.910 .858

Occupations .297 3.060 .7143

County Blocks .545 3.910 .1461

SS x OT 1.237 3.060 .293

SS x CB 1.953 3.910 .165

OT x CB .753 3.060 .1173

SS x OT x CB .880 3.060 .1417
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Table 41

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #28 - Inservice training for regular classroom teachers to be
informed of individual diagnostic procedures and
educational need assessments in determining academic
strengths, interests, capabilities, aptitudes, skills and
ways of learning.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.4200 4.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.5385 9.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4286 7.0

Small Districts 68 3.3676 7.0

Larger Districts 83 3.5422 3.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.5190 3.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.4028 11.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .821 3.910 .366

Occupations .100 3.060 .905

County Blocks .550 3.910 .1460

SS x OT .6142 3.060 .528

SS x CB .052 3.910 .820

OT x CB .019 3.060 .981

SS x OT x CB 2.929 3.060 .057
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Table 42

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #29 - Inservice training for classroom teachers in the
techniques and methods of behavior management.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.5000 1.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.5577 7.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3878 12.5

Small Districts 68 3.5294 4.0

Larger Districts 83 3.4458 11.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.4430 4.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.5278 3.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .182 3.910 .670

Occupations .215 3.060 .807

County Blocks .116 3.910 .7314

SS x OT .097 3.060 .907

SS x CB 2.053 3.910 .154

OT x CB .544 3.060 .582

SS x OT x CB 1.769 3.060 .1714
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Table 43

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #30 - Training for school personnel in systematic procedures for
implementing a referral process when extra services for
special

Variables

students are required.

Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.5600 42.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1364 36.5

Spec. Teachers 49 2.6939 46.0

Small Districts 68 2.8382 39.0

Larger Districts 83 2.7711 45.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.6456 45.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.9722 39.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .025 3.910 .876

Occupations 3.318 3.060 .039*

County Blocks 2.574 3.910 .111

SS x OT .218 3.060 .805

SS x CB .866 3.910 .354

OT x CB .956 3.060 .387

SS x OT x CB 1.422 3.060 .152

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 44

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #31 - Opportunities for teachers to share teaching strategies
that have been successfully used with special students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.2800 6.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4615 11.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2245 24.5

Small Districts 68 3.3382 9.0

Larger Districts 83 3.3133 14.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.2405 15.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.4167 9.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .028 3.910 .985

Occupations .654 3.060 .521

County Blocks 1.313 3.910 .254

SS x OT .016 3.060 .985

SS x CB .139 3.910 .710

OT x CB .752 3.060 .2473

SS x OT x CB .526 3.060 .592
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Table 45

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #32 - Inservice training for school personnel in the value
systems of cultural and ethic differences.

Variables Number Mean Ranki

Administrators 50 2.4200 47.0

Ed. Specialists 52 2.6923 47.0

Spec. Teachers 49 2.5510 47.5

Small Districts 68 2.5000 47.0

Larger Districts 83 2.6024 48.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.5696 47.0

Co. Block #2 72 2.5417 47.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .449 3.910 .504

Occupations .483 3.060 .618

County Blocks .057 3.910 .812

SS x OT .251 3.060 .779

SS x CB 2.437 3.910 .121

OT x CB .521 3.060 .595

SS x OT x CB .026 3.060 .975
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Table 46

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #33 - Training for school personnel in selecting, utilizing and
developing instructional materials for special students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.1600 9.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2115 29.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3061 16.5

Small Districts 68 3.3235 10.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1446 29.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.1519 20.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.3056 20.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.077 3.910 .301

Occupations .140 3.060 .870

County Blocks .461 3.910 .1498

SS x OT .858 3.060 .426

SS x CB .175 3.910 .676

OT x CB .755 3.060 .1472

SS x OT x CB .268 3.060 .765
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Table 47

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #34 - Training programs for tutors, assistants and volunteers to
assist special students in meeting specific intellectual,
academic and social skills.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0000 20.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4231 12.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.5306 4.5

Small Districts 68 3.3529 8.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2892 16.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.2532 12.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.3889 14.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .041 3.910 .840

Occupations 2.882 3.060 .059

County Blocks .399 3.910 .528

SS x OT .344 3.060 .710

SS x CB .042 3.910 .839

OT x CB .108 3.060 .898

SS x OT x CB .097 3.060 .908
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Table 48

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #35 - Training for teachers and parents in cooperative planning
of home-school individualized programs for credit.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.9000 26.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1346 36.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.0204 37.5

Small Districts 68 3.0924 31.0

Larger Districts 83 3.0120 37.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.9114 34.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.1389 32.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size .001 3.910 .980

Occupations .575 3.060 .564

County Blocks 1.260 3.910 .264

SS x OT .141 3.060 .869

SS x CB .704 3.910 .403

OT x CB 1.244 3.060 .291

SS x OT x CB .114 3.060 .893
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Table 49

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #36 - Inservice training for teachers and school administrators
in procedures to articulate and coordinate individualized
programs continuing from pre-school to post-secondary
school programs.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.9000 26.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2308 25.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.1633 28.5

Small Districts 68 3.0735 27.0

Larger Districts 83 3.1205 31.5

Co. Block #1 79 2.9873 30.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.2222 26.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size .113 3.910 .738

Occupations 1.245 3.060 .291

County Blocks 1.317 3.910 .253

SS x OT 1.324 3.060 .269

SS x CB .188 3.910 .665

OT x CB .954 3.060 .388

SS x OT x CB .019 3.060 .981
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Table 50

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #37 - Career educational activities to assist special students
in developing an early career awareness of the world of
work.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.9600 23.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3846 16.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2245 24.5

Small Districts 68 3.1324 22.0

Larger Districts 83 3.2410 20.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.0886 25.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.3056 20.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size .540 3.910 .4614

Occupations 1.360 3.060 .260

County Blocks 1.278 3.910 .260

SS x OT 1.961 3.060 .145

SS x CB .014 3.910 .907

OT x CB .123 3.060 .884

SS x OT x CB .052 3.060 .950
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Table 51

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #38 - Work experience stations to structure work activities in
progressive stages that ensure success.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0000 20.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.6346 16.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.1633 24.5

Small Districts 68 2.9559 34.0

Larger Districts 83 3.5301 6.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.3544 8.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.1806 29.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 8.233 3.910 .005

Occupations 4.315 3.060 .015

County Blocks .418 3.910 .579

SS x OT 1.055 3.060 .351

SS x CB 1.414 3.910 .236

OT x CB .512 3.060 .601

SS x OT x CB .324 3.060 .724
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Table 52

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #39 - Community resources to inform both teachers and special
students of the nature and requirements of local
occupations.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators

Ed. Specialists

Spec. Teachers

50

52

49

2.8800

3.1731

3.2653

28.5

31.5

21.5

Small Districts 68 2.8676 37.0

Larger Districts 83 3.3012 15.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.0380 27.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.1806 29.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 6.270 3.910 .013

Occupations 1.464 3.060 .235

County Blocks .755 3.910 .386

SS x OT .999 3.060 .371

SS x CB .195 3.910 .660

OT x CB .819 3.060 .4143

SS x OT x CB .197 3.060 .821
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Table 53

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #40 - Personal experiences to assist special students in
formulating vocational attitudes and habits: e.g., being
punctual, being self-disciplined, etc.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0200 17.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4231 13.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3673 14.0

Small Districts 68 3.0882 24.5

Larger Districts 83 3.4217 12.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.2658 14.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.2778 22.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 3.918 3.910 .050*

Occupations 1.813 3.060 .167

County Blocks .045 3.910 .832

SS x OT .125 3.060 .881

SS x CB .448 3.910 .504

OT x CB 1.183 3.060 .309

SS x OT x CB .504 3.060 .605

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 54

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #41 - Practical experiences for special students to work with
other people, employers and to use skills already learned
in school.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0800 14.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.6346 4.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4082 10.5

Small Districts 68 3.1765 20.0

Larger Districts 83 3.5422 3.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.3671 6.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.3889 14.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 4.264 3.910 .041*

Occupations 2.733 3.060 .069

County Blocks .011 3.910 .916

SS x OT .533 3.060 .588

SS x CB 2.947 3.910 .088

OT x CB .005 3.060 .995

SS x OT x CB .334 3.060 .717

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 55

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #42 - Opportunities
adult models.

Variables

for special

Number

students

Mean

to identify with good

Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8600 32.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.2308 25.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.1020 32.0

Small Districts 68 3.0735 27.0

Larger Districts 83 2.0602 35.5

Co. Block #1 79 2.9873 30.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.1528 31.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size .002 3.910 .967

Occupations 1.255 3.060 .288

County Blocks .530 3.910 .468

SS x OT .981 3.060 .377

SS x CB .846 3.910 .359

OT x CB .097 3.060 .908

SS x OT x CB .144 3.060 .866
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Table 56

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #43 - Opportunities for special students to become involved in
summer or part-time employment.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.9800 22.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.6154 6.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4082 10.5

Small Districts 68 3.0882 24.5

Larger Districts 83 3.5422 3.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.1899 18.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.5000 5.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 5.083 3.910 .026*

Occupations 3.179 3.060 .045*

County Blocks 2.790 3.910 .097

SS x OT .055 3.060 .947

SS x CB .326 3.910 .569

OT x CB .092 3.060 .912

SS x OT x CB .219 3.060 .804

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 57

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #44 - Vocational exploratory activities for special students to
gain greater personal insight and to formulate
occupational goals to assist in future educational
planning.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.9600 23.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3269 21.0

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4286 8.5

Small Districts 68 3.0544 29.0

Larger Districts 83 3.3855 13.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.1646 19.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.3194 18.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 2.941 3.910 .089

Occupations 2.009 3.060 .138

County Blocks .939 3.910 .334

SS x OT .065 3.060 .937

SS x CB 1.119 3.910 .292

OT x CB .579 3.060 .562

SS x OT x CB .334 3.060 .717
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Table 58

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #45 - Work experience stations that pay a wage commensurate with
the student's contribution.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.0600 15.0

Ed. Specialists 52 3.4231 13.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.2857f 20.0

Small Districts 68 3.0147 32.5

Larger Districts 83 3.4578 9.5

Co. Block #1 79 3.2532 12.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.2639 23.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 4.587 3.910 .034*

Occupations 1.276 3.060 .282

County Blocks .101 3.910 .752

SS x OT .052 3.060 .949

SS x CB .224 3.910 .637

OT x CB .048 3.060 .953

SS x OT x CB .220 3.060 .803

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 59

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #46 - Procedures that, upon the completion of high school,
provide an orderly transition to other educational
institutions or agencies providing career development
programs.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 3.1000 12.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.3654 17.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.4286 8.5

Small Districts 68 3.0735 27.0

Larger Districts 83 3.4819 8.0

Co. Block #1 79 3.2152 16.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.3889 14.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 4.644 3.910 .033*

Occupations 1.035 3.060 .358

County Blocks 1.317 3.910 .253

SS x OT .102 3.060 .903

SS x CB 1.944 3.910 .165

OT x CB 1.307 3.060 .274

SS x OT x CB .425 3.060 .655

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 60

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #147 - Job performance tests to measure special skills and
aptitudes for various types of work.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators

Ed. Specialists

Spec. Teachers

50

52

49

2.6600

3.2308

3.0612

39.0

25.5

35.0

Small Districts 68 2.8529 38.0

Larger Districts 83 3.0964 34.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.7595 42.0

Co. Block #2 72 3.2361 25.0

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 2.777 3.910 .098

Occupations 3.314 3.060 .039*

County Blocks 7.143 3.910 .008*

SS x OT .157 3.060 .855

SS x CB .024 3.910 .877

OT x CB .167 3.060 .846

SS x OT x CB .504 3.060 .605

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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Table 61

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Item #48 - Instructional materials on career and vocational education
to meet the diversity of needs of special students.

Variables Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 2.8600 32.5

Ed. Specialists 52 3.1731 31.5

Spec. Teachers 49 3.3265 15.0

Small Districts 68 3.0147 32.5

Larger Districts 83 3.2048 23.0

Co. Block #1 79 2.8101 39.5

Co. Block #2 72 3.4583 7.5

Analysis of Variance

Variables Computed
F

Tabular
F

Significance
of F at .05

School Size 1.760 3.910 .187

Occupations 1.925 3.060 .150

County Blocks 12.571 3.910 .001

SS x OT .671 3.060 .513

SS x CB .367 3.910 .5116

OT x CB .359 3.060 .699

SS x OT x CB .255 3.060 .775
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APPENDIX B

Table 62

Combined Means and Tabulated
Results of the Analysis of Variance
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Table 62

Statistical Analysis of Perceived Needs in
Special Education by Three Groups

Variables

Combined Means From Sampling Variables

Number Mean Ranking

Administrators 50 140.76 3.0

Ed. Specialists 52 156.84 1.0

Spec. Teachers 49 153.75 2.0

Small Districts 68 147.73 2.0

Larger Districts 83 152.79 1.0

Co. Block #1 79 147.55 2.0

Co. Block #2 72 153.75 1.0

Analysis of Variance Tabulated Results

Variables Computed Tabular Significance
F F of F at .05

School Size 1.074 3.910 .302

Occupations 3.190 3.060 .044*

County Blocks 1.198 3.910 .276

SS x OT .456 3.060 .635

SS x CB .399 3.910 .529

OT x CB .773 3.060 .463

SS x OT x CB .038 3.060 .963

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference
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APPENDIX C

Table 63

Computed F-Test Results of Hypotheses
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COMPUTED F-TEST RESULTS FOR HYPOTHESES

Item H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

1 .495 1.138 .000 .209 4.920* .670 .029

2 1.595 1.026 2.889 2.451 .903 2.164 .273

3 3.312 .888 3.766 1.318 1.703 1.718 1.582

4 .132 1.781 6.425* .634 2.132 1.093 .300

5 .328 2.884 .034 .340 1.875 2.752 .647

6 .039 .106 .019 3.592* .622 .433 1.285

7 .006 .716 .958 .729 3.924* .307 .481

8 1.025 .508 .860 .545 .162 .523 .031

9 .556 4.464* 1.438 1.177 .209 1.328 .533

10 2.551 1.609 3.095 .037 .873 .544 .113

11 .473 4.275 1.150 .679 4.086 .897 .952

12 .256 1.490 .524 2.113 .229 1.452 .012

13 .039 1.141 .490 .263 ..422 .445 .382

14 10.067* 1.011 .514 .343 2.471 .455 .002

15 .692 1.546 1.087 .248 .147 3.153* .196

16 2.298 2.150 2.568 .064 .009 2.082 2.000

17 6.740* 1.619 .312 1.047 .592 2.300 .068

18 4.061 1.377 .218 .572 .006 5.151* .919

19 1.109 .812 .217 .054 .017 2.091 .609

20 .028 3.859 .177 .695 .472 1.947 1.445

21 1.546 1.370 .250 .516 .304 1.571 .634

22 4.529* 1.568 .019 .682 .503 1.247 1.054

23 1.868 4.139* .179 .054 .016 .576 .361

24 1.729 1.390 .105 .304 .042 .834 .088

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference at the .05 level.



TABLE 63 (Cont)

COMPUTED F-TEST RESULTS FOR HYPOTHESES

Item H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

25
26

27

28
29
30

31

32

33
34

35
36

37
38

39
40
41

42

43
44
45
46

47
48

.217

.315

.032

.821

.182

.025

.000

.449
1.077
.041

.001

.113

.540

8.223'
6.270*

3.918'
4.264*
.002

5.083*
2.941

4.587*
4.644*
2.777
1.760

.734

.351

.297

.100

.215

3.316*
.654

.483

.140

2.882
.575

1.245

1.360
4.315*
1.464
1.813
2.733
1.255

3.179
2.009
1.276
1.035
3.314*
1.925

.696

2.356
.545
.550
.116

2.574
1.313
.057
.461

.399
1.260
1.317
1.278

.309

.755

.045

.011

.530
2.790

.939

.101

1.317

7.143*
12.571*

2.655

1.237
.642
.097

.218

.016

.251

.858

.344

.141

1.324

1.1.055
.999
.127
.533

.981

.055

.065

.052

.102

.157

.671

.330

1.49:53

.052
2.053
.866

.139
1

.175

.042

.704

.188

.014

1.414

.195

.448
2.947
.846
.326

1.119
.224

1.944
.024

.367

.558

.099

.753

.019

.544

.956

.752

.521

.755

.108

1.244
.954
.123
.512

.819
1.183
.005
.097

.092

.579

.048
1.307
.167

.359

.859

.040

.880

2.929
1.769
1.422
.526
.026

.268

.097

.114

.019

.019

.324

.197

.504

.334

.144

.219

.334

.220

.425

.504

.255

Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference at the .05 level.
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VALIDATING COMMITTEE

Members of the validating committee were as follows:

Ralph Bradley
Regional Resource Center
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 97403

James Crosson, Director
Regional Resource Center
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 97403

Amos Hoerger, Superintendent
Dayville School District
Dayville, Oregon 97825

Terry Kramer, Specialist
Oregon State Department of Special Education
462 Hoyt SE
Salem, Oregon 97302

Mason D. McQuiston, Director
Oregon State Department of Special Education
690 Hillcrest Drive NW
Salem, Oregon 97304

LeRoy Paulsen, Superintendent
Malheur County ESD
Vale, Oregon 97918

John E. Taylor, Coordinator
Oregon State Department of Special Education
942 Lancaster Drive NE
Salem, Oregon 97310

Dick Zeller
Regional Resource Center
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 97403
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APPENDIX E

Facsimile of a Cover Letter Attached to Needs
Statements Sent to Validating Committee
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VALIDATION OF NEEDS STATEMENTS

To the Members of the Validating Committee:

Attached is a list of needs statements realistic to rural school
districts from which a questionnaire will be developed and
administered to certified school personnel serving in the rural areas
of six counties in Eastern Oregon.

The purpose of this research study, hopefully, will have a
positive effect for improving the educational opportunities for
"special students" residing in rural areas.

The term "special students" refers to all unserved and
underserved students. This includes all types of handicapped,
disadvantaged and dropout students (unserved); also, it refers to the
students who are inappropriately being served in the classrooms
(underserved).

You have been selected as a member of a validating committee to
evaluate each needs statement and to respond to one of three
evaluation categories: retain, reject or revise. If you find that
there are other statements that you wish to add, please list them at
the end of each major section.

I personally will pick up the validation sheets and make an
appointment to visit with you concerning your recommendations. If

you have other questions, please call me at the Union County IED
office (963-4100. Thanks for your participation.

Sincerely yours,

Larry Veal
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Districts Involved in the Study
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DISTRICTS INVOLVED IN THE STUDY

The following school districts and educational service districts

were involved in this study.

School Districts: Enrollment
(0 - 400)

Enrollment
(400-900)

Baker County
1. Burnt River SD 30J 138
2. Huntington SD 16J 158
3. Pine Eagle SD 61 416

Grant County
4. Dayville DS 16J 82

5. John Day SD 3 814
6. Long Creek SD 17 127

7. Monument SD 8 91

8. Mount Vernon SD 6 186

9. Prairie City SD 4 257

Malheur County
10. Adrian SD 61 357
11. Harper SD 66 77
12. Jordan Valley DS 3 105

13. Vale SD 15 578

14. Willowcreek SD 42 80

Union County
15. Cove SD 15 274

16. Elgin SD 23 634
17. Imbler SD 11 367
18. North Powder SD 8J 177

19. Union SD 5 510

Umatilla County
20. Athena-Weston 29R 568
21. Echo SD 5 203

22. Ferndale SD 10 213
23. Helix SD 1R 112

24. Pilot Rock SD 2R 582

25. Stanfield SD 61R 375
26. Tum A Lum SD 4 75
27. Ukiah SD 80 118

28. Umapine SD 13R 89

29. Umatilla SD 6R 837
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Districts Involved in the Study (Cont.)

School Districts:

Wallowa County

Enrollment Enrollment

30. Enterprise SD 21 594

31. Joseph SD 6 375
32. Troy 15

33. Wallowa SD 12 385

Educational Service District
1. Baker County ESD
2. Grant County ESD
3. Malheur County ESD
4. Union County ESD
5. Umatilla County ESD
6. Wallowa County ESD
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Facsimile of a Cover Letter Attached to the Questionnaire
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INTRODUCTION TO QUESTIONNAIRE

POSITION SCHOOL DISTRICT

SCHOOL

IQ THE RESPONDENT:

Attached is a questionnaire to identify priority needs of your
school district for the purpose of improving the educational
opportunities of "special students" between the ages of six (6) and
eighteen (18) years.

The term "special students" refers to all unserved and
underserved students which include all types of handicapped,
disadvantaged and dropout students (unserved); also, it refers to the
students who are inappropriately being served in the classrooms
(underserved).

You have been selected to assess the following identified needs
in this questionnaire. Would you rate each need--based on your
professional judgment--as it would apply to your district for
improving the educational opportunities for these special students.

Please return the questionnaire in the return-addressed, stamped
envelop by February 16, 1982. All information recorded on the
questionnaire will be confidential. Thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Larry Veal
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Facsimile of the Questionnaire Used in the Study
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions: Would you rate each need--based on your professional value
judgement--as it would apply to your district for improving the
educational opportunities of the identified unserved and
underserved students, which are referred to as "special
students."

The needs rating scale for your responses is as follows:

5 - Considered to be very high In need

4 - Considered to be high In need

3 - Considered to be average ja need

2 - Considered to be law. j_.n need

1 - Considered to be very low ii need

Please place an (X) for your response in the appropriate blank
space for each item.

DO NOT OMIT ANY ITEMS

Identified Needs

Very Very

Low High

Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

1. Space to conduct a comprehensive program
for special students.

2. Trained personnel to conduct a compre-
hensive program and/or provide supportive
services for special students.

3. Resource materials to provide a compre-
hensive program, meeting the diversity
of individual needs.

4. Services from learning resource centers
to provide instructional materials and
information for special students and
staff.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Very Very
Low High
Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

5. Financial resources to budget for short-
range and long-range goals for special
educational programs and services.

6. Planning and preparation with school
staff and other agencies before the
actual placement of special students
in an educational program.

7. Alternative educational programs and
services to meet individual needs to
avoid excessive failure for special
students.

8. Evaluation procedures to assess
special educational programs and
services in relationship to the needs
of special students.

9. Assistance from teacher aides and
others with special skills to teach
and counsel with special students.

10. Transportation necessary to provide
out-of-school educational and work
experience programs for special
students.

11. Planning for cooperative arrangements
between two or more districts to
provide special education programs and
work experience programs.

12. Revisions in the grading system, so
that one may have the option of being
graded on the basis of his achievements
in relation to his needs and skill/
ability level.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Identified Needs

1 6 5

Very Very
Low High
Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

13. Supportive services to assist teachers
in matching instructional materials
and media to the individual needs
of students.

14. Services by a specialist to make a
systematic survey of the community
and the homes of special students for
work opportunities.

15. Services by a specialist to assess
adaptive behavior (personality and
social adjustment) and ability levels
in academic areas.

16. Services by a specialist to provide
avenues for the sharing of hobbies,
recreational activities and academic
experiences between special students
and other more advanced students and
adults.

17. Services by a specialist to assist
special students to become more
involved in social activities,
especially within the school setting,
e.g., 4-H clubs, FFA, FHA, etc.

18. Services by a specialist to supervise
work-experience stations on a regularly
scheduled basis.

19. Services by a specialist to discuss
problems of special students with other
agencies and resource people, so that
a systematic program of preventive
counseling and educational programming
is established.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 14 5

1 2 3 4 5



Identified Needs

166

Very Very
Low High
Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

20. Services by a specialist to schedule
regular counseling sessions to assist
the parent and the special student
in making educational and occupational
decisions.

21. Services by a specialist to initiate
closer contact with parents and medical
authorities regarding present and
potential health problems and to assist
parents in the early identification of
disabilities in preschool-aged
children.

22. Services by a specialist to make a job
analysis of work-stations before the
placement of special students.

23. Services by a specialist to assist
families in understanding the learning
problems of their children and to
involve the families in a prescriptive
program to remediate and correct
learning problems.

24. Services by a specialist to arrange
for a diagnostic work-up and an
educational needs assessment to
determine what kinds of special
programs and services should be
provided.

25. Training for regular classroom
teachers in planning and implementing
a total program of study for special
students.

26. Training for classroom teachers in
writing performance objectives and
individualized prescriptions of
learning.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 It 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Very Very
Low High
Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

27. Training for classroom teachers in
evaluating individualized programs
based on measurable expected student
outcomes.

28. Inservice training for regular
classroom teachers to be informed
of individual diagnostic procedures
and educational need assessments in
determining academic strengths,
interests, capabilities, aptitudes,
skills and ways of learning.

29. Inservice training for classroom
teachers in the techniques and
methods of behavior management.

30. Training for school personnel in
systematic procedures for implementing
a referral process when extra services
for special students are required.

31. Opportunities for teachers to share
teaching strategies that have been
successfully used with special
students.

32. Inservice training for school personnel
in the value systems of cultural and
ethic differences.

33. Training for school personnel in
selecting, utilizing, and developing
instructional materials for special
students.

34. Training programs for tutors, assistants
and volunteers to assist special students
in meeting specific intellectual,
academic and social skills.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Very Very
Low High
Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

35. Training for teachers and parents
in cooperative planning of home-
school individualized programs for
credit.

36. Inservice training for teachers and
school administrators in procedures to
articulate and coordinate individualized
programs continuing from preschool to
postsecondary school programs.

37. Career educational activities to
assist special students in developing
an early career awareness of the
world of work.

38. Work experience stations to structure
work activities in progressive stages
that ensure success.

39. Community resources to inform both
teachers and special students of the
nature and requirements of local
occupations.

40. Personal experiences to assist special
students in formulating vocational
attitudes and habits: e.g., being
punctual, being self-disciplined, etc.

41. Practical experiences for special
students to work with other people,
employers and to use skills already
learned in school.

42. Opportunities for special students
to identify with good adult models.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 14 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2

2

3 4 5

1 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Very Very
Low High

Identified Needs Need Need

To what degree does your district need additional:

43. Opportunities for special students
to become involved in summer or
part-time employment.

44. Vocational exploratory activities for
special students to gain greater
personal insight and to formulate
occupational goals to assist in future
educational planning.

45. Work experience stations that pay a
wage commensurate with the student's
contribution.

46. Procedures that, upon the completion
of high school, provide an orderly
transition to other education insti-
tutions or agencies providing career
development programs.

47. Job performance tests to measure
special skills and aptitudes for
various types of work.

48. Instructional materials on career
and vocational education to meet the
diversity of needs of special students.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5


