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The problem of this study was to develop and validate an instru-

ment that would measure vocational teacher trainees and practi-

tioners' attitudes toward handicapped learners. The item pool con-

sisted of 90 items which addressed three major dimensions of atti-

tudes toward handicapped vocational students: handicapping condi-

tions, characteristics of these conditions, and the severity of the

conditions. The item pool was submitted to a panel of experts to

establish the instruments' content validity and the face validity of

the items. The content validation resulted in the inclusion of 87

items in the pilot instrument. The instrument was pilot tested with

27 students and 14 practitioners. Item analyses resulted in the

identification of four items addressing each of seven handicapping

conditions: mental retardation, speech impairment, visual impair-

ment, hearing impairment, emotional disturbance, orthopedic handicap,

and chronic illness. Two conditions, multiple handicaps and learning

disabilities, were deleted from the instrument based on the concerns



expressed by the panel of experts, results of item analysis, and

interviews with students who had participated in the pilot test.

The subjects for the field test were 53 advanced undergraduate

vocational teacher education students and 164 vocational teachers.

Internal consistency indices indicated that the instrument was a

relatively reliable measure of vocational teachers' attitudes toward

handicapped learners. Indices of concurrent validity for the scale

and its subscales and the standardized "Attitude Toward Disabled

Persons" scale seemed to support the contention that specific

conditions rather than the general concept of "handicapped" should be

assessed.

The subjects' sex and vocational teaching areas were signifi-

cantly related to their subscale scores. The quality of prior

experience with handicapped persons also seemed to influence the

practitioners' responses. Age, and variables apparently related to

it, such as years of teaching experience, were not related to

subscale scores.

The findings of this study indicated that the "Attitudes Toward

Handicapped Vocational Students" scale is a valid and reliable

instrument for use in measuring practicing vocational educators'

attitudes toward handicapped learners. Further study is needed on

the use of the instrument to determine vocational teacher trainees'

attitudes.
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DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A SCALE TO
MEASURE VOCATIONAL EDUCATORS'

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE HANDICAPPED

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable

instrument which measures the attitudes of vocational teachers and

teacher education students toward disabled persons.

Rationale

In the past decade, educators, legislators, and the lay public

have become increasingly aware of the need for a free and appropriate

vocational education for handicapped persons. The extent to which

any vocational education program enables the handicapped person to

succeed depends on a number of variables, one being the teacher's

ability to accept and work with handicapped students (Evans, 1977).

The proportion of handicapped persons under the age of 21 in the

United States is estimated to be one of ten. For adults, the esti-

mate is one of eleven. If temporary disabling conditions that accom-

pany serious accidents and emotional adjustment are considered, as

many as 25 percent of the American population could be handicapped at

any given time (Halloran, 1978).

The term "handicapped" has been defined in various ways. Gener-

ally, the handicapped population includes individuals who are men-

tally retarded, deaf, hard of hearing, blind, visually impaired,
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emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, speech impaired, or

chronically ill (Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, 1979).

To a much lesser degree, disabilities such as alcohol and drug addic-

tion are included as handicapped. For educational purposes, individ-

uals are considered handicapped if the disabling condition prevents

them from succeeding in a regular educational setting without some

type of direct or indirect instructional support (P.L. 94-142).

Handicapped individuals as a subpopulation have often been sub-

jected to discriminatory practices by the rest of society. The

former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Joseph A.

Califano (1977) reported that:

For decades, handicapped Americans have been an oppressed
and, all too often, a hidden minority, subjected to
unconscionable discrimination, beset by demoralizing
indignities, detoured out of the mainstream of American
life and unable to secure their rightful role as full and
independent citizens (p.1).

Discriminatory practices toward handicapped learners in educa-

tion have been identified by Kruppa, Hritz, and Thrower (1973) and

The President's Committee on Employment of the Handicapped (1975).

They concluded that handicapped persons have less schooling than the

non-handicapped students and are often segregated and taught "watered

dowh" versions of existing programs. They also concluded that many

handicapped students drop out of school when they reach the age of

sixteen. This educational inequity increases the dependence of hand-

icapped persons on society by rendering them less employable and
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thereby denying them the means for becoming contributing members of

society and independent citizens (Martin, 1972).

In recent years, there has been an increasing awareness of the

social, educational, occupational, and legal rights of handicapped

persons in our society. To correct the discriminatory conditions and

practices against the handicapped, state and federal laws specifi-

cally addressing the educational and employment rights of the handi-

capped have been enacted during the last decade. Congress, through

legislation, mandated that all persons, including those with

.special handicapping conditions. ." should:

. . .have ready access to vocational training and
retraining which is of the highest quality, which is
realistic in light of factual or anticipated opportun-
ities for gainful employment, and which is suited to
their needs, interest, and abilities to benefit from such
training (P.L. 88-210, Section 1).

To ensure that handicapped students are provided such vocational

training, Congress further mandated that part of the vocational edu-

cation funds allotted to states and eventually to local school dis-

tricts must be used for vocational education of the handicapped.

This mandate was emphasized and strengthened in the Vocational Educa-

tion Amendment of 1968 (P.L. 90-576) which specified:

. . .to the maximum extent possible, persons identified
as handicapped . . . should be integrated into regular
vocational education programs. Ancillary or supportive
services needed to help a person succeed in these pro-
grams may be provided by federal vocational education
funds. Separate or modified vocational education pro-
grams for the disadvantaged or handicapped should be set
up only when it is in the best interest of the student
(Aitfest, 1975, p. ii).
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To support these services, Congress set aside ten percent of

federal vocational funds to be spent on vocational education for the

handicapped. However, many school districts have not responded fully

to this congressional intent to meet the vocational needs of handi-

capped students (Clark and Evans, 1977). To address this deficiency,

Congress, through the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 (Title

II, P.L. 94-482), re-emphasized its concern by requiring that .the

federal monies set aside for vocational education of the handicapped

must be matched with state and local funds.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-

142) added impetus to the concern for free and appropriate public

education for all handicapped learners. Clark and Evans (1977)

stressed the importance of this act.

This law is intended to be the beginning of the end to
this country's inglorious custom of treating persons with
disabilities as second-class citizens. In fact, it has
been labeled as a "Bill of Rights for the Handicapped"
(p. 6).

Among other assurances, this law specifies that the education of

the handicapped must be provided in the "least restrictive educa-

tional setting" (Section 1, P.L. 94-142). This mandates the place-

ment of handicapped learners in the "regular vocational program" if

that program meets the individuals' needs and abilities (Phelps,

1977). Therefore, special vocational programming, which is the tra-

ditional approach, would be appropriate for only those who could best

benefit from that environment.
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Two provisions, Sections 503 and 504, of the Rehabilitation Act

of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) have significant implications for vocational

education. Section 503 requires employers who have contracts or sub-

contracts with the Federal government to have an affirmative action

plan for hiring qualified handicapped workers and describes non-

discriminatory practices for job assignment, promotion, transfer,

accessibility, working conditions, and termination. Section 504 is

similar but focuses on non-discriminatory practices in organizations

receiving federal grants, including educational institutions and

agencies.

The impact of this recent legislation is apparent. Efforts to

provide vocational education for the handicapped have increased

steadily, especially since 1968 (Clark and Evans, 1977; Phelps and

Halloran, 1977). Despite apparent improvement in the amount and

quality of vocational education available to the handicapped, there

are still major areas of concern. According to the National Advisory

Committee on the Handicapped (1975):

Vocational education is important in the development of
independence for everyone, but is critical and essential
for handicapped individuals. Yet existing vocational
education programs are frequently not available to the
handicapped, and programs designed to meet the special
needs of handicapped people are notably lacking (p. 1).

Seventy percent of the handicapped students were in special voca-

tional classes where training they received did not prepare them to

compete in the open labor market (Olympus Research Corporation, 1974;

Halloran, 1978). The least restrictive environment including



6

existing and future vocational programs should be available to and

used by handicapped persons to acquire the job skills, knowledge and

attitudes necessary for employment (National Advisory Committee on

the Handicapped, 1975). The proportion of handicapped learners

enrolled in vocational programs is still far below the proportion of

handicapped students enrolled in school (U.S. Congress, 1981).

A major reason for this lack of service is the absence of quali-

fied vocational educators to work with handicapped students (Martin,

1972; Clark and Evans, 1977; Phelps, 1977; and Lance, 1978). A 1976

report of the General Accounting Office indicated that 78 percent of

vocational educators are insufficiently trained to teach handicapped

students (Clark and Evans, 1977). The report concluded that to pre-

pare handicapped students properly for the world of work, vocational

educators in all service areas need to be trained and prepared to

teach the handicapped.

Knowing how to "teach" handicapped learners is, however, insuf-

ficient in itself; vocational teachers must want to work with dis-

abled learners before effective instruction can be provided

(Hohensill and Warden, 1977). Many vocational educators express

great apprehension in teaching or accepting handicapped students into

their vocational programs. Such apprehension may result from precon-

ceived ideas regarding the handicapped individual which may have

developed from insufficient experience with handicapped students

(Tindall, 1977). This lack of interaction with the handicapped can



7

influence teaching attitudes of vocational educators which often are

in direct conflict with the directives and intent of P.L. 94-142

regarding placement in the least restrictive environment (Rumble,

1978).

In practice, we may expect some vocational educators to
be such elitists that they refuse to believe that any
special needs students can learn from them. . .and until

these attitudes can be changed, such teachers are likely
to do more harm than good (Evans, 1977, p. 10).

In working with handicapped students, vocational educators must

be cognizant of their own attitudes and feelings toward these stu-

dents. Among other things, feelings and attitudes are often communf-

cated to both handicapped and non-handicapped students (Carlson,

1977). Educators should know and cope with their own attitudes

toward persons with handicapping conditions. Results of this appre-

hension, lack of preparation, and conflict of attitudes which

teachers exhibit when interacting with handicapped students in the

classroom indicate that handicapped students are often misdiagnosed

or ignored. They often meet with indifference, hostility, and some-

times compassion. Faculty and peers often feel uncomfortable around

handicapped students (Zufall, 1978).

As with the change of any behavior, the attitudes of vocational

teachers need to be determined so that appropriate intervention

strategies, both for individuals and groups, can be designed

(Reynolds, 1977; Tindall, 1978). Although instruments have been used

to measure attitudes of teachers toward the handicapped, their reli-
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ability and validity are questionable. The instruments can be

divided into two major categories: non-standardized and standard-

ized. The non-standardized instruments (e.g., Rumble, 1978;

Stephens, 1979) were generally locally developed and were used in

dissertation research or school district studies. The validation

processes for these instruments were minimally described, if at

all. Furthermore, insufficient evidence was provided to judge

whether or not systematic development procedures were used, popula-

tion size or characteristics were appropriate or test characteristics

were statistically analyzed.

Several standardized instruments have been used to assess atti-

tudes toward the handicapped. "The Attitudes Toward Disabled Per-

sons" (ATDP) (Yuker, Block, and Campbell, 1960) has been used in a

number of studies (e.g., Arnholter, 1963; Bell, 1962; Conine, 1968;

Shaw, 1971; and Yuker, Block and Campbell, 1960), including the

assessment of vocational educators' attitudes toward the disabled

(Ellum, 1974). The ATDP consists of three different scales. Form 0

consists of 20 items; Forms A and B consist of thirty items each.

These scales measure attitudes toward physically disabled persons as

a general group. The items on each scale are equally divided among

those that describe similarities or differences in personality char-

acteristics and those that deal with the special treatment for the

disabled. Respondents are forced to indicate their degree of agree-

ment or disagreement to each statement. Response selections range
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from -3, disagree very much, to +3, agree very much. Opportunity to

select a neutral or undecided position for an item is not provided.

Item analysis was used as the basis for item selection. The ATDP

scales were standardized using disabled and non-disabled respondents

as follows:

Disabled Non-disabled

Form 0 1298 3099

Form A 294 742

Form B 191 894

Reliability of the ATDP scales were established by using the stabil-

ity, internal consistency, equivalence, and stability-equivalence

methods. The following are the results of the ATDP reliability

investigations (Yuker, Block, and Younng, 1970; Shaw and Wright,

1967):

Stability (Test-retest)

(two weeks to eighteen months between administrations)

Form 0 +.66 to +.89
Form A +.78
Form B +.71 to +.83

Split-half

Form 0 +.75 to +.85
Form A +.72 to +.89
Form B +.72 to +.87

The immediate parallel forms coefficients ranged from
+.57 to +.83 with a median of +.67.

Stability-equivalence (delayed parallel forms) coeffi-
cients ranged from +.41 to +.83 with a median of +.74.
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There is reasonable good indication that the ATDP scales are

sufficiently reliable, although it appears equivalence between the

different forms may be questionable.

Validity of the ATDP scales was established primarily through

the use of the construct validation method. Scores on the ATDP were

correlated with a number of demographic and experiential variables.

Furthermore, ATDP scores were correlated with a number of other atti-

tude measure scores to determine whether the ATDP in fact measured

attitudes (Yuker, Block, and Younng, 1970). Coefficients of -.72 and

-.62 resulted from the correlation of the ATDP and the "Adult Atti-

tude Toward the Physically Disabled Scale" (AATPDS) (negative signs

were due to scaling). Other coefficients of validity that were

reported by Yuker, Block and Younng (1970) were +.64 and +.52 for the

"Auvenshire's Attitudes Toward Severely Disabled Students" and +.463

for the "Job Satisfaction Scale."

Two other standardized instruments, "Attitude to Blindness" and

"Attitude Toward Mentally Retarded People," have been developed.

Both scales have relatively high coefficients of reliability, but

there is insufficient evidence to judge their validity. These two

instruments as well as the ATDP were developed for a specific handi-

capping condition and, therefore, may not be appropriate for

measuring attitudes toward all handicapped persons.

To determine the readiness of vocational educators to accom-

modate handicapped students, instrumentation is needed for assessing



11

their perceptions of the handicapped. Although presently developed

instruments do accomplish this goal, the ability of some of these

instruments to measure attitudes accurately is suspect because of

insufficient evidence on their validity. Instruments that have been

subjected to a rigorous validation process are for the most part

assessing attitudes toward a specific handicapping condition, and

therefore, may not be applicable for measuring attitudes toward all

handicapping conditions.

Significance of the Study

Because of the on-going legislative and social emphasis on the

rights of all handicapped children to a free and appropriate voca-

tional education, it is imperative to understand the extent to which

vocational educators accept handicapped learners in their programs.

Knowledge of vocational teachers' attitudes can assist vocational

teacher educators and vocational education administrators to provide

specific preservice and inservice training that may assure a more

positive attitude toward handicapped learners and ultimately more

effective instructional options. However, the first step in attain-

ing this goal is the development of a valid and reliable instru-

ment. Further, an instrument which is directed toward vocational

instructors may improve its "face validity" (Cronbach, 1970) and

therefore increase its internal consistency. Finally, a measure

which addresses the different handicapping conditions could provide
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additional information on attitudes toward disabled learners and lead

to more specialized instruction for teachers.

Review of Literature

Introduction

The most commonly proposed definition of an attitude is a state

of readiness. It is a predisposition to act or react in a consistent

manner toward specific objects and situations (Allport, 1954; Oppen-

heim, 1966; Shaw and Wright, 1967). Some definitions further include

such elements of behavior as verbal responses or other consistent,

enduring behavior toward the perceived object of the attitude (De

Fleur and Westie, 1958; Oppenheim, 1966).

Attitudes are evaluative, vary in quality and intensity, are

interrelated to varying degrees, and are stable and enduring. Atti-

tudinal responses are on a continuum from positive to negative and

are directed toward specific social objects or classes of objects

(Oppenheim, 1966; Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957; Shaw and

Wright, 1967). Attitudes then are evaluative processes that are

based on cognitive experiences and learning, and stimulate various

behaviors toward specific stimuli.

Attitudes toward handicapped individuals may be based on the

perceived deviation of these individuals from what is considered

"normal. These perceptions are derived from the abnormalities

caused by the type and severity of the handicapping condition and the



13

characterizations of these conditions (Goffman, 1963; Rumble,

1978). Demographic and experiential variables can impact on this

perception and, therefore, the attitude toward handicapped learners

(Yuker, Block, and Younng, 1970).

Attitudes Toward Handicapped Learners

Attitudes toward handicapped learners vary by handicapping con-

ditions (Rumble, 1978; Semmel, 1959; Semmel and Dickson, 1966). The

federal government (Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, 1979)

recognizes eleven handicapping conditions that are pertinent to voca-

tional programming. They are as follows:

Deaf - a serious hearing impairment which adversely

impairs the processing of auditory linguistic

communication.

Deaf-blind - concomitant hearing and visual impairments

which when combined cause severe problems in the develop-

ment of social communication and learning.

Hearing impaired - a degree of hearing loss that is not

total , but which hinders communication and adversely

affects the educational process.

Mental retardation - significantly subaverage intellec-

tual functioning that is manifested by defects in adap-

tive behavior and seriously affects a learner's educa-

tional performance.
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Multihandicapped - concomitant handicapping impairments

that seriously adversely affects a learner's educational

performance.

Orthopedically handicapped - physical impairments which

adversely affects a learner's mobility performance and

therefore hinders the educational process.

Emotionally disturbed - an emotional or personality dis-

order which hinders a learner's ability to resolve per-

sonal or social problems and adversely affects perfor-

mance in the educational environment.

Learning disability - a disorder in the basic psycholog-

ical processes that enable a learner to understand basic

educational concepts in language or mathematical calcula-

tions.

Speech impaired - a verbal impairment which affects the

learner's ability to effectively communicate orally and

therefore adversely affects educational performance.

Visually handicapped - partial or total loss of sight

which adversely interferes with a learner's educational

progress.

Other health impaired - functional impairments both phys-

ical and mental as the result of chronic illnesses which

affects a learner's ability to fully participate in the

educational process.
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Stereotypic characterizations of these conditions may influence

how teachers perceive handicapped learners. If the stereotypes

include what are perceived as non-normal characteristics, then the

handicapped learners will be considered undesirable by society (Dow,

1964; Goffman, 1963; Gussow and Tracy, 1968; Kleck, et al., 1966;

Genskow and Maglione, 1965; Richardson, et al., 1961). If the

personal characteristics are considered undesirable, behavior toward

the individual who possesses these characteristics is often negative

(Goffman, 1963).

There are many characterizations, but they tend to fall into the

following categories:

Physical characterizations - these include physical func-

tional impairments (e.g. loss of limbs, deformities,

crippling conditions, blindness, mobility impairments)

and facial disfigurements or appearance (e.g. dwarfism,

birth marks, facial disfigurement or appearance).

Mental characterizations - these include conditions of

low intelligence (e.g. mental retardation, brain injur-

ies) and emotional or psychological disturbances.

Adaptive behavior characterizations - behavior that is

considered non-normal (e.g. degree of cleanliness, drool-

ing, eye twitch, erratic movement, hyperactivity, stutter-

ing).
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The severity of handicapping conditions may also exaggerate the mani-

festation of these characterizations and, therefore, how a handi-

capped individual is perceived (e.g. the mental, physical, and behav-

ioral differences between a mildly mentally retarded person and a

profoundly retarded person). In the case of handicapped individuals,

negative reactions by others is often based on the perceived differ-

ences in appearance, behavior, intelligence, and mannerisms

(Shworles, 1976).

Other Intervening Demographic and Experiential Variables

In addition to the type and severity of the handicapping condi-

tion and personal characteristics of a handicapped learner, demo-

graphic and experiential variables may be germane to the manner in

which individuals interact with handicapped learners. Central among

these is a person's contact with the object of the stereotyping

process (Goffman, 1963). Lack of or infrequent contact may result in

uncertainty, uneasiness, or fear when an individual interacts with

the stereotyped person. This situation may manifest itself in

negative responses toward the objects which can interfere with their

personal and social development (Dow, 1964; Genskow and Maglione,

1965; Goffman, 1963; Richardson, et al., 1961). The literature

concerning the effects of contact and interaction on the acceptance

of handicapped individuals appears to be internally contradictory

(Bell, 1962; Jordon and Protor, 1969; Warren, Turner, and Brody,

1964). Frequency and length of contact may lessen apprehensions of
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being with the handicapped (Jordon and Proctor, 1969; Rumble,

1978). Teacher workshops that have included periods of interaction

with handicapped learners appear to increase teachers acceptance of

special needs learners (Haring, Stern, and Cruikshank, 1958).

Industrial workers who work closely with handicapped individuals have

demonstrated more positive and accepting behavior toward the

handicapped (Arnholter, 1963). However, certain types of interaction

may serve to decrease acceptance. Contact that stresses the disabled

persons' inadequacies rather than their abilities tends to strengthen

negative beliefs (Bell, 1962; Cobun, 1972; Conine, 1968; Ellum, 1974;

Pittman and Stadt, 1979; and Smith, 1964). Therefore, amount or

quantity of contact per se may not be sufficient to influence

attitudes toward handicapped persons. The type or quality of the

contact may be as critical a factor in attitude formation and change

as quantity of contact (Yuker, 1977).

The first contact is important. If the initial contact is nega-

tive, then the individual may form a lasting negative attitude toward

a specific handicapping condition (Yuker, 1977). However, initial

contact that is structured and supported by an effective intervention

strategy can result in a positive attitude by non-handicapped indivi-

duals toward handicapped persons (Simpson, 1980; Voeltz, 1980).

Quality of a contact with handicapped persons is determined by a

number of variables. The role of the nonhandicapped versus the role

of the handicapped person is one consideration (Bell, 1962; Felty,
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1965). If the individual occupies a superior position and the handi-

capped person a subordinate one, the contact may tend to highlight

the inabilities of the handicapped person (Cobun, 1972; Felty, 1965;

Smith, 1964). The knowledge about handicapping conditions that an

individual has may also influence perceptions. In working with hand-

icapped learners, teachers who have prior knowledge about specific

handicapping conditions tend to be more accepting than teachers who

have little or no knowledge of the characteristics of the condition .

(Green and Retish, 1973; Kvaraceus, 1956; Murphy, Dickstein, and

Dripps, 1960; Panda and Bartel, 1972). But general knowledge about

handicapping conditions does not necessarily result in more positive

attitudes (Blackwell, 1972; Galloway, 1973; Legant, 1965; Semmel,

1959). The extent and quality of the knowledge and the situation in

which it was assimilated may have an effect on an individual's degree

of acceptance (La-Bue, 1969). Education on handicapping conditions

that is specifically oriented toward attitudinal change coupled with

positive interactions with the handicapped may result in a positive

modification of an individual's attitude toward handicapped persons

(Simpson, 1980; Voeltz, 1980).

Although contact and knowledge may be major variables that

impact on an individual's attitude toward handicapped learners, there

are other personal variables that could also influence these atti-

tudes. These variables are specifically demographic in nature and
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may affect the degree to which an individual has interacted with or

learned about handicapped learners.

Because an individual's attitudes are based on formal and infor-

mal learning and experiences, it is often assumed that older, more

experienced teachers have had more opportunities to interact with

handicapped individuals. Therefore, the acceptance of handicapping

conditions increases with age and teaching experience (Ellum, 1974;

Gozali, 1971; Rochester, 1972; Shaw, 1971). However, age in itself

may not be the significant factor; type and intensity of the inter-

actions a person has may be as if not more important (Bell, 1962;

Cobun, 1972; Pittman and Stadt, 1979; Smith, 1964; Yuker, Block and

Campbell, 1960).

Because society assigns sex roles, sex may also influence atti-

tudes toward the handicapped. Females may tend to possess more posi-

tive attitudes toward handicapped individuals than males (Conine,

1968; Higgs, 1972; Lazar and Orpet, 1972; Sigler, 1975; Siller and

Chipman, 1964; Yuker, Block, and Campbell, 1960). Whether or not sex

is related to attitudes, however, is unclear. There is equally com-

pelling evidence that female teachers are not necessarily more

accepting of handicapped learners than male teachers (Ellum, 1974;

Pittman and Stadt, 1979; Semmel and Dickson, 1966; Stephens, 1979).

Educational attainment may influence attitude toward handicapped

individuals. It is assumed that increased education will result in

higher levels of acceptance of handicapped learners (Yuker, Block,
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and Younng, 1970). Although this statement is supported in several

studies (Lukoff and Whiteman, 1961, Roeher, 1959; Simmons, 1949),

there is no clear indication as to whether the increase in acceptance

was a result of the increased education or if there were more oppor-

tunities to interact with successful handicapped individuals.

Vocational education is composed of a number of service areas,

such as agricultural education, business education, and industrial

education. One approach to teaching in these service areas is to

simulate the businesses and industries that they represent. Instruc-

tion in the different service areas use industrial operations and

equipment as a medium for learning to varying degrees. Vocational

teachers often have specific concerns about the students' safety and

abilities to perform specific occupational tasks efficiently. This

concern may have an affect on vocational educators' attitudes toward

the inclusion of handicapped learners in their program. Rumble

(1978) reported a difference in the degree of acceptance of students

with various handicapping conditions by vocational teachers in

different service areas.

Conclusions

Based on the state of the art, it appears that attitudes toward

handicapped learners could be described by three dimensions. These

dimensions are: the handicapping conditions, the perceived charac-

terizations of these conditions, and the degree of severity of the

perceived abnormality.
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Specific variables may intervene on a person's perception of

handicapped learners. These variables are: age, sex, contact with

the handicapped, knowledge about handicapping conditions, level of

education, a teacher's vocational service area, and years of teaching

experience. Although conflicting at times, the literature appears to

indicate the following:

1. Older vocational teachers will have more accepting

attitudes toward the inclusion of handicapped

learners in vocational programs than younger

teachers.

2. Vocational educators who have more teaching exper-

ience will have more accepting attitudes toward hand-

icapped learners than new teachers.

3. Female vocational teachers will have more accepting

attitudes toward handicapped learners than male voca-

tional teachers.

4. Vocational teachers' attitudes toward handicapped

learners will vary by vocational service areas.

5. Vocational educators who have more formal preparation

on handicapped learners will have more accepting

attitudes toward them than those who have had less

formal preparation.



22

6. Educators who have had more successful contact with

handicapped learners will have more accepting

attitudes than those who have had less.

7. The higher the level of education of vocational

teachers the more accepting of handicapped learners

they will be.

These findings will serve as the bases for establishing the construct

validity for the instrument.
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II. PROTOTYPE INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

This chapter describes the procedures that were used to develop

the field-test version of the instrument for measuring attitudes of

vocational educators toward handicapped persons. The discussion will

be presented in three major sections: generation of the item pool,

pilot test, and selection of items for the field test instrument.

Generation of the Item Pool

The number of items which were included in the initial item pool

was based on a table of specifications. The concepts that were

addressed in the three-dimensional table of specifications were:

1. Handicapping conditions (nine categories): hearing impairment,

mental retardation, multihandicap, orthopedic disability, emo-

tional disturbance, learning disability, speech impairment,

visual impairment, and other health impairments (hereinafter

referred to as "chronic illness"). The categories of deaf and

deaf-blind were included in the categories of hearing impairment

and multihandicap, respectively. Deafness is the most serious

form of hearing impairment, and the deaf-blind condition is a

specific form of a multi handicap.

2. Characterizations of the condition (three categories): physi-

cal, mental, and behavioral.

3. Severity of the condition (two categories): mild and serious.
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These three dimensions resulted in a 54-cell matrix. At mini-

mum, one item was developed for each cell of the matrix; up to four

items were generated for a few cells. The initial item pool con-

sisted of 90 items (Appendix A). Items were stated negatively and

positively. Classification of the items by the three dimensions are

shown in Table 1.

Because the instrument sought to measure a particular attitude,

a summated rating scale. (Shaw and Wright, 1967) was used. Because

the number of intervals in the scale should be dependent on the

potential respondents (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957; Kerlinger,

1967), seven intervals rather than the five intervals normally asso-

ciated with summated rating scaling were used. The additional inter-

vals were inserted to permit greater differentiation and to minimize

truncated distributions of responses. Categories of responses were

defined as: strongly agree, agree, partially agree, neither agree

nor disagree, partially disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree.

The intervals were assigned numerical values of seven through one,

respectively.

A personal data questionnaire was developed to collect demo-

graphic and experiential information which was used to establish the

construct validity of the prototype instrument. Items addressed the

following information:

I. Age;

2. Sex;



Table 1. Classification of the items in the pool (Appendix A) by handicapping condition, severity, and

characterization of the conditions (cell entries are item numbers).
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3. Vocational service area;

4. Years of teaching experience;

5. Teaching experience with handicapped students;

6. Other experiences with handicapped individuals;

7. Participation in workshops and courses concerning the handi-

capped;

8. Educational attainment.

To establish content and face validity (Cronbach, 1970), the

initial items (Appendix A) were submitted to a panel of seven

judges. The judges were specialists in vocational teacher prepara-

tion, special education, and vocational programming for handicapped

learners. Each member of the panel was asked to assess the items in

terms of whether or not they addressed the attitudinal concepts and

would appear relevant to the intended respondents, i.e., vocational

teacher education students and practicing vocational teachers. The

judges indicated whether or not each item should be used as stated,

retained with modification, or discarded. Of the initial 90 items

submitted to the judges, 34 were used without modification, 53 were

retained but modified, and three were discarded (Appendix B). The 87

items were included in the pilot instrument. The modifications were

concerned with the clarification of the severity of handicapping

conditions and establishing uniformity of terminology. This necessi-

tated modification of a few items which judges had suggested to

retain as stated.
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The panel of judges further indicated that it might be difficult

for respondents to respond to items pertaining to specific learning

disabilities, multihandicaps, and chronic illnesses. Therefore two

forms of the pilot instrument were developed. One form contained

items that addressed seven handicapping conditions: hearing impair-

ment, mental retardation, orthopedic disabilities, emotional distur-

bance, speech impairment, and visual impairment categories (Appendix

C). The other form contained those same 60 items plus the 27 addi-

tional items which addressed learning disabilities, multihandicaps,

and chronic illnesses (Appendix D).

Finally, the panel of judges were asked to review the items on

the personal data questionnaire to determine whether or not they

addressed the eight-variables establishing construct validity. The

personal data questionnaire (Appendix E) was modified slightly based

on the information provided by the judges.

Pilot Test

The pilot instruments were printed in two colors: green (short

form) and buff (long form). The short form as administered to 16

junior-block students in the Business Education and Agriculture Edu-

cation Programs at Oregon State University. The long form of the

pilot attitude scale was administered to 23 junior-block students in

the Home Economics and Industrial Education Programs at Oregon State

University. Both forms of the instruments were administered by the
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junior-block university instructors in each service area. The

instruments were accompanied by instructions (Appendix F) for admin-

istering them. The short form was also sent with a transmittal

letter (Appendix G) to 31 teachers supervising the junior-block stu-

dents in their field experience. A total of 70 pilot-test instru-

ments were distributed; information provided on 59 percent of them

were usable in the item analysis (Table 2).

Eight student respondents were interviewed. Five major findings

resulted from the interviews. First, the subjects associated the

learning disabled condition with mental retardation and responded

accordingly. Second, subjects were unsure of the multihandicapping

conditions. They often responded to only one of the conditions noted

in the items without consideration of the other. Third, subjects

seemed to be able to distinguish between the other seven handicapping

conditions. Fourth, subjects indicated that the degree of severity

was clear and that the terminology and wording of the items were

appropriate for vocational teacher education students. Fifth, the

subjects indicated that the size of type was too small to read

comfortably and that the pilot instrument was too long.

Analysis

Intercorrelation coefficients for the 87 items are reported in

Appendix H. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were

also computed for each item score and its handicapping condition
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Table 2: Number of pilot-test instruments distributed, returned and
used in the analysis.

Type of Subjects

Disposition of Instruments Supervising

by Type of Form Students Instructors Total

Short Form

Distributed

Returned

Usable

Percent Usable

16

13

10

63%

31

14

14.

45%

47

27

24

51%

Long Form

Distributed 23 0 23

Returned 17 0 17

Usable 17 0 17

Percent Usable 74% 0 74%

Total

Distributed 39 31 70

Returned 30 14 44

Usable 27 14 41

Percent Usable 69% 45% 59%
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subscale score. The subscale scores were corrected by removing item

scores, These correlational coefficients were used to select (p=.05)

the initial items for the subscale. Cronbach's Alpha method (Cron-

bach, Rajaratnam, and Gleser, 1963) was then used to determine the

internal consistency of each subscale. Final sets of items for each

handicapping condition subscale were determined in this manner.

An analysis of the coefficients of correlation indicated that

only one item for the multihandicapping condition (Table 3) and two

items for the learning disabled condition (Table 4) related signifi-

cantly (p=.05) to their subscale scores. Considering the concerns

voiced by the panel of judges and the findings of the interviews of

student respondents, items addressing the multihandicapped and learn-

ing disabilities conditions were excluded from the field test

instrument.

The number of items which would be included in the final

instrument for each handicapping condition subscale was based on a

variety of considerations. The instrument will be used to assess the

attitudes of vocational teacher trainees and practicing vocational

teachers. It would most likely be used during inservice workshops or

a pretest and/or posttest for an instructional unit of a course, and

administered directly or through the mail. Therefore, the actual

time necessary for completing the instrument should be relatively

short. Of equal concern, the amount of effort necessary to complete

the form as perceived by the respondents should be minimal in order



Table 3. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale means
and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing the
multihandicap condition.

Item

31.

Corrected
Subscale Total Item to subscale

Item

No. n X s n 5 s r n p

61 17 5.71 0.85 17 4.89 0.55 36 17 .08

64 16 4.81 0.91 17 5.09 0.75 -.01 16 .48

67 17 5.24 1.15 17 4.95 0.53 .35 17 .08

70 16 4.63 1.15 17 5.09 0.72 .27 16 .16

73 16 3.63 1.31 17 5.20 .077 -.43 16 .05

76 17 4.65 1.50 17 5.03 0.55 .14 17 .29

79 17 6.24 1.03 17 4.82 0.54 .33 17 .10

82 17 4.65 1.32 17 5.02 0.54 .21 17 .21

85 17 5.00 1.41 17 4.98 0.51 .39 17 .06
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Table 4. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale means
and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing the
learning disabled condition.

Item Item

No. n X s n 3r s r n p

Corrected
Subscale Total Item to subscale

62 16 6.38 0.50 17 4,89 0.56 .09 16 .38

65 16 4.13 1.31 17 5.06 0.50 .11 16 .34

68 17 5.00 1.17 17 4.95 0.42 .56 17 .01

71 15 5.20 0.94 17 5.07 0.57 .02 15 .47

74 17 3.94 1.56 17 5.11 0.46 .00 17 .49

77 17 5.18 1.38 17 4.84 0.78 -.40 17 .06

80 16 4.63 1.26 17 5.10 0.51 .06 16 .41

83 16 4.50 1.10 17 5.11 0.49 .26 16 .16

86 16 5.88 0.96 17 4.95 0.50 .44 16 .05
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to enhance responsiveness (Vaughn, 1951; Dillon, 1978; Henderson,

Morris, and Fitz-Gibbon, 1978). To further enhance the appearance of

the instrument, the items should appear in an 8 1/2 by 11 inch bi-

fold booklet. The instructions and an attractive logogram should be

presented on the cover (Dillon, 1978). The back cover should be

blank other than for space for comments. Based on the comments of

pilot test subjects who were interviewed, regular-sized type should

be used to facilitate the reading of the items. Given these

conditions, approximately thirty items could be presented on two

pages. Since the field test instrument would address seven

handicapping conditions, each subscale could therefore be represented

by four items, or a total of 28 items for the instrument.

The coefficient of internal consistancy will often become larger

as the number of items increases. For the sake of efficiency,

however, a point of diminishing return may be reached as items are

added to a test (Cronbach, 1970). Therefore, gains in accounted for

variance by adding a fifth item to each subscale was a part of the

examination of items described below.

Mental Retardation

An analysis of the coefficients of correlation for the items in

the mental retardation subscale indicated that five items (10, 22,

34, 41, and 48) correlated significantly (p=.05) with their corrected

subscale scores (Table 5). Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for these

five items (Table 6) was .63. Because the Alpha coefficient would
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Table 5. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale means
and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing the
mental retardation condition.

Item
Item

No. n 3r s n 3r s r n p

Corrected
Subscale Total Item to subscale

4 40 3.53 1.52 41 4.39 0.82 .14 40 .18

10 39 4.00 1.45 41 4.35 0.77 .56 40 .00

16 39 4.23 1.48 41 4.32 0.81 .23 39 .06

22 39 4.87 1.25 41 4.24 0.81 .28 39 .04

28 39 3.80 1.15 41 4.37 0.83 .10 39 .28

34 41 4.12 1.97 41 4.29 0.78 .45 41 .00

41 41 4.37 1.56 41 4.26 0.84 .27 41 .04

48 40 4.58 1.22 41 4.26 0.77 .37 40 .01

53 41 5.34 1.43 41 4.14 0.87 .16 41 .16
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Table 6. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for five pilot test items

addressing the mental retardation condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

10 .51 .51

22 .15 .67

34 .52 .49

41 .32 .60

48 .46 .55

Source of
Variance' SS NDF MS

Between People 174.19 38 4.58

Within People 276.40 156 1.77

Between Measures 17.57 4 4.39 2.58 .04

Residuals 258.83 152 1.70

Total 450.59 194 2.32

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .63, N = 41

1The SPSS Reliability procedure for Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of
generalizability relies on the one factor, repeated measures analysis
of variance procedure to compute sums of squares. The Alpha
coefficient for each subscale was derived by dividing the error
variance of the items by the variance between people. The computed F
statistic reported in the ANOVA summary tables indicates whether
subjects discriminated among items.
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Table 7. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the mental retardation condition in
the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

10 .36 .65

34 .58 .49

41 .39 .63

48 .51 .57

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 187.40 38 4.93

Within people 193.75 117 1.66

Between Measures 6.48 3 2.16 1.32 .27

Residuals 187.27 114 1.64

Total 381.15 155 2.46

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 41
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rise to .67 if item 22 was deleted, the best group of items for the

mental retardation subscale would most likely be 10, 34, 41, and 48

(Table 7).

Speech Impairment

Six items addressing the speech impairment condition (7, 13, 19,

31, 45, and 50) were significantly (p=.05) related to their corrected

total score for the subscale (Table 8). Cronbach's Alpha coeffi-

cients for these six items was .68 (Table 9). Because Alpha coeffi-

cients for possible combinations of five items did not provide a

clear indication of the best group of four items, Cronbach's Alpha

coefficients were computed for all possible combinations of four

items (Tables 10 to 15). A review of these findings indicated that

the best combination of items was 19, 31, 45, and 50. Cronbach's

Alpha coefficient computed for these four items was .70 (Table 16).

Visual Impairment

Examination of the coefficients of correlation (Table 17) for

the visually impaired condition indicated that seven items (8, 14,

20, 26, 34, 47, and 60) correlated significantly (p=.05) with their

corrected subscale scores. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients were

computed for the possible combinations of six items (Table 18).

Because items 8, 14, 39, and 60 appeared to constitute the best group

of four, Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was computed for these items in

combination with items 20, 26, and 47 (Tables 19 to 21). In every
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Table 8. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the speech impairment condition.

Corrected
Item Subscale Total Item to subscale

Item
No. n X s n X s r n_____R_

1 41 2.78 1.15 40 5.10 0.61 .18 40 .13

7 39 5.00 1.34 40 4.85 0.60 .37 39 .01

13 40 5.40 1.53 40 4.78 0.54 .46 40 .00

19 40 5.68 1.25 40 4.74 0.59 .34 40 .02

25 40 3.25 1.34 40 5.05 0.65 -.10 40 .27

31 40 5.55 1.06 40 4.76 0.61 .30 40 .03

37 40 5.25 1.06 40 4.79 0.62 .20 40 .11

45 39 5.69 0.92 40 4.76 0.59 .37 39 .01

50 39 5.03 1.20 40 4.85 0.62 .34 39 .02
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Table 9. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for six pilot test items
addressing the speech impairment condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

7 .33 .67

13 .46 .62

19 .51 .60

31 .38 .65

45 .43 .64

50 .38 .65

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 123.14 37 3.33

Within people 211.33 190 1.11

Between measures 13.74 5 2.75 2.57 .03

Residuals 197.60 185 1.07

Total 334.47 227 1.47

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .68, N = 38
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Table 10: Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the first set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

7 .37 .61

13 .48 .55

19 .50 .54

31 .31 .63

45 .36 .62

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 114.27 37 3.09

Within people 170.80 152 1.12

Between measures 9.92 4 2.48 2.28 .06

Residuals 160.88 148 1.09

Total 285.07 189 1.51

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .65, N = 38
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Table 11. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the second set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

7 .43 .57

13 .48 .54

19 .48 .54

31 .26 .64

50 .31 .62

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 117.64 37 3.18

Within people 180.80 152 1.19

Between measures 9.92 4 2.48 2.15 .08

Residuals 170.88 148 1.15

Total 298.44 189 1.58

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .64, N = 38
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Table 12: Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the third set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

7 .36 .61

13 .51 .54

19 .54 .52

45 .29 .64

50 .31 .63

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 115.67 37 3.13

Within people 176.80 152 1.16

Between measures 13.23 4 3.31 2.99 .02

Residuals 163.57 148 1.11

Total 292.47 189 1.55

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .65, N = 38
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Table 13: Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the fourth set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

7 .25 .61

13 .42 .51

31 .41 .52

45 .38 .54

50 .36 .54

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 101.37 37 2.74

Within people 174.00 152 1.14

Between measures 11.72 4 2.93 2.67 .03

Residuals 162.28 148 1.10

Total 275.37 189 1.46

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .60, N = 38
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Table 14. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the fifth set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

7 .15 .70

19 .49 .51

31 .45 .54

45 .47 .54

50 .41 .55

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 96.95 37 2.62

Within people 160.00 152 1.05

Between measures 13.61 4 3.40 3.44 .01

Residuals 146.39 148 .99

Total 256.95 189 1.36

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .62, N = 38
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Table 15. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the sixth set of five
pilot test items addressing the speech impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

13 .29 .70

19 .45 .61

31 .44 .61

45 .58 .57

50 .44 .61

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 109.31 37 2.95

Within people 152.00 152 1.00

Between measures 7.55 4 1.89 1.93 .11

Residuals 144.45 148 .98

Total 261.31 189 1.38

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 38
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Table 16. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the speech impairment condition in
the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

19 .35 .72

31 .51 .62

45 .65 .54

50 .47 .64

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 92.39 37 2.50

Within people 91.50 114 .80

Between measures 7.53 3 2.51 3.32 .02

Residuals 83.97 111 .76

Total 183.89 151 1.22

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .70, N = 38
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Table 17. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the visual impairment condition.

Item
No.

Item

Corrected
Subscale Total Item to subscale

n X s n X

2 39 4.28 1.12 41 4.95 0.86 -.12 39 .23

8 40 4.05 1.80 41 5.06 1.28 .43 40 .00

14 39 4.85 1.42 41 5.00 1.34 .47 39 .00

20 39 5.82 1.05 41 4.89 1.38 .37 39 .01

26 39 5.13 0.98 41 4.97 1.37 .41 39 .00

32 41 5.39 1.18 41 4.72 0.74 .22 41 .09

39 38 3.97 1.40 41 5.12 1.32 .48 38 .00

47 40 4.45 1.32 41 4.99 1.31 .39 40 .00

60 39 5.13 1.08 41 4.97 1.35 .70 39 .00
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Table 18: Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for seven pilot test items
addressing the visual impairment condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

8 .54 .71

14 .51 .71

20 .37 .74

26 .42 .74

39 .47 .72

47 .41 .74

60 .66 .69

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 184.50 37 4.99

Within people 376.29 228 1.65

Between measures 103.92 6 17.32 14.12 .00

Residuals 272.37 222 1.23

Total 560.79 265 2.12

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 38
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Table 19: Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the first set of five
pilot test items addressing the visual impairment
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

8 .54 .67

14 .44 .70

39 .63 .62

60 .54 .67

20 .37 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 170.15 37 4.60

Within people 278.00 152 1.83

Between measures 93.60 4 23.40 18.78 .00

Residuals 184.40 148 1.25

Total 448.15 189 2.37

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 38
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Table 20. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the second set of five
pilot test items addressing the visual impairment
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

8 .55 .66

14 .51 .67

39 .54 .66

60 .53 .67

26 .36 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 166.57 37 4.50

Within people 234.80 152 1.54

Between measures 52.82 4 13.21 10.74 .00

Residuals 181.98 148 1.23

Total 401.37 189 2.12

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 38
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Table 21. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the third set of five
pilot test items addressing the visual impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

8 .60 .63

14 .44 .69

39 .47 .69

60 .63 .65

47 .36 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 181.50 37 4.91

Within people 240.00 152 1.58

Between measures 40.74 4 10.18 7.56 .00

Residuals 199.26 148 1.35

Total 421.50 189 2.23

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 38
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Table 22. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the visual impairment condition in
the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

8 .59 .62

14 .42 .71

39 .60 .61

60 .50 .68

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 171.19 37 4.63

Within people 182.75 114 1.60

Between measures 40.44 3 13.48 10.51 .00

Residuals 142.31 111 1.28

Total 353.94 151 2.34

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .72, N = 38



53

case, items 8, 14, 39, and 60 appeared to form the best group of

four. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient computed for the four items was

.72 (Table 22).

Hearing Impairment

Examination of the coefficients of correlation (Table 23)

indicated that six items (9, 15, 21, 40, 43, and 52) related

significantly (p=.05) with their. corrected subscale scores.

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for combinations of five items (Table

24) indicated that items 9, 40, 43, and 52 formed the best group of

four. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients were computed for these items in

combination with items 15 and 21 (Tables 25 and 26) to confirm

this. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four items was .76 (Table

27).

Emotional Disturbance

Seven items (11, 17, 29, 35, 44, 49, and 54) addressing the

emotionally disturbed condition correlated significantly (p =.05) with

their corrected subscale scores. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for

all combinations of six items indicated that items 11, 17, 49, and 54

possibly formed the best group of four (Table 29). Cronbach's Alpha

coefficients for this group in combination with items 29, 35, and 44

(Tables 30 to 32) confirmed that they were the best set. Cronbach's

Alpha coefficient for the four items was .75 (Table 33).
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Table 23. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the hearing impairment condition.

Corrected
Item Subscale Total Item to subscale

Item
No. n T s n X s r n p

3 39 3.80 1.40 40 5.57 0.59 -.04 39 .42

9 40 5.78 1.19 40 5.33 0.48 .50 40 .00

15 40 5.73 1.01 40 5.34 0.52 .27 40 .04

21 39 5.56 1.07 40 5.37 0.54 .35 39 .02

27 39 4.82 1.45 40 5.46 0.60 -.10 39 .28

33 39 3.85 1.60 40 5.56 0.55 .03 39 .42

40 40 5.80 1.11 40 5.33 0.46 .73 40 .00

43 39 5.95 0.76 40 5.33 0.55 .41 39 .01

52 40 6.20 0.69 40 5.28 0.53 .34 40 .02

57 40 6.10 0.63 40 5.29 0.56 -.04 40 .42
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Table 24. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for six pilot test items
addressing the hearing impairment condition.

Item
Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

9 .67 .64

15 .30 .76

21 .31 .75

40 .68 .64

43 .50 .70

52 .51 .71

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 98.83 38 2.60

Within people 136.33 195 .70

Between measures 8.75 5 1.75 2.61 .03

Residuals 127.58 190 .67

Total 235.16 233 1.01

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .74, N = 39
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Table 25. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the first set of five
pilot test items addressing the hearing impairment
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

9 .67 .65

40 .70 .64

43 .48 .73

52 .42 .75

15 .40 .76

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 92.29 38 2.43

Within people 96.00 156 .62

Between measures 5.47 4 1.37 2.29 .06

Residuals 90.53 152 .60

Total 188.29 194 .97

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .75, N = 39



Table 26. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the second set of five
pilot test items addressing the hearing impairment
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

9 .65 .66

40 .57 .69

43 .53 .72

52 .55 .72

21 .41 .76

Source of
Variance SS NDF

Between people 94.29 38

Within people 100.40 156

Between measures 8.17 4

Residuals 92.23 152

Total 194.69 194

MS

2.48

.64

2.04 3.37 .01

.61

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .76, N = 39

1.00

57
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Table 27. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the hearing impairment condition in
the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

9 .70 .61

40 .61 .67

43 .52 .72

52 .47 .75

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 82.58 38 2.17

Within people 64.50 117 .55

Between measures 4.15 3 1.38 2.62 .05

Residuals 60.35 114 .53

Total 147.08 155 .95

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .76, N = 39
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Table 28. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the emotionally disturbed condition.

Item
Corrected

Subscale Total Item to subscale
Item
No. n X s n X s r n p

5 40 2.63 1.37 41 4.82 0.75 .10 40 .26

11 40 6.30 0.72 41 4.45 0.77 .32 40 .02

17 39 4.36 1.46 41 4.67 0.74 .64 39 .00

23 40 5.08 1.29 41 4.53 0.70 .25 40 .06

29 38 4.53 1.59 41 4.66 0.77 .35 38 .02

35 40 3.18 1.13 41 4.77 0.74 .31 40 .03

42 41 4.78 1.37 41 4.53 0.68 -.05 41 .39

44 39 4.41 1.39 41 4.66 0.78 .34 39 .02

49 40 5.03 1.07 41 4.58 0.74 .48 40 .00

54 40 5.25 1.15 41 4.56 0.73 .60 40 .00

58 39 4.59 1.73 41 4.63 0.72 .17 39 .15
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Table 29. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for seven pilot test items
addressing the emotionally disturbed condition.

Item
Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

11 .36 .68

17 .61 .60

29 .26 .71

35 .27 .69

44 .29 .70

49 .59 .62

54 .60 .61

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 143.57 37 3.88

Within people 470.29 228 2.06

Between measures 208.46 6 34.74 29.46 .00

Residuals 261.83 222 1.18

Total 613.85 265 2.32

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .70, N = 39
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Table 30. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the first set of five
pilot test items addressing the emotionally disturbed
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

11 .34 .70

17 .64 .57

49 .61 .60

54 .55 .62

29 .30 .75

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 129.48 37 3.50

Within people 242.00 152 1.59

Between measures 88.87 4 22.22 21.47 .00

Residuals 153.13 148 1.03

Total 371.48 189 1.97

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .70, N = 39
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Table 31. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the second set of five
pilot test items addressing the emotionally disturbed
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

11 .43 .69

17 .57 .63

49 .63 .61

54 .58 .62

35 .25 .75

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 111.52 37 3.01

Within people 328.40 152 2.16

Between measures 201.07 4 50.27 58.43 .00

Residuals 127.33 148 .86

Total 439.92 .189 2.33

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .71, N = 39
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Table 32. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the third set of five
pilot test items addressing the emotionally disturbed
condition.

Item
Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

11 .45 .71

17 .59 .65

49 .57 .66

54 .62 .64

44 .35 .75

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 126.44 37 3.42

Within people 230.80 152 1.52

Between measures 95.03 4 23.76 25.90 .00

Residuals 135.77 148 .92

Total 357.24 189 1.89

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 39
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Table 33. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the emotionally disturbed condition
in the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

11 .45 .75

17 .63 .67

49 .63 .66

54 .58 .68

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 110.77 38 2.91

Within people 157.25 117 1.34

Between measures 75.25 3 25.08 34.87 .00

Residuals 82.00 114 .72

Total 268.02 155 1.73

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .75, N = 39



65

Orthopedic Handicap

Examination of the coefficients of correlation for the items

representing the orthopedic handicap condition and the corrected

subscale scores (Table 34) indicated that seven items (24, 30, 36,

38, 46, 51, and 55) should be considered for further analysis.

Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for combinations of six items (Table

35) indicated that items 30, 38, 46, and 51 possibly formed the best

group of four. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients were computed for this

group in combination with items 24, 36, and 55 (Tables 36 to 38).

Analysis of these computations indicated that item 36 rather than

item 46 formed the best set with items 30, 38, and 51 (Table 37).

The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for these four items was .72 (Table

39).

Chronic Illness

Five of the nine items concerned with the chronic illness

condition correlated significantly with subscale scores (Table 40).

The five were items 69, 72, 81, 84, and 87. Cronbach's Alpha

coefficients for combinations of four items indicated that the

deletion of either item 69 or item 81 would have similar effects on

the internal consistency of the subscale (Table 41). Cronbach's

Alpha coefficient for the best group of four equaled .80 (Table 42).
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Table 34. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the orthopedic handicap condition.

Item

No.

Item

Corrected
Subscale Total Item to subscale

n X s n X s r n p

6 40 4.10 1.66 41 4.89 0.67 .22 40 .08

12 39 4.62 1.60 41 4.86 0.70 .06 39 .36

18 40 4.95 1.24 41 4.81 0.69 .18 40 .14

24 40 4.85 1.39 41 4.80 0.67 .34 40 .02

30 41 5.68 1.19 41 4.71 0.67 .41 41 .00

36 39 4.97 1.42 41 4.83 0.71 .29 39 .04

38 39 4.15 1.55 41 4.89 0.68 .53 39 .00

46. 41 5.56 1.23 41 4.73 0.66 .45 41 .00

51 40 4.85 1.15 41 4.82 0.65 .59 40 .00

55 39 4.26 1.48 41 4.89 0.71 .27 39 .05

56 40 4.88 1.54 41 4.82 0.68 .19 40 .12

59 40 4.65 1.27 41 4.84 0.68 .26 40 .06
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Table 35. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for seven pilot test items
addressing the orthopedic handicap condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

24 .34 .70

30 .42 .68

36 .37 .70

38 .58 .64

46 .54 .66

51 .60 .65

55 .21 .74

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 175.61 36 4.88

Within people 370.57 222 1.67

Between measures 71.27 6 11.88 8.57 .00

Residuals 299.31 216 1.39

Total 546.19 258 2.12

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .72, N 37
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Table 36. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the first set of five
pilot test items addressing the orthopedic handicap
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

30 37 71

38 60 62

46 41 70

51 57 64

24 47 67

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 151.79 36 4.22

Within people 223.20 148 1.51

Between measures 54.35 4 13.59 11.59 .00

Residuals 168.85 144 1.17

Total 374.99 184 2.04

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .72, N = 37
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Table 37. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the second set of five
pilot test items addressing the orthopedic handicap
condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

30 .42 .71

38 .53 .66

46 .38 .72

51 .64 .63

36 .50 .68

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 154.56 36 4.29

Within people 220.00 148 1.49

Between measures 51.75 4 12.94 11.07 .00

Residuals 168.25 144 1.17

Total 374.56 184 2.04

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .73, N = 37
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Table 38. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the third set of five
pilot test items addressing the orthopedic handicap
condition.

Corrected item Alpha if

Item to subscale r item deleted

30 .27 .68

38 .55 .55

46 .49 .59

51 .54 .57

55 .31 .68

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 143.05 36 3.97

Within people 258.00 148 1.74

Between measures 69.91 4 17.48 13.38 .00

Residuals 188.09 144 1.31

Total 401.05 184 2.18

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 37
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Table 39. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the orthopedic handicap condition in
the field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

30 .44 .70

38 .49 .68

36 .49 .67

51 .65 .59

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between people 143.43 36 3.98

Within people 160.75 111 1.45

Between measures 40.56 3 13.52 12.15 .00

Residuals 120.19 108 1.11

Total 304.18 147 2.07

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .72, N = 37
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Table 40. Item means and standard deviations, corrected subscale
means and standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients for pilot test items addressing
the chronic illness condition.

Corrected
Item Subscale Total Item to subscale

Item
No. n 1( s n 1(

63 16 4.50 1.46 17 5.47 0.79 -.33 16 .11

66 17 5.00 1.23 17 5.35 0.58 .19 17 .24

69 17 6.35 0.49 17 5.17 0.57 .50 17 .02

72 17 4.94 0.97 17 5.35 0.52 .75 17 .00

75 16 4.94 1.24 17 5.42 0.80 -.32 16 .11

78 17 4.94 1.14 17 5.35 0.57 .22 17 .20

81 17 6.29 0.59 17 5.18 0.57 .48 17 .03

34 16 4.81 1.17 17 5.43 0.70 .82 16 .00

87 17 5.71 1.36 17 5.25 0.48 .68 17 .00
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Table 41. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for five pilot test items
addressing the chronic illness condition.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

69 .51 .80

72 .64 .74

81 .47 .80

84 .73 .71

87 .77 .71

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 39.15 15 2.61

Within people 64.40 64 1.00

Between measures 33.18 4 8.29 15.94 .00

Residuals 31.23 60 .52

Total 103.55 79 1.31

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .80, N = 16
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Table 42. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the four pilot test items
selected to represent the chronic illness condition in the
field test instrument.

Item

Corrected item
to subscale r

Alpha if
item deleted

69 .53 .82

72 .66 .73

84 .74 .68

87 .72 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 40.94 15 2.73

Within people 48.50 48 1.01

Between measures 24.06 3 8.02 14.77 .00

Residuals 24.44 45 .54

Total 89.44 63 1.42

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .80, N = 16
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Internal Consistency of Items Selected for the Field Test

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the 28 pilot-test items

included in the field test instrument was .83 (Table 43). However,

not all subjects responded to the items concerned with chronic

illness which were presented only in the long form. Cronbach's Alpha

coefficient for the 24 items addressing the six conditions presented

to all subjects was .88 (Table 44).
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Table 43. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the seven subscale items
selected to be in the field test instrument.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 86.63 14 6.19

Within people 592.36 405 1.46

Between measures 196.19 27 7.27 6.93 .00

Residuals. 396.17 378 1.05

Total 678.99 419 1.62

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .83, N = 15

Table 44. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the six subscale items
responded to by all subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between people 362.41 35 10.35

Within people 1444.25 828 1.74

Between measures 454.94 23 19.78 16.09 .00

Residuals 989.31 805 1.23

Total 1806.66 863 2.09

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .88, N = 36
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III. VALIDATION OF THE PROTOTYPE INSTRUMENT

Introduction

This chapter describes the methodology used to validate the

"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale and the

findings of the validation process. The chapter is divided into five

sections: methodology, characteristics of the respondents, internal

consistency of the field test instrument, concurrent validity, and

construct validity.

Methodology

Field Test Instrument

The field test instrument (Appendix I) consisted of a set of

instructions and three sections of items. Section A contained the

personal data questionnaire, Section B was the "Attitudes Toward

Handicapped Vocational Students" scale, and Section C was Form B of

the "Attitude Toward Disabled Persons" (ATDP) scale. The "Attitudes

Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale consisted of the 28

items selected on the basis of the findings of the pilot study. Tne

items were randomly arranged in the scale (Appendix J). The ATDP,

Form B, (Yuker, Block, and Campbell, 1960) was reproduced in the

instrument with the permission of the Human Resources Center,

Albertson, New York.



78

The instrument was printed in three colors for administration to

the various groups: blue for the students, buff for the Vocational

Education Special Needs Project participants, and green for members

of the Oregon Vocational Association.

Procedures

The field test instrument was administered by two methods. The

instructors of vocational curriculum courses and supervisors of stu-

dent teachers administered the field test instrument to their stu-

dents. They were provided with an instrument and a transmittal

letter (Appendix K) for each student and a set of instructions for

administration of the instrument (Appendix L). The students com-

pleted the instrument during class time or at home at the instruc-

tor's discretion.

The field test instrument was mailed with a transmittal -letter

(Appendix K) and a self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope to

each subject in the Vocational Education Special Needs Project and

Oregon Vocational Association groups. Only one mailing was used and

a period of 28 days from the mailing date was allowed for respondents

to return the instrument.

Sample

Three samples were used in the field test. The first sample

consisted of 66 advanced undergraduate vocational teacher trainees at

Oregon State University. The students were enrolled in curriculum
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development courses and student teaching during Winter Term 1983. Of

the 66 students in the sample, 53 (80 percent) returned instruments

that were usable for analysis (Table 45). Undergraduate vocational

teacher education students are introduced to vocational education for

handicapped learners in their junior professional block of instruc-

tion. The extensiveness of that instruction and the comprehensive-

ness and intensity of additional opportunities in advanced profes-

sional courses vary among the four programs.

The second group of subjects was 210 practicing secondary voca-

tional teachers who had received services from Oregon State Univer-

sity's Vocational Education Special Needs Project from September 1981

to December 1982. Services provided by the project included on-site

technical assistance and school, district, and statewide workshops

concerning instructional methodology for handicapped students. Of

the 210 teachers in this sample 91 (44 percent) returned usable

instruments (Table 45). An additional two instruments were returned

as non-deliverable.

The third group of subjects consisted of 188 practicing secon-

dary vocational teachers. They were randomly-selected from a mailing

list provided by the Oregon Vocational Association; the list con-

tained 654 names. Since this listing did not specify whether the

members were practicing secondary teachers, two questions were added

to the personal data questionnaire section of the field instrument to

identify types of institution and responsibilities (Appendix M).
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Table 45. Number of instruments distributed, returned and usable in
analysis for the field test.

Instruments Students VESNP OVA4 Total

Distributed 66 210 188 464

Corrected
Distributed) 66 208 152 426

Returned 2 53 91 73 217

Percent
Usable 80% 44% 48% 51%

1 Number of instruments distributed less the number on
respondents indicating that they were not secondary vocational
instructors (33 OVA) and instruments returned as non-
deliverable (2 VESNP; 3 OVA).

2According to the scoring instructions for the ATDP, an
instrument could not be scored if more than ten percent of the
items were unanswered. Scores for only 156 of the 217 subjects
were computable.

3The number of usable instruments divided by the corrected
distributed number.

4The names on mailing labels for the OVA groups were
compared to those in the VESNP group. Duplications were
deleted from the OVA list.
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Seventy-three (48 percent) usable instruments were returned by the

OVA group (Table 45). An additional 33 instruments were returned but

not considered usable because the respondents indicated that they

were not secondary vocational teachers. Three other instruments were

returned as nondeliverable.

Characteristics of Respondents

The average age of all respondents was 36.7 years (Table 46).

As expected, however, the mean age of students (26.0 years) was sig-

nificantly lower (F = 47.71, ndf = 2,211, p = .00) than the mean age

of practitioners (40.1 years).

Sixty-six percent of the subjects were male and 34 percent were

female. The sex of respondents was significantly associated (x
2

=

7.29, ndf = 2, p = .03) with the sample to which they belonged.

Although the percentages of males and females in the student and

VESNP samples were similar, they were dissimilar to those of the OVA

group (53.4 and 46.6, respectively) (Table 47).

Subjects in the two practitioner groups had taught an average of

12.5 years. The average number of years of teaching for the OVA

group and the VESNP group were the same (t = 1.56, ndf = 131.28, p =

.12) (Table 48).

Approximately 48 percent of the subjects were affiliated with

industrial education. The next largest group (18.9 percent) was home

economics education teachers and teacher trainees. The remaining
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Table 46. Mean age of subjects by group affiliation in the field

test.

Group n X s

Students 52 26.0 6.69

VESNP 90 39.7 9.40

OVA 72 40.7 10.20

Total 214 36.7 10.92

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between Groups 7923.79 2 3961.89 47.71 .00

Within Groups 17521.86 211 83.04

Total 25445.64 213

LSD (.05): Students<VESNP = OVA
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Table 47. Number and percentage of male and female subjects by group
in the field test.

Students VESNP OVA Total

Sex n % n % n % n %

Male 14 26.9% 26 28.9% 34 46.6% 74 34.4%

Female 38 73.1% 64 71.1% 39 3.4% 141 65.6%

Total 52 100% 90 100% 73 100% 215 100%

X- = 7.29, ndf = 2, p = .03

Table 48. Mean years of teaching of practitioner samples in the
field test.

Group n X

VESNP 89 11.6 7.34

OVA 72 13.7 9.51

Total 161 12.5

t = -1.56, ndf = 131.28, p = .12
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subjects (33 percent) were in agriculture education, health occupa-

tions education, and marketing and distributive education. The ser-

vice areas with which the subjects were affiliated was significantly

associated (x
2

= 42.05, ndf = 4, p = .00) with the sample to which

they belonged (Table 49).

Approximately 95 percent of practitioners had earned at least a

bacculaureate whereas only 14 percent of student subjects had done so

(x2 = 138.95, ndf = 2, p = .00) (Table 50). However, the distribu-

tions of educational attainment for the subjects in the two practi-

tioner groups were the same (Table 51) (Kilmogorov-Smirnov two-sample

test, K0 = .403, p = .997).

Approximately 55 percent of the practitioners held standard

(fifth-year) teaching certificates (Table 52). The next largest

group (27.6 percent) were those who held special vocational teaching

certification followed by those (17.3 percent) who had basic teaching

certification. The types of certificates held by practitioners in

the two groups were dissimilar (x2 =*12.56, ndf = 2, p = .00).

The average number of workshops on handicapped learners attended

by all subjects was .83 (Table 53). Practitioners in the VESNP group

had attended the most workshops (R = 1.22) followed by the OVA prac-

titioners (R = .85) . As expected, students had attended the least

number of workshops (R = .13) (F = 21.45, ndf = 2,214, p = .00).
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Table 49. Number and percentage of subjects by vocational service
area and sample in the field test.

Vocational
Service Area

Students VESNP OVA Total

n % n % n % n %

Agriculture 0 0% 8 8.8% 16 21.9% 24 11.1%

Business &
Office 0 0 14 15.4 13 17.8% 27 12.4

Forest
Products 0 0 3 3.3 1 25.0 4 1.8

Health
Occupations 1 1.9 3 3.3 0 0 4 1.8

Home
Economics 10 18.9 10 11.0 21 28.8 41 18.9

Industrial 40 75.5 47 51.6 17 23.3 104 47.9

Marketing &
Distribution 2 3.8 2 2.2 2 2.7 6 2.8

Other 0 0% 4 4.4% 3 4.1% 7 3.2%

Total 53 100% 91 100% 73 100% 217 100%

x
2 = 42.05*, ndf = 4, p = .00

* Due to low representation of subjects in the agriculture, business
and office, forest products, health occupations, and marketing and
distribution categories, these service areas were consolidated in
the "other" categories for computation of Chi-Square.
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Table 50. Number and percentage of subjects by level of education
and group affiliation on the field test.

Students VESNP OVA Total

Level of
Education

Less than
Bachelor's
Degree 43 86% 5 5.5% 3 4.1% 51 23.8%

Bachelor's
Degree or
Higher 7 14 86 94.5 70 95.9 163 76.2

Total 50 100% 91 100% 73 100% 214 100%

x
2 = 138.96, ndf = 2, p = .00



87

Table 51. Number and percentage of subjects in each level of
educational attainment by field test sample groups.

Educational
Attainment

Students VESNP OVA Total

High School
Diploma or
Less 39 78.0% 2 2.2% 2 2.7% 43 20.1%

Associate
Degree 4 8.0 3 3.3 1 1.4 8 3.7

Bachelor's
Degree 3 6.0 7 7.7 2 2.7 12 5.6

Bachelor's
Plus 3 6.0 33 36.3 32 43.8 68 31.8

Master's
Degree 0 0 17 18.7 13 17.8 30 14.0

Master's
Plus 1 2.0 28 30.8 23 31.5 52 24.3

Specialists
Degree or
Higher 0 0 1 1.1 0 0 1 .5

Total 50 100% 91 100% 73 100% 214 100%

Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test for the practitioner groups, KD
.403, p = .997.
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Table 52. Number and percentage of practitioner subjects in the
field test by type of teaching certificate held.

Type of
Certificate

VESNP OVA Total

n %

Special Vocational 34 38.6% 9 13.2% 43 27.6%

Basic 12 13.6% 15 22.1% 27 17.3%

Standard 42 47.7 44 64.7 86 55.1

Total 88 100% 68 100% 156 100%

X
2 = 12.56, ndf = 2, .p = .00
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Table 53. Mean number of workshops on handicapped learners attended
by subjects by group in the field test.

Group n X s

Students 53 .13 .44

VESNP 91 1.22 1.21

OVA 73 .85 1.01

Total 217 .83 10.92

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 39.67 2 19.83 21.54 .00

Within Groups 197.02 214 .92

Total 236.69 216

LSD (.05): Students<OVA<VESNP
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The number of credits earned by subjects in courses on handi-

capped learners differed significantly (F = 8.80, ndf = 2,214, p

.00) among the samples (Table 54). The average number of credits

earned by the VESNP and the OVA subjects were the same (X = 2.07),

and significantly greater than those earned by student subjects

(X = .28).

Eighty-nine percent of the practitioners had some teaching

experience with handicapped learners (Table 55). Approximately 49

percent of the subjects indicated the experience was favorable. How-

ever, 41.8 percent indicated the experience was neither pleasant nor

unpleasant. Only 8.9 percent of the subjects indicated their teach-

ing experience with handicapped learners was unpleasant. There was

no difference (t = 1.04, ndf = 144, p = .30) between the practitioner

groups.

Approximately 88 percent of the subjects indicated that they had

contact with handicapped individuals outside of an educational set-

ting (Table 56). A majority (59.9 percent) of the subjects responded

that this contact was at least pleasant while 38.4 percent indicated

the contact was neither pleasant nor unpleasant. Approximately two

percent of the subjects stated that the experience was unpleasant.

There was no difference (F = .358, ndf = 2,187, p = .70) in scores

among the three groups.



91

Table 54. Mean number of course credits on handicapped learners
earned by subjects by group in the field test.

Group n X s

Students 53 .28 1.01

VESNP 91 1.65 2.58

OVA 73 2.59 4.31

Total 217 1.63 3.15

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

.

Between Groups 163.33 2 81.67 8.80 .00

Within Groups 1985.17 214 9.28

Total 2148.51 216

LSD (.05): Students<VESNP = OVA
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Table 55. Distributions, means, and standard deviations of
practitioners' quality of experience with teaching
handicapped students.

Interval

VESNP OVA Total

n % n % n %

Very Pleasant (5) 10 12.5% 8 12.12% 18 12.3%

Pleasant (4) 32 40.0 22 33.3 54 37.0

Neither Pleasant
nor Unpleasant (3) 32 40.0 29 43.9 61 41.8

Unpleasant (2) 6 7.5 4 6.1 10 6.8

Very Unpleasant (1) 0 0 3 4.5 3 2.1

Total 80 100% 66 100% 146 100%

3.57 3.42 3.51

s .81 .95 .87

t = 1.04, ndf = 144, p = .30
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Table 56. Distributions, means, and standard deviations of subjects'
quality of contact with handicapped individuals.

Interval

Students VESNP OVA Total

Very
Pleasant(5) 6 13.0% 11 13.4% 5 8.1% 22 11.6%

Pleasant(4) 18 19.8 39 47.6 34 54.8 91 47.9

Neither
Pleasant
nor

Unpleasant(3) 21 45.7 30 36.6 22 35.5 73 38.4

Unpleasant(2) 0 0 2 2.4 1 1.6 3 1.6

Very
Unpleasant(1) 1 2.2 0 0 0 0 1 0.5

Total 46 100% 82 100% 62 100% 190 100%

3.61 3.72 3.69 3.68

.80 .72 .64 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P .

Between Groups .37 2 .19 .36 .70

Within Groups 96.68 187 .52

Total 97.05 189
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Internal Consistency

Intercorrelation coefficients for the four items in each of the

seven subscales of the "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Stu-

dents" scale are reported in Appendix N. Cronbach's Alpha method was

used to estimate the internal consistency of the scale and its seven

subscales (Table 57). The Alpha coefficient for the 28 items was

.87. Summary tables for the analyses of variance (ANOVA) are pre-

sented in Appendix 0. The internal consistency of the mental retar-

dation subscale was relatively low (Alpha = .35). Because the sub-

scales appeared to be relatively more internally consistent based on

responses by pilot test subjects than by field test subjects,

responses by field test subjects were examined by samples. To iden-

tify possible problems with the internal consistency of the sub-

scales, Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for the subscales were computed

for each of the samples (Table 58). The ANOVA summary tables for

these computations are reported in Appendix P. The student group had

an overall lower Alpha coefficient (Alpha = .79) than the other two

groups. The combined Alpha coefficient for the VESNP and OVA sub-

jects was .89 (Table 59). The ANOVA summary tables for these compu-

tations are presented in Appendix Q.

One-way analysis of variance was used to determine whether the

three groups scored differently on the scale and its seven subscales
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Table 57. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for the "Attitudes Toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" scale and its seven
subscales.

Subscale N Alpha

Mental Retardation 211 .35

Speech Impairment 212 .50

Visually Impairment 211 .49

Hearing Impairment 211 .60

Emotionally
Disturbed 211 .63

Orthopedic
Handicap 212 .65

Chronic Illness 203 .58

All Conditions 189 .87
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Table 58. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for the "Attitudes Toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" scale and its seven
subscales by group affiliation in the field test.

Subscale

Group

Students VESNP
N ---Tipha

OVA
AlphaN Alpha N

Mental Retardation 52 .32 88 .40 71 .52

Speech Impairment 53 .51 89 .56 70 .39

Visual Impairment 53 .46 89 .52 69 .47

Hearing Impairment 51 .22 89 .64 71 .68

Emotionally
Disturbed 52 .55 88 .67 71 .57

Orthopedic
Handicap 52 .60 89 .67 71 .68

Chronic Illness 50 .51 85 .66 68 .44

All Conditions 47 .79 78 .89 64 .88
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Table 59. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for the "Attitudes Toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" scale and its seven
subscales for the combined practitioners group in the
field test.

Subscale N Alpha

Mental Retardation 159 .46

Speech Impairment 159 .49

Visually Impairment 158 .50

Hearing Impairment 160 .66

Emotionally
Disturbed 159 .63

Orthopedic
Handicap 160 .67

Chronic Illness 153 .60

All Conditions 142 .89
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(Appendix R). Means differed (F = 4.89, ndf = 2,214, p = .01) only

on the emotionally disturbed subscale. Results of the Least Squares

Difference test indicated that students scored significantly lower

than the two practitioner groups.

The lower internal consistency of responses by the student group

may be due to the difference in their characteristics to the practi-

tioners. Practitioners were similar in age, educational attainment,

and teaching experience. Retrospectively, the student subjects in

the field test may have also differed from the pilot test subjects.

The pilot student group, whose responses were the basis for the 28

items selected for the field test instrument, were at the same point

in their teacher training program. They had just received intensive

instruction on handicapped learners in their junior-block program and

could have therefore been a relatively homogeneous group. Less is

known about the quantity and quality of preparation on handicapped

learners received by the students participating in the field test.

Speculatively, these experiences could have varied substantially

among the students by the service area.

Therefore, the apparently greater inconsistency of responses by

the students may be understandable if the quantity and quality'of

experience influences attitude formation and change.
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Concurrent Validity

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the "Attitude Toward Disabled

Persons" (ATOP) scale was .81 (Table 60). Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficients for the "Attitude Toward Disabled Persons"

scale scores with subscale and total scale scores for the "Attitudes

Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" (ATHVS) were significant but

relatively low (Table 61). Correlation coefficients for the three

samples and combined practitioner groups on the "Attitude Toward

Disabled Persons" and "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational

Students" subscales and scale are shown in Table 62. The relation-

ships among the ATDP and the ATHVS scale and subscales varied among

the samples.

The results of t-tests comparing the means of each subscale with

all other subscales indicated that the subjects were generally dif-

ferentiating between the subscales (Appendix S). Means did not

differ for only one pair of subscales: the visual impairment condi-

tion and the orthopedic handicap condition (t = -.11, ndf = 216, p =

.910).

Construct Validity

Construct validity for the "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Voca-

tional Students" scale was tested by examining the relationship for
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Table 60. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the "Attitude Toward

Disabled Persons scale."

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 1519.62 155 9.80

Within People 13092.73 4524 2.89

Between Measures 4804.27 29 165.66 89.84 .00

Residual 8288.47 4495 1.84

Total 14612.36 4679 3.12

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .81, N = 156
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Table 61. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the
"Attitude Toward Disabled Persons" scale scores and the
"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale
and its seven subscales scores.

Subscales r n p

Mental Retardation .34 197 .00

Speech Impairment .45 197 .00

Visually Impairment .46 197 .00

Hearing Impairment .43 197 .00

Emotionally
Disturbed .33 197 .00

Orthopedic
Handicap .44 197 .00

Chronic Illness .47 197 .00

All Conditions .57 197 .00
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Table 62. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the

"Attitude Toward Disabled Persons" scale with the
"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale
for the field test samples.

Subscales

Students
r n p

VESNP
r n p r

OVA
n p

Combined
VESNP/OVA
r n p

Mental Retardation .14 49 .17 .30 83 .00 .52 65 .00 .40 148 .00

Speech Impairment .37 49 .00 .48 83 .00 .49 65 .00 .48 148 .00

Visual Impairment .39 49 .00 .46 83 .00 .53 65 .00 .49 148 .00

Hearing Impairment .34 49 .01 .36 83 .00 .58 65 .00 .47 148 .00

Emotionally
Disturbed .38 49 .00 .29 83 .00 .42 65 .00 .34 148 .00

Orthopedic
Handicap .55 49 .00 .36 83 .00 .49 65 .00 .42 148 .00

Chronic Illness .51 49 .00 .45 83 .00 .52 65 .00 .47 148 .00

All Conditions .61 49 .00 .52 83 .00 .67 65 .00 .59 148 .00



103

various demographic and experiential variables and subjects scores on

the ATHVS scale and its seven subscales. The demographic and exper-

iential variables included: subject's age and sex, number of years

teaching, vocational teaching area, educational attainment, amount of

workshops and courses attended which addressed handicapped learners,

and contact with handicapped individuals.

The subject's age related significantly with their scores on the

total score and with three of the seven subscales (Table 63). Stu-

dents' ages related significantly with only one subscale, speech

impairment (Table 64). Ages of practitioners related significantly

only with the speech impairment subscale (Table 65). Because the

correlation coefficients for age with the ATVHS scale and subscales

were generally insignificant, there appears to be no relationship

between age and attitudes toward handicapped learners as indicated by

the instrument.

Females tended to indicate more favorable attitudes toward hand-

icapped learners than male subjects (Table 66 to 73). Only on the

speech impairment subscale were scores for the two groups similar.

However, group affiliation did not seem to be related to how the

subjects responded to the subscales and total scale.

The numbers of years of teaching appears to have no relationship

to practitioners' scores on the ATVHS subscales and the total scale

(Table 74). Only one subscale, orthopedic handicap, correlated

significantly but negatively with teaching experience.



Table 63. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the
age of subjects with their scores on the "Attitudes Toward

Handicapped Vocational Students" subscales.

Subscales r n

Mental Retardation

Speech Impairment

Visual Impairment

Hearing Impairment

Emotionally
Disturbed

Orthopedic
Handicap

Chronic Illness

All Conditions

P

-.11 214 .06

-.08 214 .13

-.15 214 .01

-.12 214 .04

-.15 214 .01

-.07 214 .15

-.09 214 .10

-.15 214 .01

104
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Table 64. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the
age of student subjects with their scores on the
"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students"
subscales.

Subscales r n p

Mental Retardation .09 52 .27

Speech Impairment -.37 52 .00

Visual Impairment -.13 52 .19

Hearing Impairment -.13 52 .18

Emotionally
Disturbed -.09 52 .26

Orthopedic
Handicap -.01 52 47

Chronic Illness -.02 52 .44

All Conditions -.15 52 .14
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Table 65. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the
age of practitioner subjects with their scores on the

"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students"
subscales.

Subscales r n p

Mental Retardation -.10 162 .11

Speech Impairment -.02 162 .42

Visually Impairment -.18 162 .01

Hearing Impairment -.08 162 .17

Emotionally
Disturbed -.05 162 .26

Orthopedic
Handicap -.05 162 .25

Chronic Illness -.07 162 .19

All Conditions -.11 162 .09



107

Table 66. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the mental retardation

subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 4.28 1.02

Male 141 3.99 .86

Total 215 4.09 .93

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 4.75 1 4.75 5.63 .02

Group 1.64 2 .82 .97 .38

Sex by Group 1.94 2 .97 1.15 .32

Residual 176.14 209 .84

Total 183.81 214 .86
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Table 67. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the speech impairment

subscale.

Sex n

Female 74

Male 141

Total 215

R s

5.61 .80

5.43 .77

5.49 .78

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 1.90 1 1.90 3.08 .08

Group .54 2 .27 .44 .64

Sex by Group 3.84 2 .19 .31 .73

Residual 128.53 209 .62

Total 131.05 214 .61
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Table 68. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the visual impairment
subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 4.88 .78

Male 141 4.46 .91

Total 215 4.61 .89

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 8.03 1 8.03 10.44 .00

Group .54 2 .27 .35 .71

Sex by Group .51 2 .25 .33 .72

Residual 160.85 209 .77

Total 170.42 214 .80
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Table 69. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the hearing impairment
subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 6.08 .63

Male 141 5.80 .75

Total 215 5.89 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 4.36 1 4.36 8.65 .00

Group 1.41 2 .70 1.39 .25

Sex by Group .40 2 .20 .40 .67

Residual 105.29 209 .50

Total 111.09 214 .52
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Table 70. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the emotionally disturbed
subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 4.97 .81

Male 141 4.60 .98

Total 215 4.73 .94

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 7.11 1 7.11 8.59 .00

Group 8.17 2 4.08 4.93 .01

Sex by Group .73 2 .37 .44 .64

Residual 173.00 209 .83

Total 188.20 214 .88
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Table 71. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the orthopedic handicap

subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 4.85 .91

Male 141 4.48 1.04

Total 215 4.61 1.01

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 6.30 1 6.30 6.21 .01

Group 1.73 2 .87 .85 .43

Sex by Group .39 2 .20 .19 .82-

Residual 210.78 208 1.01

Total 219.57 213 1.03
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Table 72. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their scores on the chronic illness

subscale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 5.65 .79

Male 140 5.21 .85

Total 214 5.36 .85

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 8.89 1 8.89 12.86 .00

Group 1.90 2 .95 1.38 .26

Sex by Group .37 2 .19 .27 .76

Residual 143.75 208 .69

Total 155.35 213 .73
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Table 73. Analysis of variance for sex of subjects and group
affiliation with their total scores on the "Attitudes
Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale.

Sex n X s

Female 74 5.19 .56

Male 141 4.85 .65

Total 215 4.97 .64

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Sex 5.64 1 5.64 14.68 .00

Group 1.42 2 .71 1.85 .16

Sex by Group .12 2 .06 .16 .85

Residual 79.90 208 .38

Total 86.88 213 .41
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Table 74. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for

practitioner subjects teaching experience with their

scores on the "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational

Students" subscale.

Subscales r n p

Mental Retardation -.07 161 .20

Speech Impairment -.03 161 .34

Visual Impairment -.13 161 .06

Hearing Impairment -.09 161 .13

Emotionally
Disturbed -.05 161 .25

Orthopedic
Handicap -.15 161 .03

Chronic Illness -.00 161 .49

All Conditions -.08 161 .15
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The relationship between vocational service area with subjects'

scores on the ATHVS is presented in Tables 75 to 82. Means differed

significantly on four subscales (visual impairment, F = .01, ndf =

4,212, p = .01; emotionally disturbed, F = 2.90, ndf = 4,212, p =

.02; orthopedic handicap, F = 4.41, ndf = 4,212, p = .00; chronic

illness F = 3.95, ndf = 4,212, p = .00) and the total score (F =

4.59, ndf = 4,212, p = .00) for subjects in the varying vocational

service areas. The female-dominated vocational service areas (home

economics and business education) had the highest mean scores on the

subscales and total scale. The agriculture and industrial education

service areas, which were male-dominated, had the lowest mean scores.

The students and practitioners' educational attainment did not

relate significantly to their ATVHS subscale and total scores (Tables

83 and 84).

Multiple correlation coefficients indicated there was no rela-

tionship for the amount of participation in workshops and courses for

practitioner subjects (Table 85). Due to the small number of stu-

dents who indicated participation in workshops and courses, responses

from this sample were not analyzed for these two variables.

There appears to be no relationship between student subjects'

contact with handicapped individuals and their scores on the ATHVS

subscales (Table 86). However, there was a significant relationship

between practitioners' teaching experience and contact with handi-

capped individuals and their scores on the ATHVS subscales, except

for the visual impairment subscale (Table 87).
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Table 75. One-way analysis of variance for the mental retardation
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 3.92 .71

Business Education 27 4.08 .84

Home Economics 41 4.36 1.06

Industrial Education 104 4.01 .84

Other 21 4.20 1.27

Total 217 4.09 .93

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 4.79 4 1.20 1.41 .23

Within Groups 180.56 212 .85

Total 185.34 216
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Table 76. One-way analysis of variance for the speech impairment
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 5.33 .71

Business Education 27 5.76 .75

Home Economics 41 5.61 .74

Industrial Education 104 5.49 .80

Other 21 5.24 .86

Total 217 5.50 .79

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS . F P

Between Groups 4.47 4 1.12 1.83 .13

Within Groups 129.84 212 .61

Total 134.32 216
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Table 77. One-way analysis of variance for the visual impairment
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 4.55 .78

Business Education 27 4.78 1.03

Home Economics 41 4.97 .64

Industrial Education 104 4.40 .93

Other 21 4.79 .79

Total 217 4.61 .89

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 11.21 4 2.80 3.72 .01

Within Groups 159.51 212 .75

Total 170.72 216

LSD (.05):

Industrial Agriculture Business Home

Education Education Education Other Economics
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Table 78. One-way analysis of variance for the hearing impairment
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 5.78 .75

Business Education 27 5.98 .82

Home Economics 41 6.15 .54

Industrial Education 104 5.88 .74

Other 21 5.90 .73

Total 217 5.90 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 3.84 4 .96 1.88 .12

Within Groups 108.47 212 .51

Total 112.31 216
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Table 79. One-way analysis of variance for the emotionally disturbed
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 4.61 .98

Business Education 27 4.73 .91

Home Economics 41 5.17 .69

Industrial Education 104 4.60 .99

Other 21 4.75 .99

Total 217 4.74 .95

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 10.07 4 2.58 2.90 .02

Within Groups 183.84 212 .87

Total

LSD (.05):

193.91 216

Industrial Agriculture Business Home

Education Education Education Other Economics
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Table 80. One-way analysis of variance for the orthopedic handicap
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 4.30 1.04

Business Education 27 4.84 .91

Home Economics 41 5.11 .83

Industrial Education 104 4.44 1.07

Other 21 4.58 .83

Total 217 4.62 1.01

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 17.04 4 4.26 4.41 .00

Within Groups 204.72 212 .97

Total 221.77 216

LSD (.05):

Industrial Agriculture Business Home

Education Education Other Education Economics
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Table 81. One-way analysis of variance for the chronic illness
subscale by vocational service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 5.45 .83

Business Education 27 5.63 .80

Home Economics 41 5.71 .69

Industrial Education 103 5.17 .87

Other 21 5.34 1.00

Total 216 5.38 .86

Source of
Variance SS NEN. MS F P

Between Groups 11.10 4 2.78 3.95 .00

Within Groups 148.17 211 .70

Total 159.28 215

LSD (.05):

Industrial Agriculture Business Home

Education Other Education Education Economics
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Table 82. One-way analysis of variance for the "Attitudes Toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" scale by vocational

service area.

Service Area n X s

Agriculture Education 24 4.85 .59

Business Education 27 5.12 .70

Home Economics 41 5.30 .49

Industrial Education 104 .4.84 .65

Other 21 4.97 .65

Total 217 4.97 .64

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 7.15 4 1.79 4.59 .00

Within Groups 82.51 212 .39

Total 89.66 216

LSD (.05):

Industrial Agriculture Business Home

Education Education Other Education Economics
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Table 83. Correlation coefficients for student field-test subjects'
educational attainment with the handicapping condition
subscales and total score on the "Attitudes Toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" scale.

Dependent
Variable r n p

Mental Retardation -.09 50 .27

Speech Impairment -.14 50 .17

Visual Impairment .01 50 .46

Hearing Impairment -.05 50 .36

Emotionally
Disturbed .02 50 .46

Orthopedic
Handicap -.01 50 .47

Chronic Illness -.14 50 .16

Total -.04 50 .38
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Table 84. Correlation coefficients for practitioner field-test
subjects' educational attainment with the handicapped
condition subscales and total scores on the "Attitudes
Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale.

Dependent
Variable r n p

Mental Retardation -.00 164 .49

Speech Impairment .08 164 .16

Visual Impairment -.11 164 .09

Hearing Impairment -.03 164 .34

Emotionally
Disturbed -.05 164 .28

Orthopedic
Handicap .05 164 .26

Chronic Illness .04 163 .33

Total .00 164 .49
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Table 85. Multiple correlation coefficients for practitioners'
subscale and total scores with the amount of participation
in workshops and number of course credit hours on
handicapped learners.

Dependent
Variable R f p

Mental Retardation .09 .59 .55

Speech Impairment .09 .63 .53

Visual Impairment .04 .10 .90

Hearing Impairment .10 .81 .45

Emotionally
Disturbed .03 .08 .92

Orthopedic
Handicap .10 .77 .46

Chronic Illness .03 .09 .91

Total .02 .02 .98



128

Table 86. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for
student subjects subscale and total scores with the
pleasantness of their contact with handicapped
individuals.

Subscales r n p

Mental Retardation -.18 46 .12

Speech Impairment .01 46 .47

Visual Impairment .00 46 .48

Hearing Impairment -.17 46 .13

Emotionally
Disturbed -.07 46 .32

Orthopedic
Handicap -.11 46 .23

Chronic Illness -.03 46 .43

All Conditions -.11 46 .23
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Table 87. Multiple correlation coefficients for practitioners'
subscale and total scores with the pleasantness of their
non-teaching and teaching contact with handicapped
individuals.

Dependent
Variable

Mental Retardation .28 5.37 .01

Speech Impairment .29 5.98 .00

Visual Impairment .16 1.79 .17

Hearing Impairment .25 4.49 .01

Emotionally
Disturbed .29 6.05 .00

Orthopedic
Handicap .31 7.03 .00

Chronic Illness .26 4.57 .01

Total .34 8.64 .00



130

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instru-

ment that measures the attitudes of vocational education teacher

trainees and practicing vocational education teachers toward handi-

capped individuals. The intent of this chapter is to present a

summary and conclusions of the validation process. In addition,

recommendations for further study are presented.

Summary

Ninety items were initially developed. They addressed nine

handicapping conditions, three characterizations of those conditions,

and two levels of severity for the conditions. Content validation

resulted in 87 items. Because a panel of experts were concerned with

the subjects' ability to differentiate among items in three of the

handicapping condition subscales, 60 items addressing the handi-

capping conditions of mental retardation, speech impairment, visual

impairment, hearing impairment, emotional disturbance, and orthopedic

handicap were used in a short form. A long form of the pilot instru-

ment contained these 60 items as well as 27 additional items

addressing the three conditions of chronic illness, learning dis-

ability, and multiple handicaps.

The short form was administered to 16 junior-block students in

the agriculture and business education teacher programs at Oregon
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State University during Fall Term 1982. The long form was adminis-

tered to 23 junior-block students in the home economics and indus-

trial education programs at Oregon State University during the same

term. The short form was also sent to 31 practitioners who super-

vised these vocational teacher trainees in their field experience.

Of the 70 pilot test instruments distributed, 41 (58.6 percent) were

returned usable. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients

were computed for each item with its subscale. Because of item

analysis, two subscales were excluded from the field test instru-

ment. Cronbach's Alpha method was used to select the best set of

four items from among those in each subscale. Alpha coefficients

ranged from .67 for the mental retardation subscale to .80 for the

chronic illness subscale.

The field test instrument consisted of three sections. Section

A was designed to collect demographic and experiential information

from the subjects. Section B contained the 28 items selected for the

"Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" (ATHVS) scale.

Section C contained the standardized "Attitude Toward Disabled

Persons" (ATDP) scale. The field test instrument was completed by 55

upper division undergraduate vocational teacher trainees at Oregon

State University during Winter Term 1983. The instrument was also

completed by 91 vocational teachers who had participated in workshops

sponsored by the Vocational Education Special Needs Project at Oregon
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State University and 73 vocational teachers who were members of the

Oregon Vocational Association.

The two practitioner samples were relatively similar. The

internal consistency coefficient for the "Attitudes Toward Handi-

capped Vocational Students" scale was .87. However, responses by

student subject were less consistent than practitioners. Alpha coef-

ficients on the subscales ranged from .35 for mental retardation to

.65 for orthopedic handicapped.

Coefficients of concurrent validity for the ATHVS with the stan-

dardized ATDP were generally significant but relatively low. This

indicated that the two scales may be addressing different behaviors.

Construct validity for the ATHVS scale was examined by relating

ATHVS scores with information on the subjects' age, sex, teaching

experience, educational attainment, vocational service area, formal

education on handicapped learners, and contact with handicapped indi-

viduals. The subjects' age, numbers of years teaching, educational

attainment, and participation in workshops and courses about

handicapped learners did not relate to their responses on the

ATHVS. However, the subjects' sex and vocational service area

appeared to be significantly related to their responses.

Furthermore, practitioners' scores were significantly related to the

quality of their contact with the handicapped.
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Conclusions

The "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Students" scale is

a reliable instrument for measuring vocational education teachers and

students' attitudes toward handicapped learners. Content and face

validity for the instrument appears to be appropriate. Subscales to

measure the specific conditions rather than a generalized scale

should be used. Construct validity of the instrument was only

partially established.

Recommendations

The instrument should be administered to larger and more diverse

samples to confirm further its internal consistency. The concurrent

and construct validity of the scale should be studied further. In

particular, experiential factors, such as age, need further examina-

tion. Finally, the instrument may be used for determining the need

for and in the formative evaluation of instrumentation designed for

preservice and inservice vocational teachers and teacher trainees.
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APPENDIX A

INITIAL ITEM POOL AND PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

WITH INSTRUCTIONS SENT TO THE PANEL OF JUDGES
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To:

From: Craig Clauser

Subject: Initial Item Pool: Measurement of Vocational Educators'
Attitudes Toward the Handicapped

Thank you for agreeing to help me with the validation of the

item pool for an attitude instrument to measure the attitudes of

vocational teachers and teacher education students toward handicapped

students. The items in the item pool are listed on the enclosed

form. They address the following three factors:

I. Handicapping conditions (nine variables): hearing impaired,

mental retardation, multihandicapped, orthopedical,

emotionally disturbed, learning disabled, speech impaired,

visually impaired, and other health impaired.

2. Characterizations of the condition (three variables):

physical, mental, and behavior.

3. Severity of the condition (two variables): mild and

serious.

Will you please do the following:

I. Judge whether or not each item addresses the factors.

2. Assess whether or not vocational teachers and teacher

education students would perceive each item as relevant.

3. Assess whether or not the wording used in each item would be

understandable to teachers and teacher education students.
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Please indicate in the left-hand column whether the item should be:

1. kept as is (K), 2. kept with modification (M), or 3. rejected

(R). Space is provided between each item for suggested

modifications.

Also attached is a Personal Data Questionnaire (PDQ). Will you

also review and determine whether it elicits information in the

folloiwng areas: age, sex, vocational training area, years of

teaching experience, level of education, specific training about the

handicapped, and amount and quality of contact with handicapped

persons.

Any comments or recommendations for improvements in the item

pool or the PDQ will be greatly appreciated. If you have any

questions, please feel free to call me at home (929-6238) or Warren

Suzuki.
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

1. Deaf students get discouraged easily.

2. Deaf students are often hyperactive.

3. Hearing impaired students are as enthusiastic about
vocational education as other student.

4. Students with hearing impairments often talk funny.

5. Deaf students shouldn't be enrolled in vocational
education programs that require them to work with
equipment.

6. Students with serious hearing impairments usually are
similar in appearance to other students.

7. Hearing impaired students are capable of learning skills
in vocational laboratories.

8. Hearing impaired students enrolled in vocational education
programs are as successful as other students.

9. Due to their lack of understanding of verbal instructions
and warnings, deaf students should not participate in
vocational laboratories.

10. Deaf students are capable of understanding complicated
technical concepts.

11. Mildly emotional disturbed students get frustrated easily.

12. Students with a mental illness behave similarly as
mentally retarded students.
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

13. Students with a mental illness are dangerous.

14. Students with serious emotional problems do not groom
themselves very well.

15. Mildly emotionally disturbed students usually behave
similarly to other students.

16. Emotionally disturbed students are seldomly distinguish-
able physically from other students in vocational
education programs.

17. Seriously emotionally disturbed students cannot be trusted
to safely operate machines.

18. Emotionally disturbed learners are hazardous to themselves
and others in vocational education laboratories.

19. Students with serious emotional problems are capable of
transferring basic concepts to vocational laboratory
operations.

20. Seriously emotionally disturbed students should not be in

the regular vocational program.

21. Emotionally disturbed students can learn complicated
technical skills as well as other students in vocational
education.

22. Students with serious emotional problems often cannot
concentrate on the task at hand.

23. Emotionally disturbed students are capable of learning
skills for employment.
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

24. Students with learnin9 problems are normally as
enthusiastic in vocational programs as other students.

25. Students with serious learning problems are more prone to
be hyperactive than other students.

26. Students with serious learning problems are often
disruptive in class.

27. Most learning disabilities occur because of the student's
lack of concentration and participation in class
instruction.

28. Learning disabled students have good manipulative skills.

29. Students with serious learning problems are often accident
prone.

30. Students with learning problems usually have other
physical problems.

31. Students with serious learning problems are often not
capable of applying basic vocational concepts in
laboratory situations.

32. Students with specific learning problems are often
successful at applying vocational education

33. Learning disabled students will usually succeed in
vocational education if given the time.

34. Mildly mentally retarded students get upset easily.

35. Mildly mentally retarded students tend to be more self-
conscious than other students.



148

(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

36. Seriously mentally retarded students often dress sloppy.

37. Students who are mildly mentally retarded often look
different from other students.

38. Seriously mentally retarded students can usually
effectively use basic tools and equipment.

39. Mildly mentally retarded students are more susceptable to
injury than other students.

40. Students who are mildly mentally retarded have a hard time
understanding basic vocational education concepts.

41. Severe mentally retarded students should be enrolled in
separate classes with their own kind.

42. Mildly mentally retarded learners usually have problems
transferring classroom learning to vocational laboratory.

43. Students with cerebral palsy and who are mildly retarded
are often dressed sloppy and dirty.

44. Students with physical and mental deficiencies are no more
dependent than other students.

45. Students with physical and mental deficiencies usually
will behave in class.

46. Students with cerebral palsy and are mildly mentally
retarded often are incapable of performing the practical
hands-on skills required in vocational laboratories.



(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

47. Deaf and blind students should not be enrolled in voca-
tional programs because they are not able to perform the

hands-on operations required.

48. Deaf and blind students have low IQs.

49. Quadriplegic students who have emotional problems cannot
concentrate on intricate tasks.

50. Quadriplegics who are also mildly retarded should be
placed in special vocational programs.

51. Deaf students who are also physically disabled usually
perform quite well in a well organized vocational
laboratory.

52. Students with chronic illness often miss too much school.

53. Most students with serious cerebral palsy are irritable.

54. Students with mild epilepsy are often over sensitive.

55. Students with a serious chronic illness should not be
enrolled in vocational education programs because specific
laboratory operations may aggravate the condition.

56. Students with a mild cerebral palsy condition have enough
physical control to work in vocational laboratories.

57. Students with cerebral palsy cause disruptions in class
because of their appearance and actions.

58. Students with controllable epilepsy have serious learning

problems

149
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

59. Students who have a mild epilepsy condition understand and
follow instructions.

60. Students with serious epilepsy often have problems
understanding basic concepts.

61. Physically disabled students are often irritable.

62. Students with physical deficiencies are often very
emotional.

63. Physically disabled students are often anti-social.

64. Students with mild physical deficiencies are more
susceptable to injury in vocational education
laboratories.

65. Serious mobility problems do not necessarily impair a
student's ability to succeed in a vocational laboratory
setting.

66. Vocational education students with serious physical
disabilities are often hazardous to themselves and others
in a laboratory setting.

67. Mild physically disabled students are capable of
performing intricate manipulative skills.

68. Students who are quadriplegics are capable of learning
complicated technical skills.

69. Serious physically disabled students will not be able to
obtain successful employment.
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

70. Mild physically disabled students cannot compete in

vocational education programs with normal students.

71. Serious disabled students often have problems transferring
vocational classroom instruction to specific laboratory

operations.

72. Students who are quadriplegics often have serious learning

problems.

73. Students with speech impairments tend to be more sensitive

than other students.

74. Students who have serious speech problems are often
withdrawn and don't try to express their opinions.

75. Speech impaired students usually contribute as much as
other students.

76. Speech impaired students are often good at manipulative
skills.

77. Due to their lack of communication skills, serious speech
impaired students can be more unsafe in a vocational
laboratory than other students.

78. Students with serious speech impairments are normally
safety conscious as other students in vocational
laboratories.

79. Students with serious speech problems are as intelligent
as other students.

80. Students who stutter normally function quite well in
vocational programs.
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(K) kept as is, (M) kept with modification, (R) rejected

81. Speech impaired students have problems concentrating on
class work.

82. Although blind students often have mobility and sight
problems, they usually function well in vocational

programs.

83. Visual impaired students have serious mobility problems.

84. Students with visual impairments are usually well behaved
and attentive in vocational classes.

85. Visually impaired students are normally more cautious than
other students in vocational laboratory situations.

86. Because of their differences in appearance, blind students
usually cause disruptions in the classroom.

87. Due to their limited mobility and lack of sight, blind
students are more prone to failure in a vocational program
than other students.

88. Although they lack sight, most blind students are capable
of succeeding in vocational education.

89. Vocational education students with visual impairment
usually perform as well in vocational laboratories as
other students.

90. Most visually impaired learners should be enrolled in

special education programs.



PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

The information requested on this questionnaire is
strictly confidential. Please answer all questions.

1. Age:

2. Sex: Male Female

3. Number of years of full-time teaching:

4. With which vocational area do you primarily associate
yourself:

Agriculture Education
Business and Distribution Education
Home Economics Education
Industrial Education

5. Please check your highest level of education:

High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Bachelor's Degree +
Master's Degree
Master's Degree +

During which year did you complete your course-work for
your basic teaching certificate?

From which institution did you complete this course-work?

6. Have you attended any courses or workshops that dealt
specifically with the handicapped?

Total
Number of Hours

Workshop: Courses:

Total
Credits

153



7. Indicate the number of handicapped students for each
condition you have taught. Then indicate the extent to
which this experience was pleasant or unpleasant.

4.)

ai
W

W
No. of

W

a
Students a, w =

Mentally Retarded
Visually Impaired
Hearing Impaired
Orthopedic
Multihandicapped
Emotionally Disturbed
Learning Disabled
Speech Impaired
Other Health Impaired

8. Indicate if you have had regular contact with any
handicapped person. Also indicate the extent to which
this contact was pleasant or unpleasant.

On What Bases Type of Handicap

Relative
Friend
Business
Neighbor
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APPENDIX B

PANEL OF JUDGES' RESPONSES TO ITEMS

IN THE INITIAL ITEM POOL, ACTION TAKEN,

AND ITEM NUMBER ON THE PILOT INSTRUMENT
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PANEL OF JUDGES' RESPONSES TO ITEMS IN THE INITIAL ITEM POOL,
ACTION TAKEN, AND ITEM NUMBER OF THE PILOT INSTRUMENT

No.

Summary of
Judges Responses
K M R Action Taken

Item Number
on

Pilot Instrument

1 7 Retained 3

2 7 Retained 27

3 5 2 Modified 43

4 6 1 Modified 33

5 3 3 1 Modified 15

6 4 2 1 Modified 57

7 3 3 1 Modified 52

8 3 3 1 Modified 21

9 5 1 1 Retained 40

10 4 1 2 Retained 9

11 3 4 Modified 5

12 4 1 2 Modified 49

13 2 1 4 Rejected

14 2 3 2 Modified 29

15 3 3 1 Modified 42

16 1 2 4 Rejected

17 5 2 Retained 17

18 6 1 Modified 54

19 5 2 Modified 44

20 7 Retained 58
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No.

Summary of
Judges Responses
K M R Action Taken

Item Number
on

Pilot Instrument

21 6 1 Modified 23

22 7 Modified 35

23 6 1 Modified 11

24 5 2 Modified 86

25 4 3 Modified 65

26 5 2 Modified 74

27 2 1 4 Rejected

28 4 2 1 Modified 80

29 6 1 Modified 68

30 5 2 Modified 77

31 4 2 1 Modified 83

32 5 2 Modified 71

33 4 3 Modified 62

34 5 2 Modified 4

35 5 2 Retained 28

36 4 1 2 Modified 41

37 6 1 Retained 53

38 4 3 Modified 16

38 5 2 Modified 48

40 7 Retained 22

41 4 3 Modified 34

42 6 1 Retained 10
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No.

Summary of
Judges Responses
K M R Action Taken

Item Number
on

Pilot Instrument

43 5 2 Retained 67

44 2 5 Modified 76

45 3 3 1 Modified 82

46 5 2 Retained 70

47 7 Retained 61

48 7 Retained 79

49 4 3 Modified 85

50 6 1 Retained 73

51 6 1 Retained 64

52 7 Retained 63

53 5 2 Retained 72

54 5 2 Retained 78

55 6 1 Retained 84

56 7 Retained 66

57 6 1 Retained 75

58 6 1 Retained 81

59 4 3 Modified 69

60 6 1 Retained 87

61 5 2 Retained 59

62 3 2 2 Modified 55

63 4 3 Modified 6

64 7 Modified 24
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No.

Summary of
Judges Responses

K M R Asti on Taken

Item Number
on

Pi lot Instrument

65 7 Modified 36

66 7 Retained 51

67 4 3 Modified 18

68 7 Retained 56

69 4 3 Modified 46

70 4 2 1 Modified 30

71 4 3 Modified 38

72 7 Retained 12

73 4 2 1 Modified 1

74 6 1 Retai ned 25

75 3 2 2 Modified 50

76 3 3 1 Modified 37

77 4 3 Modified 13

78 6 1 Modified 45

79 4 2 1 Modified 19

80 5 1 1 Retained 31

81 4 2 1 Modified 7

82 4 1 2 Modified 26

83 5 1 1 Retained 8

84 4 2 1 Modified 2

84 3 4 Modified 32

86 5 2 Retained 20
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Summary of Item Number

Judges Responses on

No. K N R Action Taken Pilot Instrument

87 5 2 Modified 47

88 6 1 Retained 60

89 5 2 Retained 14

90 5 2 Modified 39
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APPENDIX C

PILOT INSTRUMENT - SHORT FORM
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CODE:

ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL STUDENTS

Instructions

The purpose of this scale is to determine your attitudes toward handicapped or
disabled vocational students. Please indicate the extent to which YOU agree or
disagree to each of the following statements. Circle your choice to the right

of each statement. Your choices are as follows:

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
PA = Partially Aaree
N = Neither Agree nor Disagree
PD = Partially Disagree
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree

There are no right or wrong answers; the only right answers are what you
believe.

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before. This will not

be the case, so do not look back and forth through the items. Do not try to

remember how you answered similiar items earlier. Make each item a separate and
independent judgment. Work at fairly high speed; do not worry or puzzle over
individual items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about
the items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because
we want your true impressions.

You need not answer any or all items; your participation is voluntary. However,

we highly encourage you to answer ALL questions; your feelings and beliefs about
handicapped and disabled vocational students are very important to us.



PLEASE ANSWER EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) A9ree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

I. Students with mild speech impairments tend to be more sensitive
than non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

2. Students with mild visual impairments are usually well behaved
and attentive in vocational classes. SA A PA N PD D SD

3. 'Deaf students get discouraged easily. SA A PA N PD D SD

4. Severely mentally retarded students get upset easily. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

5. Seriously emotionally disturbed students get frustrated easily. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

6. Seriously physically disabled students are often anti-social. SA A PA N PD D SD

7. Mildly speech impaired students have problems concentrating on
class work. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

8. Visual impaired students have serious mobility problems. SA A PA N PD D SD

9. Deaf students are capable of understanding complicated technical
concepts. SA A PA N PD D SD

10. Mildly mentally retarded learners usually have problems
transferring classroom learning to vocational laboratory
situations.

11. Mildly emotionally disturbed students are capable of learning
skills for employment.

12. Students who are ouadriplegics often have serious learning
problems.

13. Seriously speech impaired students can be more unsafe in a
vocational laboratory than non-handicapped students.

14. Vocational eoucation students with mild visual impairments
usually perform as well in vocational laboratories as other
students. SA A PA N PO 0 SD

SA A PA N PD D SO

SA A PA N PD O SD

SA A PA N PO D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

15. Deaf students should not be enrolled in vocational education
programs that require them to work with power equipment. SA A PA N PD D SD

16. Severely mentally retarded students can usually effectively
use basic tools and equipment. SA A PA N PD D SD

17. Seriously emotionally disturbed students cannot be trusted to
safely operate machines. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

18. Mildly physically disabled students are capable of performing
4htricate manipulative skills. SA A PA N PD D SD

19. Students with serious speech problems are as able to learn
technical concepts as non- handicapped students. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

20. Because of their difference in appearance blind students
usually cause disruptions in the classroom. SA A PA N PO D SD

21. Mildly hearing impaired students enrolled in vocational
education programs are as successful as non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

22. Students who are mildly mentally retarded have a hard time
understanding basic vocational education concepts. SA A PA K PD D SD

PLEASE CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE. .

2
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PLEASE AMSWEP EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) Aaree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; SD) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

23. wildly emotionally disturbed students can learn complicated
technical skills as well as non-handicapped students in
vocational education. SA

24. Students with mild physical disabililties are more susceptable
to injury in vocational education laboratories. SA

25. Students who have serious speech problems are often withdrawn
and don't try to express their opinion.

26. Although mildly visually impaired students often have mobility
and sight problems, they usually function well in vocational
programs.

2'. Deaf students are often hyperactive.

28. Mildly mortally retarded students tend to be more
self-conscious than non-handicapped students.

29. Seriously emotionally disturbed students do not groom
themselves very well.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

30. Mildly physically disabled students cannot compete in
vocational education programs with non-handicapped students. SA

31. Students who stutter normally function quite well in vocational
programs. SA

32. Visually impaired students are normally more cautious than
non-handicapped students in vocational laboratory situations. SA

33. Students with mild hearing impairments often talk peculiar. SA

34. Severely mentally retarded students should be enrolled in
separate classes with their own kind. SA

35. Serious emotional disturbed students often cannot concentrate
on the task at hand. SA

36. Serious mobility problems do not necessarily impair a
Physically disabled student's ability to succeed in a
vocational laboratory setting. SA

37. Mildly speech impaired students are often good at manipulative
skills. SA

3C. Seriously disabled students often have problems transferring
vocational classroom instruction to specific laboratory
operations. SA

39. Most seriously visually impaired learners should be enrolled
in special education programs. SA

40. Due to their inability to hear verbal instructions and warnings,
deaf students should not participate in vocational laboratories. SA

41. Severely mentally retarded students often dress sloppy. SA

42. Mildly emotionally disturbed students usually behavt similarly
to non-handilcapped students. SA

43. Mildly hearing impaired students are as enthusiastic about
vocational education as non-handicapped students. SA

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA 14 PD D SD

A PA N PD El SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA H PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD
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PLEASE ANSWER EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

44. Seriously emotionally disturbed students are capable of
transferring basic concepts to vocational laboratory operations. SA

45. Students with serious speech impairments are normally as safety
conscious as non-handicapped students in vocational laboratories. SA

46. Seriously physically disabled students will not be able to
obtain successful employment. SA

47. Due to their limited mobility and lack of sight, blind students
are more prone to failure in a vocational program than
non-handicapped students. SA

48. Mildly mentally retarded students are more susceptable to
injury than non-handicapped students. SA

49. Mildly emmtionally disturbed students behave similarly as
mentally retarded students. SA

50. Mildly speech impaired students usually contribute as much as
non-handicapped students in vocational classes. SA

51. Vocational education students with serious physical disabililties
are often hazardous to themselves and others in a laboratory
setting. SA

52. Mildly hearing impaired students are capable of learning skills
in vocational laboratories.

SA

53. Students who are milaly mentally retarded often look different
from non-handicapped students.

SA

54. Mildly emotionally disturbed learners are hazardous to
themselves and others in vocational education laboratories. SA

55. Students with serious physical disabilities are often very
emotional.

SA

56. Students who are Quadriplegics are capable of learning
complicated technical skills.

SA

57. Students with mild hearing impairments usually are similar in
appearance to non-handicapped students.

SA

58. Seriously emotionally disturbed students should not be enrolled
in the regular vocational program.

SA

59. Mildly physically disabled students are often irritable. SA

60. Although they lack sight, most blind students are capable of
succeeaing in vocational education.

SA

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!

4

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD

A PA N PO 0 SD

A PA N PD D SD
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APPENDIX D

PILOT INSTRUMENT - LONG FORM
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CODE:

ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL STUDENTS

Instructions

The purpose of this scale is to determine your attitudes toward handicapped or
disabled vocational students. Please indicate the extent to which YOU agree or
disagree to each of the following statements. Circle your choice to the right
of each statement. Your choices are as follows:

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
PA = Partially Agree
N = Neither Agree nor Disagree
PO = Partially Disagree
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree

There are no right or wrong answers; the only right answers are what you
believe.

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before. This will not
be the case, so do not look back and forth through the items. Do not try to

remember how you answered similiar items earlier. Make each item a separate and

independent judgment. Work at fairly high speed; do not worry or puzzle over

individual items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about
the items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because
we want your true impressions.

You need not answer any or all items; your participation is voluntary. However,

we highly encourage you to answer ALL questions; your feelings and beliefs about
handicapped and disabled vocational students are very important to us.



PLEASE MUER EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Aoree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

1. Students with mild speech impairments tend to be more sensitive
than non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

2. Students with mild visual impairments are usually well behaved
and attentive in vocational classes. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

3. Deaf students get discouraged easily. SA A PA N PD D SD

4. Severely mentally retarded stuoents get upset easily. SA A PA N PD D SD

S. Seriously emotionally disturbed students get frustrated easily. SA A PP. N PD 0 SD

6. Seriously physically disabled students are often anti-social. SA A PA N PD D SD

7. Mildly speech impaired students have problems concentratirg on
class work. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

E. Visual impaired students have serious mobility problems. SA A PA N PD D SD

9. Deaf students are capable of understanding complicated technical
concepts. SA A PA N PD D SO

10. Mildly mentally retarded learners usually have problems
transferring classroom learning to vocational laboratory
situations.

11. Mildly emotionally disturbed students are capable of learning
skills for employment.

12. Students who are quadriplegics often have serious learning
problem.

13. Seriously speech impaired students car be more unsafe in a
vocational laboratory than non-handicapped students.

14. Vocational education students with mild visual impairments
usually perform as well in vocational laboratories as other
students.

15. Deaf students snould not be enrolled in vocational education
programs that require them to wo-k with power equipment.

16. Severely mentally retarded students can usually effectively
use basic tools and eouipment.

17. Seriously notionally disturbed students cannot be trusted to
safely operate machines.

18. Mildly physically disabled students are capable of performing
irtricate manipulative skills.

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PO D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD 0- SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

19. students with serious speech problems are as able to learn
technical concepts as non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

20. Because of their difference in appearance blind students
usually cause disruptions in the classroom. SA A PA N PD D SD

21. Mildly hearing impaired students enrolled in vocational
education programs are as successful as non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

22. Students who are mildly mentally retarded have a hard time
understanding basic vocational education concepts. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE . .
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PLEASE ANSWEP EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Stronoly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

23. Mildly emotionally disturbed students can learn complicated
technical skills as well as non-handicapped students in
vocational education. SA A PA N PD D SD

24. Students witn mild physical disabililties are more susceptible
to injury in vocational education laboratories. SA A PA N PD D SD

25. Students who have serious speech problems are often withdrawn
and don't try to express their opinion. SA A PA N PD D SD

26. Although mildly visually impaired students often have mobility
and sight problems, they usually function well in vocational
programs. SA A PA N PD D SD

27. Deaf students are often hyperactive. SA A PA N PD D SD

28. Mildly mentally retarded students tend to be more
self-conscious than non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

29. Seriously emotionally disturbed students do nct groom
themselves very well. SA A PA N PD D SD

30. Mildly physically disabled students cannot compete in
vocational education programs with non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D. SD

31. Students who stutter normally function Quite well in vocational
programs. SA A PA N PD D SD

32. Visually impaired students are normally more cautious than
non-handicapped students in vocational laboratory situations. SA A PA N PD D SO

33. Students with mild hearing impairments often talk peculiar. SA A PA N PD D SD

34. Severely mentally retarded students should be enrolled in
separate classes with their own kind. SA A PA N PD D SD

35. Serious emotional disturbed students often cannot concentrate
on the task at hand. SA A PA N PD D SD

36. Serious mobility problems do not necessarily impair a
physically disabled student's ability to succeed in a
vocational laboratory setting. SA A PA N PD D SD

37. Mildly speech impaired students are often good at manipulative
skills. SA A PA N PD D SD

38. Seriously disabled students often have problems transferring
vocational classroom instruction to specific laboratory
operations. SA A PA N PD D SD

39. Most seriously visually impaired learners should be enrolled
special education programs. SA A PA N PD D SD

40. Due to their inability to hear verbal instructions and warnings,
deaf students should not participate in vocational laboratories. SA A PA N PD D SD

41. Severely mentally retarded students often dress sloppy. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

42. Mildly emotionally disturbed students usually behave similarly
to non-handilcapped students. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

43. Mildly hearing impaired students are as enthusiastic about
vocational education as non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD 0 SD

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE . . .
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PLEASE ANSWEP EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

44. Seriously emotionally disturbed students are capable of
transferring basic concepts to vocational laboratory operations. SA A PA N PD D SD

45. Students with serious speech impairments are normally as safety
conscious as non-handicapped students in vocational laboratories. SA A PA N PD D SD

46. Seriously physically disabled students will not be able to
obtain successful employment. SA A PA N PD D SD

47. Due to their limited mobility and lack of sight, blind students
are more prone to failure in a vocational program than
non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

4R. Mildly mentally retarded students are more susceptible to
injury than non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

49. Mildly emotionally disturbed students behave similarly as
mentally retarded students. SA A PA N PD D SD

50. Mildly speech impaired students usually contribute as much as
non-handicapped students in vocational classes. SA A PA N PD D SD

51. Vocational education students with serious physical disabililties
are often hazardous to themselves and others in a laboratory
setting. SA A PA N PD D SD

52. Mildly hearing impaired students are capable of learning skills
in vocational laboratories. SA A PA N PD D SD

53. Students who are mildly mentally retarded often look different
from non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PO D SD

54. Mildly emotionally disturbed learners are hazardous to
themselves and others in vocational education laboratories. SA A PA N PD D SD

55. Students with serious physical disabilities are often very
emotional. SA A PA N PD D SD

56. Students who are ouadriplegics are capable of learning
complicated technical skills. SA A PA N PD D SD

57. Students with mild hearing impairments usually are similar in
appearance to non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

58. Seriously emotionally disturbed students should not be enrolled
in the regular vocational program. SA A PA N PD D SD

59. Mildly physically disabled students are often irritable. SA A PA N PD D SD

60. Although they lack sight, most blind students are capable of
succeeding in vocational education. SA A PA N PD D SD

61. Deaf and blind students should not be enrolled in vocational
programs because they are not able to perform the hands-on
operations required. SA A PA N PD D SD

62. Mildly learning disabled students will usually succeed in
vocational education if given the time. SA A PA N PD D SD

63. Students with mild chronic illness often miss too much school. SA A PA N PD D SD

64. Deaf students who are also physically disabled usually perform
quite well in a well organized vocational laboratory. SA A PA N PD D SD

65. Students with a serious learning disability are more prone to be
hyperactive than non-handicapped students. SA A PA N PD D SD

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE . .

4



PLEASE ANSWER EACH STATEMENT: (SA) Stronoly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N) Neither Agree
nor Disagree; (PG) Partially Disagree; (0) Disagree; (SD) Strongly Disagree.

66. Students with mild cerebal palsy have enough physical
control to work in vocational laboratories.

67. Students with cerebal palsy and who are mildly retarded are
often dressed sloppy and dirty.

68. Students with serious learning disabilities are often accident
prone.

69. Students who have a mild epileptic condition can understand and
follow instructions in vocational laboratories.

70. Students who have cerebal palsy and are mildly mentally retarded
often are incapable of performing the practical hands-on skills
required in vocational laboratories.

71. Students with serious learning disabilities are often successful
at applying vocational education concepts.

72. Most students with serious cerebal palsy are irritable.

73. Quadriplegics who are also mildly retarded should be placed in
special vocational programs.

74. Students with serious learning disabilities are often disruptive
in class.

75. Students with cerebal palsy cause disruptions in class because
of their appearance and actions.

76. Students who are physically handicapped and also are mentally
retarded can work independently.

77. Students with mild learning disabilities usually have other
physical problems.

78. Students with mild epilepsy are often over sensitive.

79. Deaf and blind students have low Ms.

80. Mildly learning disabled students have good manipulative skills.

81. Students with controllable epilepsy have serious learning problems.

82. Students with physical and mental deficiencies usually will behave
appropriately in class.

83. Students with serious learning disabilities are often not capable
of applying basic vocational concepts in laboratory situations.

84. Students with a serious chronic illness should not be enrolled
in vocational education programs because specific laboratory
operations may aggravate the condition.

85. Quadriplegic students who have emotional problems cannot
concentrate on intricate tasks.

86. Students with a mild learning disability are normally as
enthusiastic in vocational programs as non-handicapped students.

87. Students with serious epilepsy often have problems understanding
basic concepts of vocational education.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!
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APPENDIX E

PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE
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CODE:

PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

The information requested on this questionnaire is strictly confidential.
Please answer all questions.

1. Age:

2. Sex: Male Female

3. Number of years of full-time teaching:

4. With which vocational area do you primarily associate yourself:

Agriculture Education
Business and Distribution
Home Economics Education
Industrial Education
Other (Specify)

5. Please check your highest level of education:

High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Bachelor's Degree +
Master's Degree
Master's Degree +
Other (Specify)

Do you have a special vocational certificate? Yes No

If you had or have a basic teaching certificate, during which year did you
complete your course-work?

From which institution did you compete this course-work?

6. Have you attended any courses or workshops that dealt specifically with
the handicapped?

Total Number
of Total

Workshops I Hours Credits

1

Courses:



7. Indicate the number of handicapped students for each condition you have
taught. Then indicate the extent to which this experience was pleasant
or unpleasant.

Mentally Retarded
Visually Impaired
Hearing Impaired
Orthopedic
Multihandicapped
Emotionally Disturbed
Learning Disabled
Speech Impaired
Other Health Impaired

No. of
Students

4) 4)
1, C4) 4.3 CO M M

C C '0 en en, ).t
1, en N u W i W
W m M W W r
w W W 1= C. Z. CL

I- C C C
O. = = =

8. Indicate if you have had regular contact with any handicapped person other
than the students mentioned in question seven. Also indicate the extent
to which this contact was pleasant or unpleasant.

Type & Number
On Wnat Bases of Handicapped

Relative
Friend
Business
Neighbor
Social
OrTanization

'V C C
4) 4.$ W M M
C C '0 in ).1 1/1
m M 03 L. M

S. v1 v1 U W C1.1 W
CU m m W >. .

W W 'O
C

C
C
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C

.
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APPENDIX F

Instructions Sent to

Oregon State University Instructors

for Administration of the

Pilot Instrument to Students
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INSTRUCTIONS

1. You should have two sets of instruments: (1) "Attitudes toward Handicapped
Vocational Students" instrument, "Personal Data Questionnaire" form,
transmittal letter addressed to "Colleague" and a return envelop all

stuffed in a business envelop and (2) sets of the two instruments which

are clipped together. There should be enough sets of clipped instruments
and envelopes so that each of your students who are enrolled this

term in your junior-block seminar (TP III) can receive one of each.

2. During your seminar on December 1, 1982, please pass out the clipped

sets of instruments. The purpose and instructions for completing the
instruments are printed on the cover page of the "Attitudes toward
Handicapped Vocational Students" instrument. You may wish to inform

your students of the purpose of the instruments and/or give them a few

minutes to read the instructions. THE STUDENTS SHOULD COMPLETE THIS

SET OF INSTRUMENTS. This may be done during seminar (approximately 20
minutes OR the students may complete the instruments at home. If the

students complete the instrument at home, we would appreciate their

returning them to you during the seminar on December 15.

3. After the students are familiar with the two instruments and what

they should do, please distribute the envelops to them during the

seminar on December 1. You should inform them that the envelopes

contain the same instruments that they will complete. Then ask

your students to:

a. Handcarry the envelop to their TP III cooperating teachers and ask

them to complete the enclosed questionnaires. Participation is

voluntary by the teachers.

b. Return the completed questionnaires which should be sealed in the

return envelop to you during the seminar on December 15 (the

transmittal letter asks the cooperating teachers to give their

completed forms to the junior-blockers for handcarrying to you).

4. Craig Clauser will collect the envelopes and completed questionnaires

from you either on December 16 or 17. If this is inconvenient, please call

me.

5. Thanks for your help: Please feel free to call me (ext 2961) or Craig
Clauser (929-6238 or extension 2733) if you have any questions or concerns.
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APPENDIX G

PILOT INSTRUMENT

Transmittal Letter Sent with

Pilot Instrument to Supervising Teachers
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

Osregon
tate

University

November 29, 1982

Dear Colleague:

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

We are seeking your help with a study that we are now conducting.
Attached is a "Personnel Data Questionnaire" and the "Attitudes toward
Handicapped Vocational Student Scale." Will you take a few minutes
and complete both questionnaires? Your answers will assist us with
the delivery of vocational education to handicapped students in
Oregon.

You may notice that the instruments have been coded. The code is for
accounting purposes only. All answers that you give to us are
strictly confidential, and there is no way anyone will be able to
associate them with you. Regardless, you need not answer any or all
questions; however, we encourage you to respond to all items. Again,
your views are very important to us.

Please seal the two instruments in the enclosed envelope. Give it to
your junior-block student who will return it to us.

We appreciate your help with our study. Please feel free to call me
(754-2961) if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Redacted for Privacy
Warren N. Suzuki
Associate Professor
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APPENDIX H

ZERO ORDER COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION,

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS, AND PROBABILITIES (t)

OF PILOT INSTRUMENT ITEMS BY

_HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the mental retardation condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V4
.07

V10 V16 V22 V28 Y34 V41 V48

V10 (39)

.33

-.04 .15

V16 (39) (38)

.40 .18

.26 .51 .13

V22 (39) (39) (38)

.06 .00 .22

.30 .30 .07 .08

Y28 (39) (38) (38) (38)

.03 .03 .32 .33

.06 .38 .23 .04 .02

Y34 (40) (39) (39) (39) (39)

.35 .01 .08 .40 .45

.06 .12 .17 -.10 -.29 .43

V41 (40) (39) (39) (39) (39) (41)

.37 .24 .15 .28 .04 .00

-.15 .33 .30 -.01 .05 .44 .36

V48 (40) (39) (39) (39) (39) (40) (40)

.17 .02 .03 .49 .38 .00 .01

.05 .13 -.09 .14 -.09 .05 -.16 -.06

V53 (40) (39) (39) (39) (39) (41) (41) (40)

.38 .20 .30 .19 .27 .39 .16 .36



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the speech impairment condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of correlation
coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V1 V7 V13 V19 V25 V31 Y37 V45

.23

V7 (39)

.08

.21 .54

V13 (40) (39)

.10 .00

.03 .35 .28

V19 (40) (39) (40)

.43 .02 .04

.55 .06 .01 -.26

V25 (40) (39) (40) (40)

.00 .36 .47 .05

-.03 .04 .03 .24 -.19

V31 (40) (39) (40) (40) (40)

.42 .41 .42 .07 .12

-.27 .04 .05 .34 -.35 .51

V37 (40) (39) (40) (40) (40) (40)

.05 .41 .39 .02 .01 .00

-.10 -.12 .19 .38 -.38 .63 .62

V45 (39) (38) (39) (39) (39) (39) (39)

.28 .23 .12 .01 .01 .00 .00

-.07 .10 .30 .18 -.04 .25 .22 .42

V50 (39)

.33

(39).

.28

(39)

.03

(39)

.13

(39)

.41

(39)

.06

(39)

.09

(38)

.00 I.
CO



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test

items addressing the visual impairment condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of correlation

coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).
V2 V8 V14 V20 V26 Y32 V39 V47

-.23

V8 (38)

.08

.02 .28

V14 (38) (39)

.44 .04

-.10 .16 .26

V20 (38) (39) (39)

.27 .17 .05

-.15 .17 .52 .20

V26 (38) (39) (39) (39)

.19 .15 .00 .11

-.21 .13 -.03 .14 .16

V32 (39) (40) (39) . (39) (39)

.10 .20 .43 .21 .16

-.11 .64 .31 .38 .08 .26

V39 (37) (38) (38) (38) (38) (38)

.26 .00 .03 .01 .31 .06

-.21 .31 .24 .17 .36 .31 -.04

V47 (38) (40) (39) (39) (39) (40) (38)

.10 .02 .07 .15 .01 .02 .41

.14 .36 .47 .39 .38 .21 .34 .58

V60 (38) (39) (39) (39) (39) (39) (38) (39)

.20 .01 .00 .01 .01 .10 .02 .00 CO



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the hearing impairment condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V3

.02

V9 V15 V21 V27 V33 V40 V43 Y52

V9 (39)

.46

.23 .33

V15 (39) (40)

.08 .02

-.06 .29 -.12

V21 (38) (39) (39)

.35 .04 .24

-.16 -.03 -.16 .00

V27 (39) (39) (39) (38)

.16 .43 :17 .50

-.07 -.12 .05 .23 .05

V33 (38) (39) (39) (38) (38)

.33 .24 .38 .08 .39

.87 .66 .52 .27 .22 .20

V40 (39) (40) (40) (39) (39) (39)

.30 .00 .00 .05 .09 .11

.01 .48 .15 .30 -.20 .04 .36

V43 (38) (39) (39) (39) (38) (38) (39)

.48 .00 .18 .03 .12 .42 .01



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the hearing impairment condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V3 Y9 V15 V21 V27 V33 V40 V43 V52

-.01 .40 .12 .47 .01 -.29 .32 .47

V52 (39) (40) (40) (39) (39) (39) (40) (39)

.48 .01 .23 .00 .47 .04 .02 .00

-.18 .27 -.08 .17 -.15 -.36 -.01 .16 .37

V57 (39) (40) (40) (39) (39) (39) (40) (39) (40)

.13 .05 .32 .15 .18 .01 .48 .14 .01



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the emotionally disturbed condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V5

-.04

V11 V17 V23 V29 V35 V42 V44 V49 V54

V11 (40)

.41

.20 .30

V17 (39) (39)

.11 .03

.10 .01 .41

V23 (39) (39) (39)

.27 .47 .01

.04 -.03 .34 .06

V29 (38) (38) (38) (38)

.40 .43 .02 .35

.29 .12 .17 -.01 .17

Y35 (40) (40) (39) (39) (38)

.03 .23 .15 .49 .16

-.12 .05 -.16 -.03 .00 .14

V42 (40) (40) (39) (40) (38) (40)

.23 .38 .17 .42 .49 .19

-.11 .20 .26 .60 .00 .12 .27

V44 (39) (39) (39) (39) (38) (39) (39)

.25 .12 .05 .00 .50 .24 .05



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test

items addressing the emotionally disturbed condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of

correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V5 V11 V17 V23 V29 V35 V42 V44 V49 V54

.04 .35 .65 .16 .27 .23 -.07 .19

V49 (40) (40) (39) (39) (38) (40) (40) (39)

.A0 .01 .00 .17 .05 .08 .35 .12

.03 .52 .48 .03 .22 .22 .17 .36 .43

V54 (40) (40) (39) (39) (38) (40) (40) (39) (40)

.43 .00 .00 .44 .09 .08 .15 .01 .00

.07 .15 .37 -.07 .50 .14 -.34 -.09 .14 .45

V58 (38) (38) (38) (39) (37) (38) (39) (38) (38) (38)

.35 .19 .01 .33 .00 .20 .02 .30 .21 .00



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the orthopedic handicap condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V6

.36

V12 V18 V24 V30 V36 V38 V46 V51 V55

V12 (39)

.01

-.17 -.16
Y18 (40) (39)

.14 .16

.22 -.03 .33

Y24 (39) (38) (39)

.09 .43 .02

.00 -.14 .42 .34

V30 (40) (39) (40) (40)

.49 .19 .00 .02

-.19 -.15 .21 -.00 .43

V36 (39) (38) (39) (38) (39)

.13 .19 .10 .49 .00

.21 .07 .28 .34 .26 .46

V38 (38) (37) (38) (38) (39) (39)

.10 .33 .05 .02 .05 .00

.11 -.01 -.02 .36 .18 .26 .34

Y46 (40) (39) (40) (40) (41) (39) (39)

.25 .48 .46 .01 .14 .06 .02

V56



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the orthopedic handicap condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

Y6 V12 V18 V24 V30 V36 V38 V46 V51 V55 V56

.13 .08 .27 .31 .32 .40 .65 .31

V51 (40) (39) (40) (39) (40) (39) (38) (40)

.21 .32 .05 .03 .02 .01 .00 .03

.41 .08 -.37 -.05 .03 .03 .21 .45 .12

V55 (39) (38) (39) (38) (39) (39) (38) (39) (39)

.01 .32 .01 .38 .42 .43 .10 .00 .23

-.15 -.15 .33 -.01 .31 .38 .17 .12 .25 -.01

V56 (40) (39) (40) (39) (40) (39) (38) (40) (40) (39)

.19 .18 .02 .48 .03 .01 .15 .24 .06 .49

.23 .27 -.19 .11 .14 .06 .01 .34 .13 .49 -.15

V59 (39) (39) (39) (39) (40) (38) (38) (40) (39) (38) (39)

.08 .05 .12 .26 .20 .37 .48 .02 .21 .00 .18



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test

items addressing the chronic illness condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of correlation

coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).
V63 V66 V69 V72 V75 V78 V78 V81 V84

-.14

V66 (16)

.30

-.14 .52

V69 (16) (17)

.30 .02

.05 .58 .44

V72 (16) (17) (17)

.43 .01 .04

-.42 -.38 -.42 -.23

Y75 (16) (16) (16) (16)

.05 .07 .06 .19

-.40 -.04 .15 .28 -.01

V78 (16) (17) (17) (17) (16)

.06 .43 .28 .14 .50

-.08 .00 .27 .36 .12 .12

V81 (16) (17) (17) (17) (16) (17)

.39 .50 .15 .08 .33 .32

-.02 .32 .47 .63 -.10 .53 .37

V84 (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)

.47 .12 .03 .00 .36 .02 .08

-.20 .30 .54 .60 .06 .23 .58 .67

V87 (16) (17) (17) (17) (16) (17) (17). (16)

.23 .12 .01 .01 .41 .19 .01 .00 I.
CO



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test

items addressing the learning disabled condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of correlation

coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V62
-.28

V65 V68 V71 V74 V77 V80 V83

V65 (16)

.15

.15 .08

V68 (16) (16)

.29 .38

.31 .20 -.08

V71 (15) (15) (15)

.13 .24 .39

-.38 .16 .41 -.31

V74 (16) (16) (17) (15)

.07 .27 .05 .13

.06 .22 -.42 .01 -.14

V77 (16) (16) (17) (15) (17)

.41 .20 .05 .48 .30

.24 -.17 .38 -.16 -.16 -.22

V80 (16) (16) (16) (15) (16) (16)

.19 .26 .08 .28 .28 .20

.12 -.09 .67 .20 .30 -.48 .10

V83 (16) (16) (16) (15) (16) (16) (16)

.33 .37 .00 .24 .13 .03 .36

.38 .12 .40 .21 -.22 .01 .57 .19

Y83 (16) (16) (16) (15) (16) (16) (16) (16)

.07 .33 .06 .23 .20 .49 .01 .24



Zero-order coefficients of correlations, numbers of subjects, and probabilities (t) for pilot test
items addressing the multiple handicapped condition (for each cell, statistics reported in order of
correlation coefficient, numbering subjects, and probability).

V61
.17

V64 V67 V70 V73 V76 V79 V82

V64 (16)

.26

.01 .10

V67 (17) (16)

.48 .36

.34 .63 .40

V70 (16) (16) (16)

.10 .00 .06

-.52 -.57 -.17 -.50

V73 (16) (16) (16) (16)

.02 .01 .27 .03

.06 -.29 .16 .10 .16

V76 (17) (16) (17) (16) (16)

.41 .14 .27 .35 .28

.51 .04 .27 .34 -.33 .10

V79 (17) (16) (17) (16) (16) (17)

.02 .44 .15 .10 .10 .36

.40 .04 .22 -.03 -.18 -.19 .06

V82 (17) (16) (17) (16) (16) (17) (17)

.05 .14 .19 .46 .25 .23 .40

.31 .04 .12 -.10 .02 .30 .17 .30

V85 (17) (16) (17) (16) (16) (17) (17) (17)

.11 .44 .33 .36 .47 .13 .26 .12
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APPENDIX I

FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT WITH INSTRUCTIONS,

PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE (SECTION A),

THE ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL STUDENTS SCALE
(SECTION B), AND

THE ATTITUDE TOWARD DISABLED PERSONS SCALE (SECTION C).
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CODE: .1=. 4.11,

ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED

VOCATIONAL STUDENTS

Instructions

The purpose of this scale is to determine your attitudes toward handicapped or
disabled vocational students. Please indicate the extent to which YOU agree or

disagree to each of the following statements. Circle your choice to the right

of each statement.

There are no right or wrong answers; the only right answers are what you

believe. Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before.
This will not be the case, so do not look back and forth through the items. Do

not try to remember how you answered similiar items earlier. Make each item a

separate and independent judgment. Work at fairly high speed; do not worry or

puzzle over individual items. It is your first impressions, the immediate
"feelings" about the items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be
careless, because we want your true impressions.

You need not answer any or all items; your participation is voluntary. However,

we highly encourage you to answer ALL questions; your feelings and beliefs about
handicapped and disabled vocational students are very important to us.



PLEASE NOTE:

Copyrighted materials in this document
have not been filmed at the request of
the author. They are available for
consultation, however, in the author's
university library.

These consist of pages:

Appendix I, pages 194-198

University
Microfilms

International
300 N Zeeb Rd., Ann Arbor, MI 48106 (313) 761-4700



Section A

1. How old are you? years.

2. What is your gender? ... Female ... Male

3. How many years have you taught fulltime? years.

4. What is your vocational service area? (Check the most appropriate only)

... Agricultural Education ... Home Economics Education

... Business and Office Education ... Industrial Education

... Forestry and Forest Products 4.. Marketing/Distributive Education

... Health Occupations Education ... Other

What is your educational attainment? (Check one only)

... High School Diploma/GED

... Associate Degree

... Bachelor's Degree

... Bachelor's Degree Plus

... Master's Degree
Master's Degree Plus

... Specialist Degree

.. Doctorate

6. What type of vocational teacher certification do you now hold?

... Special Vocational

... Basic Teaching
Standard Teaching

7. If you hold a basic or standard teaching certificate in Oregon, from which
university did you complete the coursework?

In which year did you complete this coursework? 19

8. Have you attended workshops or enrolled in credit courses which dealt
specifically with handicapped learners?

Number of workshops: workshops.
Total number of course credit hours: credit hours.

9. How pleasant were your experiences with TEACHING handicapped students?

... Not Applicable Neither Pleasant Nor Unpleasant

Very Pleasant ... Unpleasant
Pleasant Very Unpleasant

10. How pleasant were your experiences with handicapped persons OUTSIDE OF
SCHOOL?

__ Not Applicable
Very Pleasant

amm Pleasant

... Neither Pleasant Nor Unpleasant

... Unpleasant

... Very Unpleasant

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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Section B

FOR ITEMS 1 TO 28, please circle the letter(s) to the right of each item that best
indicates your response: (SA) Strongly Agree; (A) Agree; (PA) Partially Agree; (N)
Neither Agree nor Disagree; (PD) Partially Disagree; (D) Disagree; (SD) Strongly
Disagree.

I. Mildly mentally retarded learners do NOT have
problems transferring classroom learning to
vocational laboratory situations.

2. Students with serious speech problems are as
able to learn technical concepts as non-handi-
capped students.

3. Mildly visual impaired students have serious
mobility problems.

4. Deaf students are capable of understanding
complicated technical concepts.

5. Mildly emotionally disturbed students are
capable of learning skills for employment.

6. Seriously physically disabled students often
have problems transferring vocational class-
room instruction to specific laboratory
operations.

7. Students who have a mild epileptic condition
can understand and follow instructions in
vocational laboratories.

8. Severely mentally retarded students often dress
sloppily.

9. Mildly speech impaired students do NOT con-
tribute as much as non-handicapped students in
vocational classes.

10. Although they lack sight, most blind students
are capable of succeeding in vocational classes.

11. Mildly hearing impaired students are capable
of learning skills in vocational laboratories.

12. Mildly emotionally disturbed learners are
hazardous to themselves and others in voca-
tional education laboratories.

13. Vocational education students with serious
physical disabilities are often hazardous to
themselves and others in a laboratory setting.

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N. PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA' A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

SA A PA N PD D

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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14. Students with serious epilepsy often have
problems understanding basic concepts of voca-
tional education.

15. Severely mentally retarded students should be
enrolled in separate classes with their own kind.

16. Students who stutter normally function quite
well in vocational programs.

17. Vocational education students with mild visual
impairments usually perform as well in vocational
laboratories as other students.

18. Mildly hearing impaired students are as
enthusiastic about vocational education
as non-handicapped students.

19. Seriously emotionally disturbed students cannot
be trusted to safely operate machines.

20. Mildly physically disabled students cannot
compete in vocational education programs with
non-handicapped students.

21. Most students with serious cerebral palsy are
irritable.

22. Mildly mentally retarded students are more
susceptable to injury than non-handicapped
students.

23. Students with serious speech impairments are
normally as safety conscious as non-handicapped
students in vocational laboratories.

24. Most seriously visually impaired learners should
be enrolled in special education programs.

25. Due to their inability to hear verbal instructions
and warnings, deaf students should NOT partici-
pate in vocational laboratories.

26. Mildly emotionally disturbed students behave
similarly as mentally retarded students.

27. Serious mobility problems do NOT necessarily
impair a physically disabled student's ability
to succeed in a vocational laboratory setting.

28. Students with a serious chronic illness should
NOT be enrolled in vocational education programs
because specific laboratory operations may
aggravate the condition.

4

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PO 0 SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD D SD

SA A PA N PD 0 SD

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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5

Section C

FOR ITEMS 1 TO 30, below, please circle the number to indicate how much you agree
with each of the statements about disabled people: (+3) I Agree VERY MUCH; (+2) I

agree PRETTY MUCH; (+1) I agree A LITTLE; (-1) I disagree A LITTLE; (-2) I disagree
PRETTY MUCH; (-3) I disagree VERY MUCH.

1. Disabled persons are usually friendly. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

2. People who are disabled should not have to pay
income taxes. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

3. Disabled people are no more emotional than other
people. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

4. Disabled persons can have a normal social life. +3 +2 tl -1 -2 -3

5. Most physically disabled persons have a chip on
their shoulder. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

6. Disabled workers can be as successful as other
workers. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

7. Very few disabled persons are ashamed of their
disabilities. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

8. Most people feel uncomfortable when they associate
with disabled people. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

9. Disabled people show less enthusiasm than non-
disabled people. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

10. Disabled people do not become upset any more
easily than non-disabled people. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

11. Disabled people are often less aggressive than
normal people. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

12. Most disabled persons get married and have
children. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

13. Most disabled persons do not worry any more than
anyone else. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

14. Employers should not be allowed to fire disabled
employees. +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

Reprinted with the permission of Human Resources Center, Albertson, New York 11507.

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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15. Disabled people are not as happy as non-disabled
ones.

16. Severely disabled people are harder to get along
with than are those with minor disabilities.

17. Most disabled people expect special treatment.

18. Disabled persons should not expect to lead
normal lives.

19. Most disabled people tend to get discouraged
easily.

20. The worst thing that could happen to a person
would be for him to be very severely injured.

21. Disabled children should not have to compete with
non-disabled children.

22. Most disabled people do not feel sorry for them-
selves.

23. Most disabled people prefer to work with other
disabled people.

24. Most severely disabled persons are not as ambitious
as other people.

25. Disabled persons are not as self-confident as
physically normal persons.

26. Most disabled persons don't want more affection
and praise than other people.

27. It would be best if a disabled person would marry
another disabled person.

28. Most disabled people do not need special attention.

29. Disabled persons want sympathy more than other
people.

30. Most physically disabled persons have different
personalities than normal persons.

6

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 *2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE! Please insert this instrument into the pre-addressed,
stamped envelope and drop it in the mail.
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APPENDIX 6.1

PILOT TEST SUBSCALE ITEMS SELECTED TO BE

INCLUDED IN THE FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT



Pilot test subscale items selected to be included in the field test

instrument.

Subscale

Number on
Field Test

Number on
Pilot Test

Mental Retardation 1 10

8 48

15 34

22 41

Speech Impairment 2 19

9 50

16 31

23 45

Visual Impairment 3 8

10 60

17 14

24 39

Hearing Impairment 4 9

11 52

18 43

25 40

Emotionally
Disturbed 5 11

12 54

19 17

26 49

Orthopedic
Handicap 6 38

13 51

20 30

27 36

Chronic Illness 7 69

14 87

21 72

28 84

200
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APPENDIX K

TRANSMITTAL LETTER SENT WITH THE FIELD TEST

INSTRUMENT TO RESPONDENTS
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School of Education
Vocational-Tech nicat

Division

Oregon
State

University

January 10, 1983

Dear Colleague:

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

We are seeking your help with a study that we are now conducting.
Enclosed is the "Attitudes toward Handicapped Vocational Students"
form. Will you take a few minutes and complete the questionnaire?
Your answers will assist us with the delivery of vocational education
to handicapped students it Oregon.

You may notice that the instrument has been coded. The code is for

accounting purposes only. All answers that you give to us are
strictly confidential, and there is no way anyone will be able to

associate them with you. Regardless, you need not answer any or all

questions; however, we encourage you to respond to all items. Again,

your views are very important to us.

Please seal the instrument in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped
envelope and drop in the mail.

We appreciate your help with our study. Please feel free to call me

(754-2961) if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Redacted for Privacy
Warren N. Suzuki
Associate Professor
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APPENDIX L

INSTRUCTIONS FOR UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTORS TO ADMINISTER

THE FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT TO STUDENTS
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

Oregonte
University

DATE: January 12, 1983

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

MEMORANDUM

TO: Instructors of Advanced Undergraduate Courses
Redacted for Privacy

FROM: Warren Suzuki,

RE: Administration of the "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational
Students" Scale.

We appreciate your willingness to help us with this study. Craig Clauser is
developing the "Attitudes Toward Handicapped Vocational Student" scale for his
thesis research. The Vocational Education Special Needs Project is interested
in both the development of a valid instrument and the data which you have agreed
to help us collect.

Enclosed are copies of the instrument with transmittal letters attached to them.
Please let us know if you need additional copies of the instrument. We would
appreciate the administration of the instrument in the last class meeting of
your advance (senior) level courses during the week of January 10-14. You may
either administer the instrument during the class period (approximately 20
minutes) or have your students complete it on their own time (as you would
surmise, we prefer the former). Information pertinent to completing the
instrument are contained in the transmittal letter and the first page of the
instrument.

We would appreciate the return of the completed instruments during the week of
January 17-21. Craig will collect them from you on January 24. Please call one
of us if this is inconvenient.

Thanks for your help! Please feel free to call Craig (ext. 2961 or 929-6238 at
home) if you have any questions or concerns.
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APPENDIX M

PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE ASSIGNMENT

CLARIFICATION ADD-ON SHEET



11. What type of position do you currently hold?

--- Teacher/instructor.
... Administrator.

Other.

12. In which type of institution/agency do you currently work?

Public or Private School.
Community College.
Other.

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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APPENDIX N

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR FIELD TEST

ITEMS BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION SUBSCALE
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Zero-order correlation coefficients for the field test items by

handicapping condition subscale. (Each cell is reported by

correlation coefficient,

Mental Retardation

number of subjects, and probability (t)).

V1 V8 V15

V8 .01

(213)

.44

V15 .02 .27

(216) (214)

.37 .00

V22 -.08 .22 .23

(213) (212) (214)

.12 .00 .00

Speech Impairment

V2 V9 V16

V9 .17

(216)

.01

V16 .19 .21

(213) (214)

.00 .00

V23 .26 .29 .27

(215) (216) (213)

.00 .00 .00
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Vi sual Impai rment
V3 V10 V17

V10 .06
(212)

.20

V1.7 .23 .27
(216) (212)

.00 .00

V24 .15 .28 .19
( 213) (211) (214)

.02 .00 .00

Hearing Impai rment
V4 V11 V18

V11 .35
(213)

.00

V18 .08 .40
(211) (215)

.11 .00

V25 .31 .52 .24
(213) (216) (214)

.00 .00 .00

Emotionally Di sturbed
V5

.43
(216)

V12 V19

V12

. 00

V19 .26 .42
(214) (215)

.00 .00

V26 .24 .19 .29
(211) (212) (212)

.00 .00 .00
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Orthopedic Handicap

V6 V13 V20

V13 .35

(213)

.00

V20 .25 .36

(213) (217)

.00 .00

V27 .24 .43 .33

(212) (216) (216)

.00 .00 .00

Chronic Illness

V7 V14 V21

V14 .45

(211)

.00

V21 .34 .40

(206) (206)

.00 .00

V28 .18 .20 .17

(210) (209) (205)

.01 .00 .01
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APPENDIX 0

ANOVA TABLES FOR ITEMS ON THE ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED

VOCATIONAL STUDENTS SCALE FOR ALL SUBJECTS

IN THE FIELD TEST
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the field test total scale for all
subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 2124.00 188 11.30

Within People 11187.71 5103 2.19

Between Measures 3880.96 27 143.74 99.86 .00

Residuals 7306.75 5076 1.44

Total 13311.71 5291 2.52

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .87, N = 189
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the field test items addressing the
mental retardation condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V1 -.00 .48

V8 .28 .18

V15 .29 .16

V22 .21 .27

Source of
Variance SS- NDF MS

Between People 718.86 210 3.42

Within People 1470.75 633 2.32

Between Measures 77.17 3 25.72 11.63 .00

Residuals 1393.58 630 2.21

Total 2189.61 843 2.60

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .35, N = 211
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
speech impairment condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V2 .27 .45

V9 .29 .45

V16 .30 .42

V23 .41 .39

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 522.27 211 2.48

Within People 1063.50 636 1.67

Between Measures 272.39 3 90.80 72.65 .00

Residuals 791.11 633 1.25

Total 1585.77 847 1.87

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .50, N = 212
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
visual impairment condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V3 .19 .49

VIO .30 .40

V17 .35 .36

V24 .31 .39

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 658.66 210 3.14

Within People 1337.50 633 2.11

Between Measures 320.01 3 106.67 66.05 .00

Residuals 1017.49 630 1.62

Total 1996.16 843 2.37

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .49, N = 211
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Conbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
hearing impairment condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V4 .32 .61

V11 .61 .45

V18 .28 .60

V25 .47 .46

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 438.19 210 2.09

Within People 572.25 633 .90

Between Measures 50.33 3 16.78 20.25 .00

Residuals 521.92 630 .83

Total 1010.44 843 1.20

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .60, N = 211
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
emotionally disturbed condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V5 .43 .57

V12 .49 .50

V19 .47 .52

V26 .31 .63

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 745.69 210 3.55

Within People 1334.00 633 2.11

Between Measures 508.14 3 169.38 129.21 .00

Residuals 825.86 630 1.31

Total 2079.69 843 2.47

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .63, N = 211
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
orthopedic handicap condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V6 .38 .63

V13 .53 .51

.V20 .41 .61

V27 .44 .58

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 863.63 211 4.09

Within People 1603.50 636 2.52

Between Measures 705.71 3 235.24 165.86 .00

Residuals 897.79 633 1.42

Total 2467.13 847 2.91

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .65, N = 212
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
chronic illness condition for all subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V7 .45 .48

V14 .45 .43

V21 .41 .46

V28 .22 .64

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 525.32 202 2.60

Within People 1016.75 609 1.67

Between Measures 350.64 3 116.88 106.33 .00

Residuals 666.11 606 1.10

Total 1542.07 811 1.90

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .58, N = 203
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APPENDIX P

ANOVA TABLES FOR ITEMS ON THE ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED

VOCATIONAL STUDENTS SCALE FOR EACH SAMPLE GROUP

IN THE FIELD TEST
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
total scale for student subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 308.09 46 6.70

Within People 2746.29 1269 2.16

Between Measures 997.19 27 36.93 26.23 .00

Residuals 1749.10 1242 1.41

Total 3054.38 1315 2.32

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .79, N = 28
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
mental retardation condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V1 -.17 -.11

V8 -.08 -.32

V15 -.16 - -.11

V22 -.05 -.35

Source of
Variance SS- NDF MS

Between People 88.51 51 1.74

Within People 356.75 156 2.29

Between Measures 7.86 3 2.62 1.15 .33

Residuals 348.89 153 2.28

Total 445.26 207 2.15

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .31, N = 52
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
speech impairment condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V2 .24 .52

V9 .23 .53

V16 .45 .32

V23 .48 .40

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 142.18 52 2.73

Within People 260.25 159 1.64

Between Measures 53.00 3 17.67 13.30 .00

Residuals 207.25 156 1.33

Total 402.43 211 1.91

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .51, N = 53
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
visual impairment condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V3 .28 .37

V10 .44 .18

V17 .27 .39

V24 .10 .55

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 152.72 52 2.94

Within People 365.75 159 2.30

Between Measures 118.09 3 39.36 24.79 .00

Residuals 247.66 156 1.59

Total 518.47 211 2.46

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .46, N = 53
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
hearing impairment condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V4 -.14 .52

V11 .57 -.28

V18 .15 .11

V25 .08 .21

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 56.71 50 1.13

Within People 142.25 153 .93

Between Measures 9.35 3 3.12 3.52 .02

Residuals 132.90 150 .89

Total 198.96 203 .98

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .22, N = 51
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
emotionally disturbed condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V5 .22 .57

V12 .52 .30

V19 -31 .51

V26 .32 .50

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 145.44 51 2.85

Within People 298.75 156 1.92

Between Measures 104.48 3 34.83 27.43 .00

Residuals 194.27 153 1.27

Total 444.19 207 2.14

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .55, N = 52
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
orthopedic handicap condition for student subjects.

Corrected Alpha
item to if item

Item subscale r deleted

V6 .35 .55

V13 .46 .45

V20 .38 .52

V27 .32 .56

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 158.71 51 3.11

Within People 389.75 156 2.50

Between Measures 197.17 3 65.72 52.21 .00

Residuals 192.58 153 1.26

Total 548.46 207 2.65

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .60, N = 52
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
chronic illness condition for student subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V7 .43 .40

V14 .35 .39

V21 .24 .49

V28 .28 .48

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 102.50 49 2.10

Within People 253.50 150 1.69

Between Measures 101.92 3 33.97 32.95 .00

Residuals 151.58 147 1.03

Total 356.00 199 1.79

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .51, N = 50
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
total scale for VESNP subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 1006.82 77 13.08

Within People 4618.18 2106 2.19

Between Measures 1638.37 27 60.68 42.34 .00

Residuals 2979.81 2079 1.43

Total 5625.00 2183 2.58

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .89, N = 78
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
mental retardation condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V1 .01 .53

V8 .27 .28

V15 .44 .04

V22 .20 .35

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 313.18 87 3.60

Within People' 625.75 264 2.37

Between Measures 61.85 3 20.62 9.54 .00

Residuals 563.90 261 2.16

Total 938.93 351 2.68

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .40, N = 88
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
speech impairment condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V2 .39 .46

V9 .32 .56

V16 .33 .51

V23 .49 .45

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 223.78 88 2.54

Within People 410.75 267 1.54

Between Measures 117.99 3 39.33 35.46 .00

Residuals 292.76 264 1.11

Total 634.53 355 1.79

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .56, N = 89
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
visual impairment condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V3 .20 .55

V10 .26 .50

V17 .32 .45

V24 .50 .26

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 299.22 88 3.40

Within People 541.50 267 2.03

Between Measures 114.43 3 38.14 23.58 .00

Residuals 427.07 264 1.62

Total 840.72 355 2.37

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .52, N = 89
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
hearing impairment condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V4 .37 .63

V11 .59 .53

V18 .28 .66

V25 .59 .44

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 180.90 88 2.06

Within People 209.50 267 .78

Between Measures 16.40 3 5.47 7.48 .00

Residuals 193.10 264 .73

Total 390.40 355 1.10

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .64, N = 89
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
emotionally disturbed condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V5 .53 .60

V12 .47 ci
.,..,

V19 .55 .54

V26 .35 .67

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 344.86 87 3.97

Within People 564.75 264 2.14

Between Measures 227.21 3 75.74 58.56 .00

Residuals 337.54 261 1.29

Total 909.61 351 2.59

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 88
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the

orthopedic handicap condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V6 .37 .66

V13 .52 .55

V20 .47 . .59

V27 .45 .59

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 383.18 88 4.35

Within People 671.75 267 2.52

Between Measures 288.19 3 96.06 66.12 .00

Residuals 383.56 264 1.45

Total 1054.93 355 2.97

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 89



236

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
chronic illness condition for VESNP subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V7 .51 .58

V14 .50 .56

V21 ..49 .56

V28 .35 .67

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 279.51 84 3.33

Within People 436.50 255 1.71

Between Measures 152.51 3 50.84 45.11 .00

Residuals 283.99 252 1.13

Total 716.01 339 2.11

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .66, N = 85
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
total scale for OVA subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 785.66 63 12.47

Within People 3823.25 1728 2.21

Between Measures 1347.67 27 49.91 34.30 .00

Residuals 2475.58 1701 1.46

Total 4608.91 1791 2.57

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .88, N = 64
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
mental retardation condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V1 .08 .62

V8 .45 .31

V15 .38 .37

V22 .35 .41

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 313.73 70 4.48

Within People 488.25 213 2.29

Between Measures 32.21 3 10.74 4.94 .00

Residuals 456.04 210 2.17

Total 801.98 283 2.83

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .52, N = 71
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
speech impairment condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V2 .15 .40

V9 .32 .16

V16 .17 .36

V23 '.26 .30

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 155.14 69 2.25

Within People 392.50 210 1.87

Between Measures 107.04 3 35.68 25.87 .00

Residuals 285.46 207 1.38

Total 547.64 279 1.96

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .39, N = 70
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
visual impairment condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V3 .12 .53

V10 .27 .41

V17 .47 .25

V24 .29 .39

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 204.31 68 3.00

Within People 430.25 207 2.08

Between Measures 108.07 3 36.02 22.81 .00

Residuals 322.18 204 1.58

Total 634.56 275 2.31

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .47, N = 69
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
hearing impairment condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V4 .48 .63

V11 .65 .57

V18 .37 .67

V25 .53 .57

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 196.94 70 2.81

Within People 220.50 213 1.04

Between Measures 29.66 3 9.89 10.88 .00

Residuals 190.84 210 .91

Total 417.44 283 1.48

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .68, N = 71
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the

emotionally disturbed condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V5 .44 .49

V12 .44 .42

V19 .42 .45

V26 .21 .61

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 224.65 70 3.21

Within People 470.50 213 2.21

Between Measures 181.61 3 60.54 44.00 .00

Residuals 288.89 210 1.38

Total 695.15 283 2.46

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .57, N = 71
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
orthopedic handicap condition for OVA subjects.

Corrected Alpha
item to if item

Item subscale r deleted

V6 .44 .64

V13 .60 .52

V20 .37 .67

V27 .48 .61

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS - F P

Between People 311.48 70 4.45

Within People 542.00 213 2.54

Between Measures 244.35 3 81.45 57.47 .00

Residuals 297.65 210 1.42

Total 853.48 283 3.02

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .68, N = 71
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
chronic illness condition for OVA subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V7 .32 .35

V14 .43 .14

V21 .42 .16

V28 -.04 .66

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 133.25 67 1.99

Within People 326.75 204 1.60

Between Measures 102.28 3 34.09 30.53 .00

Residuals 224.47 201 1.12

Total 460.00 271 1.70

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .44, N = 68
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APPENDIX Q

ANOVA TABLE FOR ITEMS ON THE ATTITUDES TOWARD

HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL STUDENTS SCALE FOR THE COMBINED PRACTITIONER

GROUPS IN THE FIELD TEST
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
total scale for combined practitioner subjects.

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 1802.91 141 12.79

Within People 8441.43 3834 2.20

Between Measures 2949.06 27 109.22 75.71 .00

Residuals 5492.37 3807 1.44

Total 10244.34 3975 2.58

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .89, N = 142
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
mental retardation condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V1 .04 .57

V8 .35 .29

V15 .41 .21

V22 .27 .38

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 626.96 158 3.97

Within People 1114.00 477 2.34

Between Measures 92.49 3 30.83 14.31 .00

Residuals 1021.51 474 2.16

Total 1740.96 635 2.74

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .46, N = 159
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
speech impairment condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale

Alpha
if item

r deleted

V2 .28 .43

V9 .32 .41

V16 .26 .45

V23 .39 .39

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 379.74 158 2.40

Within People 803.25 477 1.68

Between Measures 224.14 3 74.71 61.15 .00

Residuals 579.11 474 1.22

Total 1182.99 635 1.86

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .49, N = 159
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
visual impairment condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V3 .17 .54

VIO .26 .47

V17 .38 .37

V24 .41 .32

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between People 505.05 157 3.21

Within People 971.75 474 2.05

Between Measures 221.47 3 73.82 46.34 .00

Residuals 750.28 471 1.59

Total 1476.80 631 2.34

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .50, N = 158
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
hearing impairment condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V4 .42 .63

V11 .62 .55

V18 .32 .66

V25 .56 .50

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 377.90 159 2.38

Within People 430.00 480 .90

Between Measures 43.44 3 14.48 17.87 .00

Residuals 386.56 477 .81

Total 807.90 639 1.26

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .66, N = 160
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
emotionally disturbed condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V5 .49 .56

V12 .46 .53

V19 .49 .50

V26 .29 .65

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 571.85 158 3.62

Within People 1035.25 477 2.17

Between Measures 407.00 3 135.67 102.36 .00

Residuals 628.25 474 1.33

Total 1607.10 635 2.53

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .63, N = 159
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
orthopedic handicap condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V6 .39 .65

V13 .55 .53

V20 .43 .63

V27 .47 .59

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between People 700.80 159 4.41

Within People 1213.75 480 2.53

Between Measures 521.15 3 173.72 119.64 .00

Residuals 692.60 477 1.45

Total 1914.55 639 3.00

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .67, N = 160
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Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for field test items addressing the
chronic illness condition for combined practitioner subjects.

Item

Corrected
item to
subscale r

Alpha
if item
deleted

V7 .45 .51

V14 .47 .44

V21 .46 .46

V28 .21 .67

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS

Between People 420.56 152 2.77

Within People 763.25 459 1.66

Between Measures 252.45 3 84.15 75.12 .00

Residuals 510.80 456 1.12

Total 1183.81 611 1.94

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient = .60, N = 153
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APPENDIX R

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED

VOCATIONAL STUDENTS SCALE AND. ITS SEVEN SUBSCALES FOR

SUBJECTS BY GROUP AFFILIATION
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ALL ITEMS

Group n X s

Students 53 5.11 .50

VESNP 91 4.89 .58

OVA 73 4.98 .68

Total 217 4.97 .64

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 1.60 2 .80 1.95 .14

Within Groups 88.06 214 .41

Total 89.66 216
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MENTAL RETARDATION

Group n X s

Students 53 4.22 .66

VESNP 91 4.06 .95

OVA 73 4.04 1.06

Total 217 4.10 .93

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 1.25 2 .62 .73 .49

Within Groups 184.10 214 .86

Total 185.34 216
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SPEECH IMPAIRMENT

Group

Students

VESNP

OVA

Total

n

53

91

73

X

5.55 .83

5.52 .80

5.45 .76

217 5.50 .79

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups .40 2 .20 .32 .73

Within Groups 133.92 214 .63

Total 134.32 216
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VISUAL IMPAIRMENT

Group

Students

VESNP

OVA

Total

n

53

91

73

X

4.65 .86

4.53 .92

4.68 .88

217 4.61 .89

Source of
Variance SS OF MS F P

Between Groups .98 2 .49 .62 .53

Within Groups 169.74 214 .79

Total 170.72 216
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HEARING IMPAIRMENT

Group

Students

VESNP

OVA

Total

n

53

91

73

X

6.03

5.84

5.87

.54

.71

.83

217 5.90 .72

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 1.29 2 .64 .124 .29

Within Groups 111.03 214 .52

Total 112.31 216
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EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

Group n X s

Students 53 5.08 .85

VESNP 91 4.59 1.01

OVA 73 4.69 .89

Total 217 4.74 .95

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 8.47 2 4.23 4.89 .01

Within Groups 185.44 214 .87

Total 193.91 216

LSD(.05) VESNP = OVA<Students
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ORTHOPEDIC HANDICAP

Group n X s

Students 53 4.73 .87

VESNP 91 4.50 1.05

OVA 73 4.68 1.06

Total 217 4.62 1.01

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 2.35 2 1.17 1.15 .32

Within Groups 219.42 214 1.03

Total 221.77 216
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CHRONIC ILLNESS

Group

Students

VESNP

OVA

Total

n

53

90

73

X s

5.50 .75

5.26 .95

5.44 .82

216 5.38 .86

Source of
Variance SS NDF MS F P

Between Groups 2.40 2 1.20 1.62 .20

Within Groups 156.88 213 .74

Total 159.28 215
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APPENDIX S

t-TEST BETWEEN SUBSCALES ON THE FIELD TEST

FOR ALL SUBJECTS
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t-TEST BETWEEN SUBSCALES ON THE FIELD TEST FOR ALL SUBJECTS.

MENTAL RETARDATION

1st Variable

s Variable

2nd Vari abl e

Variable n X

MR 217 4.09 .93 SP 217 5.50 .789 -19.86 .00

MR 217 4.09 .93 VS 217 4.61 .889 -7.68 .00

MR 217 4.09 .93 HR 217 5.90 .721 -26.65 .00

MR 217 4.09 .93 EM 217 4.74 .947 -9.88 .00

MR 217 4.09 .93 OT 217 4.62 1.01 -7.73 .00

MR 216 4.10 .93 CH 216 5.38 .86 -19.49 .00

SPEECH IMPAIRMENT.

1st Variable

s Variable

2nd Variable

Variable n X n X s

SP 217 5.50 .79 VS 217 4.61 .89 14.81 .00

SP 217 5.50 .79 HR 217 5.90 .72 -7.63 .00

SP 217 5.50 .79 EM 217 4.74 .95 11.27 .00

SP 217 5.50 .79 OT 217 4.62 1.01 13.56 .00

SP 216 5.50 .79 CH 217 5.38 .86 2.09 .00
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VISUAL IMPAIRMENT

1st Variable

s Variable

2nd Variable

Variable n X n X s

VS 217 4.61 .89 HR 217 5.90 .72 -22.68 .00

VS 217 4.61 .89 EM 217 4.74 .95 -1.95 .05

VS 217 4.61 .89 OT 217 4.62 1.01 -.11 .91

VS 216 4.61 .89 CH 216 5.38 .86 -12.28 .00

HEARING IMPAIRMENT

1st Variable 2nd Variable

Variable n X s Variable n X s t p

HR 217 5.90 .72 EM 217 4.74 .95 18.25 .00

HR 217 5.90 .72 OT 217 4.62 1.01 21.17 .00

HR 216 5.90 .79 CH 216 5.38 .86 10.52 .00
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EMOTIONAL DISTURBED

1st Variable 2nd Variable

- -
Variable n X s Variable n X s t p

EM 217 4.74 .95 OT 217 4.62 1.01 1.97 .05

EM 216 4.74 .95 CH 216 5.38 .86 11.00 .00

CHRONIC ILLNESS

1st Variable 2nd Variable

- -
Variable n X s Variable n X s t p

OT 216 4.62 1.01 CH 216 5.38 .86 -12.31 .00


