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WEBB, JACQUELYN DRIVER, Ph.D. Home Economics Teachers• 
Knowledge and Attitudes Toward The Integration Of 
Special Needs Students In The Classroom. (1985) 
Directed by Dr. Mildred B. Johnson. 134 pp. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

knowledge and attitudes of secondary home economics 

teachers in North Carolina toward the integration of 

special needs students in home economics programs. 

Teachers selected for the study were home economics 

teachers who attended the 1984 Vocational Summer 

Workshop. Subjects included home economics teachers 

from each of the eight educational regions of the 

public schools in North Carolina. Questionnaires were 

distributed to and collected from home economics 

teachers at the conference site. Data for the study 

were obtained from 279 teachers. 

There was a significant difference in teachers• 

knowledge when compared by race. Caucasian teachers 

appeared to be the most knowledgeable concerning 

special needs students. 

There was a significant difference in teachers• 

attitudes when compared by race. Black teachers had a 

more positive attitude toward special needs students 

than did teachers of other races. 

There was a significant relationship between 

teachers• knowledge of special needs students and their 

attitudes toward the integration of special needs 

students. Teachers who were more knowledgeable 



appeared to have more positive attitudes toward the 

learning capabilities of special needs students. 

There was a significant relationship between 

teachers' educational level and their attitudes toward 

the concepts of mainstreaming. Teachers with higher 

educational levels appeared to have more positive 

attitudes toward the concepts of mainstreaming than 

those with lower educational levels. 

A significant relationship existed between the 

tolerance of teachers and teachers' attitudes toward 

the concepts of mainstreaming. Teachers who appeared 

to be the most tolerant had the most positive attitudes 

toward the concepts of mainstreaming. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

1 

Vocational education is charged with providing a 

total program of offerings to meet the educational 

needs of all_people who can benefit from such 

instruction. Statistics have indicated that in North 

Carolina strides have been taken to serve special needs 

students in all vocational program areas; however, much 

still remains to be accomplished (Rice, 1978). Home 

economics, one of the vocational program areas, provides 

opportunities for all students to obtain knowledge and 

to develop practical life skills and management skills 

that would enable them to improve their quality of 

life. This is accomplished through the offerings 

available in the Consumer and Homemaking programs and 

in the Occupational Home Economics programs. The scope 

of the home economics program offerings at the 

secondary level provides for a wide range of individual 

needs and abilities. 

The home economics teacher plays a vital role in 

mainstreaming students with special needs into the 

classroom and program. It was pointed out in the 

publication, A Guide to Mainstreaming in Home Economics 



2 

(1981) that students with special needs who had been 

initially placed in home economics classes and 

experienced success, often have other classes added to 

their schedules. The teacher must be well prepared 

academically and attitudinally to deal effectively with 

special needs students. Attitudes held by teachers 

were identified by Chadderdon, Coon, Ford, and Lehman 

(1966) as being the key to how successful students were 

in the home economics program. Understanding the 

attitudes of home economics teachers toward the 

integration of students with special needs and their 

knowledge of handicapping conditions could provide 

insight into what may be occurring in the classroom. 

Importance of the Study 

Teacher's attitudes and characteristics have been 

identified as key concepts to be considered in 

effectively teaching the special needs student. 

Harasymiw and Horne (1975) stated that ideally programs 

for the special needs student could best be developed 

if based on an understanding of teacher characteristics 

and attitudes held. According to Harasymiw and Horne 

(1975) teacher attitudes toward the handicapped were 

related to a variety of demographic variables such as 

age, sex, and educational experience. 
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Meis (1967) stated that it might be expected that 

teachers who had more experience working with people of 

diverse backgrounds, longer teaching experience, and 

who were highly committed to teaching might express 

more accepting attitudes toward teaching students with 

special needs than teachers who had limited 

experience, shorter teaching records, and who were less 

committed to teaching. It was also pointed out that 

there was an overriding demand for teachers who had an 

attitudinal commitment to teaching special needs youth. 

For the most part teachers have not been trained in the 

knowledge of the needs, limitations, strengths, and 

weaknesses of these students. Redick (1974) stated 

that home economics teachers' competencies and personal 

qualities in teaching special needs students were of 

particular concern. Research designed to assess and 

evaluate the knowledge and attitudes of home economics 

teachers towards the integration of special needs 

students in the regular classroom was recommended. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study was designed to determine the knowledge 

and attitudes of secondary home economics teachers in 

North Carolina toward the integration of special needs 

students in their programs. The specific objectives 

were the following: 



1. To determine attitudes of home economics 

teachers toward the integration of special 

needs students. 

2. To determine home economics teachers' general 

and specific knowledge about special needs 

students. 

3. To determine the relationship of home 

economics teachers' attitudes toward the 

integration of special needs students to age, 

race, marital status, and years of teaching 

experience. 

4. To determine the relationship of home 

economics teachers' knowledge about special 

needs students to age, race, marital status, 

and teaching experience. 

4 

5. Compare home economics teachers' knowledge and 

attitudes toward the integration of special 

needs students by educational district. 

6. To determine home economics teachers' back

ground preparation for teaching special needs 

students. 

7. To determine the types of special needs 

students enrolled in home economics classes. 

8. To determine the relationship of home 

economics teachers' tolerance and attitudes 



toward the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. 

Hypotheses 

Based upon the problem statement, the following 

hypotheses were formulated: 

There is no significant difference in 
teachers' knowledge of special needs students 
when compared by 

(a) age 

(b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

There is no significant difference in 
teachers' attitudes toward the integration of 
special needs students when compared by 

(a) age 

(b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

There is no significant relationship between 
teachers' knowledge of special needs students 
and their attitudes toward the integration of 
special needs students in home economics 
programs. 

There is no significant relationship between 
tolerance of teachers and teachers' attitudes 
toward the integration of special needs 
students in home economics programs. 

5 
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Limitations 

This study was limited to home economics teachers 

who were employed in the public school system in the 

state of North Carolina during 1983-84. It was further 

limited to those teachers who attended the 1984 

Vocational Summer Workshop. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have been defined for the 

purpose of this study: 

Attitudes--opinions of home economics teachers 

representative of their thoughts or convictions in 

relation to the integration of special needs students 

in the regular classroom. 

Knowledge--a range of home economics and special 

needs information that one knows and is able to exhibit 

by answers given on the designated inventory. 

Special needs students in home economics--persons 

who are mentally, emotionally, or physically 

handicapped, visually or hearing impaired, or with 

speech defects. 

Handicapped students--this term is used 

interchangeably with the term special needs students. 

Regional or educational district--a geographical 

area designated by the State Department of Public 

Instruction. 



North Carolina State Department of Public 

Instruction--the state agency assigned the 

responsibility for the K-12 educational system. 

Home economics teacher--an individual who is 

certified to teach Consumer and Homemaking or 

Occupational Home Economics courses in the public 

school system. 

7 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The major purposes of this study were to determine 

the knowledge and attitudes of secondary home economics 

teachers toward the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. An Educational 

Resources Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) computer 

search conducted in April 1984 resulted in the 

identification of few published and unpublished papers, 

studies, and articles on teachers' knowledge and 

attitudes toward the integration of special needs 

students in the regular classroom. Even fewer studies 

existed on home economics teachers' attitudes towards 

the integration of special needs students in the 

regular classroom. 

Over a period of several years, attention has been 

focused on the need of home economics teachers for 

special preparation to assist them in providing 

meaningful programs for the increasing numbers of 

students who have special needs (Whiteford, 1976). The 

attitudes of teachers have been assumed to have an 

effect on the teacher-pupil relations in the classroom, 

but little theory has been developed regarding the 



importance of attitudes in relation to teacher 

effectiveness. Haring, Stern and Cruickshank (1958) 

reported that successful programs for exceptional 

children appeared to be largely dependent upon the 

attitudes of classroom teachers. 

9 

Larrivee (1981) stated that several studies 

concerned with the impact of teacher attitude on 

mainstreaming programs have shown both positive and 

negative results. .The apparent lack of conclusive 

results in defining the crucial variables affecting 

development of a positive attitude toward mainstreaming 

provides evidence that further examination of teacher 

attitude is warranted. 

The review of literature for this study will be 

presented in four parts. These include (a) legislation 

concerning special needs students, (b) teachers' 

knowledge and attitudes towards the integration of 

special needs students in the regular classroom, (c) 

personal and professional characteristics of teachers 

working with special needs students, and (d) 

educational programs for special needs students in the 

regular classroom. 

Legislation Concerning Special Needs Students 

"It is.difficult to identify anything that has 

ma~e a more profound impact upon the vocational 
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education of special needs students than the federal 

legislation enacted by Congress" (Meers, 1980). 

Educational public policy and practice are reflected in 

legislation, which provides the means for the early 

identification of the special needs student, and for 

the delivery of regular and specialized services 

(Gaddis, 1977). 

Funding for vocation~! education, specifically for 
j 

special needs students wa~ first made available with 

the passage in 1968 of amendments to the Vocational 

Education Act of 1963. In these amendments Congress 

clearly identified the special needs population and 

authorized specific funding for that group. However, 

vocational education funding for the special needs 

population did not begin in 1968. In fact, the special 

needs group has been provided with federal government 

assistance and training for over 100 years. Until the 

1968 amendments, however, no piece of vocational 

education legislation had so clearly defined and 

provided funding for the special needs population 

(Meers, 1980). 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 (Public Law 

88-210) was the first to define the term "special 

needs" as meaning individuals with disadvantaged or 

hanq~capping conditions that would prevent them from 

succeeding in a· traditional education program. 



Specifically, the act stated that: 

It is the purpose of this part to 
authorize Federal grants to states 
to assist them to maintain, extend, 
and improve existing programs of 
vocational education, and to provide 
parttime employment to continue their 
vocational training on full-time basis, 
so that perspns of all ages in all 
communities of the state--those in 
high school ... and those with 
special education handicaps--will 
have ready access to vocational 
training or retraining which is of 
high quality, which is realistic in 
the light of actual or anticipated 
opportunities for gainful employment, 
and which is suited to their needs, 
interests, and ability to benefit from 
such training. (U.S. Public Law 88-210) 

11 

The act further stated that federal funds could be 

used for programs providing occupational training to 

individuals with academic, socioeconomic, and other 

handicapping conditions. Since funds were not mandated 

or earmarked for use of the special needs population, 

little was done under the act to service this group. 

As a result special needs programming was at best 

randomly funded and haphazardly organized. 

Because the special needs population was not being 

properly serviced by vocational education, Congress, in 

the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 (Public Law 

90-576), decided to provide funds specifically for 

special needs students. These amendments identified 

two main categories in the special needs population: 

the disadvantaged and the handicapped. 



The disadvantaged were to receive 15 percent of all 

vocational education funding and the handicapped were 

to get 10 percent, for a total of 25 percent of all 

vocational education funds (Meers, 1980). 

12 

The Educational Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-

318) further expanded vocational programming and 

services to the special needs students. These 

amendments provided funding and grants to institutions 

of higher education and to secondary school programs 

that extended career and occupational education 

services to students with special needs backgrounds. 

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 

(Public Law 94-482) was the next major piece of 

vocational education legislation ~upporting the special 

needs population. The 1976 amendments, as signed into 

law by President Gerald Ford, expanded the funding 

formula for special needs programs and services. The 

percentage of earmarked vocational education funds was 

increased from 25 percent to 30 percent, with 10 

percent going to the handicapped and 20 percent to the 

disadvantaged. 

The education sector has played a significant role 

in providing program aid for the special needs 

population. Perhaps the most far-reaching and 

significant piece of educational legislation in this 

area was the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 
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of 1975. This law is the civil rights act for 

handicapped children that guarantees all handicapped 

the right to a free and appropriate education (Meers, 

1980). The Education for All Handicapped Children Act 

of 1975 (Public Law 94-142) was signed into law on 

November 29, 1975, by President Gerald Ford. The act 

stated that: 

to assure that funds received by the 
state or any of its political sub
division under any other Federal 
program including Section 121 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Act of 
1965 ... and Section 122(a)(4)(B) 
of the Vocational Education Act of 
1963 . . . under which there is 
specific authority for the provision 
of assistance for the education of 
handicapped children, will be utilized 
by the State, or any of its political 
subdivisions, only in a manner con
sistent with the goal of providing a 
free appropriate public education for 
all handicapped children. (U.S. Public 
Law 94~142) 

Specifically the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975 requires every state to provide a 

free and appropriate education, including vocational 

education programs, for all handicapped children. The 

act guarantees a number of rights to all handicapped 

children. These rights are specified in its major 

provisions: 

- Services provided under the act are for 
handicapped children between the ages of 3 
and 22, inclusive. 
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- St~te allocations will be made by a percentage 
formula. Allocations for the first fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1978, were determined by 
multiplying the number of handicapped children 
in the state by 5 percent. This amount is to be 
prorated upward to a maximum of 40 percent for 
the fiscal year ending September 20, 1982. 

- State must identify and establish goals for 
providing a "full educational opportunity" to 
all handicapped children, a timetable detailing 
when these goals are to be accomplished, and a 
description of the services, facilities, and 
personnel needed to achieve these goals. 

- An appropriate educational program must be made 
freely available to all handicapped children 
between the ages of 3 and 18 by September 1, 
1978, and to all handicapped children between 
the ages of 3 and 21 by September 1, 1980. 

- Where applicable, the state must provide a 
least restrictive environment (mainstreaming 
of the handicapped student into the regular 
school program) for handicapped children 
between the ages of 3 to 21 yea~s. 

- Each state must establish procedures to test 
and evaluate handicapped students so that 
they may be properly placed in an educational 
program. Steps must be taken to assure that 
these students will not be discriminated 
against due to testing procedures. 

- The state must provide procedures for 
conducting annual evaluations of the effective
ness of various programs meeting the needs of 
handicapped students. 

- Provisions must be made to "fully inform the 
parents" of the program and service in which 
the student is participating. Furthermore, 
the records diagnosing the status of the 
student's condition are to be made public to 
the parents or guardian. (U.S. Public Law 
94-142) 

The federal government has been a major force in 

providing financial and programmatic support for 
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special needs students. However, this was not always 

the case. Since the Constitution of the United States 

left the responsibility of public education to the 

states, Congress was initially reluctant to give any 

financial or moral assistance to such students. 

Gradually, however, this situation changed and Congress 

now provides help to the special needs population in 

educational programming (Meers, 1980). 

Teachers' Knowledge and Attitudes Toward 

The Integration Of Special Needs Students 

In The Regular Classroom 

Relatively few studies have been designed to 

determine the relationship between teachers' attitudes 

and knowledge. Redick (1974) stated that LaBue 

conducted a study in which the knowledge of educational 

psychology principles, child development, and child 

behavior were significantly related to teacher 

attitudes as measured on the Minnesota Teacher Attitude 

Inventory (MTAI). It was stated that to a great extent 

the attitudes of a person toward objects, persons, and 

processes have been shown to be dependent on the amount 

and quality of information possessed with respect to 

them. 

Berryman, Neal, and Robinson (1980) studied 

attitudes toward the mainstreaming of handicapped 
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students in the regular classroom among rural Georgia 

teachers with regard to the characteristics of age, 

sex, teaching field, certification level, and years of 

professional experience. The results indicated that 

the teachers favored the principle of mainstreaming, 

and were willing to teach in mainstreamed classrooms 

those students whose disaLilities did not inhibit their 

learning or that: of their classmates. They opposed 

mainstreaming of students who were limited in the 

ability to learn or who ¥7ere likely to be disruptive 

and thus deter the learning of entire classes of 

students. There were no significant differences in 

teacher's attitudes when compared by sex, level of 

certification, teaching field, and years of teaching 

experience. When age was compared, significant 

differences were found between the youngest and oldest • 

group of teachers. Younger teachers were significantly 

more favorable toward mainstreaming. 

Jordan and Proctor (1969) conducted a study to 

investigate the attitudes of specific teacher groups 

toward the educational placement of exceptional 

children, and to study the relationship of these 

attitudes to knowledge of disabilities, and to type and 

amount of teaching experience. Haring's instruments 

(General Information Inventory and Classroom 

Integration Inventory) were used to dete~mine whether a 
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significant correlation existed between attitudes of 

teachers toward educational placement of exceptional 

children, their knowledge of disabilities, and type and 

amount of teaching experience. The results indicated 

that the special education teachers were significantly 

better informed than the regular classroom teachers. 

However, special education teachers did not have more 

"realistic" attitudes toward classroom integration than 

did the regular teachers. Experience increased 

knowledge, but experience did not create positive 

attitudes toward "realistic11 classroom placement. It 

was indicated that the type of experience a teacher had 

was related to the teacher's knowledge of exceptional 

children. It was found that the years of teaching 

experience per se were not related to either "knowledge 

about" or "classroom acceptance of" exceptional 

children. Teachers with "extensive" academic credit in 

courses related to exceptional children were more 

knowledgeable about the exceptional children. 

In an experimental workshop conducted by Haring 

et al. (1958) it was found that "increased knowledge 

per se was not found to be a significant factor in 

effecting modification of teachers' attitudes toward 

exceptional children" (p. 130). It was observed, 

however, that classroom experience with exceptional 

children, concurrent with expository workshop~ appeared 
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11to play a crucial role in the effectiveness of 

programs designed to influence teacher attitudes toward 

these children 11 (p. 130). 

Harasymiw and Horne (1975) indicated that a 

teacher's attitude tow~rd the handicapped was related 

to a variety of demographic variables such as age, sex, 

and educational experience. The effect of a program 

designed to prepare teachers for integration of 

handicapped students into regular classes was also 

investigated. A questionnaire was designed to measure 

the attitudes that teachers held toward exceptional 

children. A sample of 352 teachers from integrated and 

nonintegrated school settings were administered an 

attitudinal questionnaire. The findings indicated that 

the teachers from the integrated school settings tended 

to have more favorable attitudes toward exceptional 

children than teachers from nonintegrated school 

settings. Teachers who had more experience with 

exceptional children had more positive attitudes toward 

the exceptional children than did the teachers with 

less experience. Sex was not an important factor. No 

significant differences were found between the 

attitudes of male and female teachers. Also there were 

no significant relationships evidenced between the 

number of special education courses taken and favorable 

attitudes. Teachers with more education did not have 



more positive attitudes than teachers with less 

education. The younger teachers had more positive 

attitudes toward exceptional children than did the 

older teachers. 
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Shotel, Iano, and McGettigan (1972) studied 

teacher attitudes associated with the integration of 

handicapped children in the classroom. It was pointed 

out that if handicapped children are to be integrated 

into the regular classroom for even a part of the 

school day, then the attitudes of regular classroom 

teachers toward these children emerged as a major 

concern. In the study a questionnaire was administered 

to elementary school regular class teachers to 

determine the effect of an integrative resource room 

program on the teachers' attitudes toward handicapped 

children. The questionnaire was designed to elicit 

teachers' attitudes toward handicapped children with 

respect to their integration into the regular program, 

their potential for academic and social adjustment, tLe 

teachers' competencies for teaching the children, and 

the need for special methods and materials in teaching 

handicapped children. The experimental group consisted 

of teachers participating in an integrative resource 

room program, and the control group consisted of 

teachers with self-contained special classes. The 

results indicated that the resource room program had 



slight to moderate effects on teachers' attitudes and 

raised questions concerning the feasibility of 

integrating educable mentally retarded children into 

regular classes in schools utilizing the conventional 

grade organizational pattern. 
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Larrivee (1981) studied the effect of in-service 

training intensity on teachers' attitudes toward 

mainstreaming. The purpose of this study was to 

determine whether degree of in-service training would 

impact on the regular classroom teacher's attitude 

toward mainstreaming. Three groups of regular 

education teachers were compared: (a) a random sample; 

(b) a group attending monthly in-service training 

sessions during the school year; and (c) a group 

receiving intensive in-service traini~g over a one-year 

period. The study utilized a 30-item"attitud~ scale. 

A factor analysis of the scale yielde~ five dimensions 

underlying teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming. A 

comparison of the three groups of regular classroom 

teachers indicated that the intensive training group 

held significantly more positive attitudes than either 

of the other two groups. Differences were greatest on 

items associated ~ith ~eneral philosophy of main

streaming, academic and social growth of the special 

needs child, and perceived ability to teach special 

needs children. The results supported the importance 
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of increased experience and contact with exceptional 

children in conjunction with knowledge attainment and 

specific skill acquisition in the formation of more 

positive attitudes. It was also found that the 

availability of supportive personnel served to enhance 

the regular classroom teacher's development of a 

positive attitude toward mainstreaming. 

Larrivee and Cook (1979) conducted a study on 

variables affecting teaching attitude toward main

streaming. In the study an attitude scale was 

constructed using summated ratings. The scale was used 

to investigate the effect of selected institutional 

variables on the attitude of the regular classroom 

teacher toward mainstreaming special needs children. 

The scale included the following variables: teacher 

perception of degree of success with special needs 

children, availability of supportive services, 

classroom size, type of school, grade level taught, 

level of administrative support, and school size. The 

scale was administered to a sample of nearly 1,000 

public school teachers in six New England states. 

Results of the analysis indicated that of the seven 

variables considered, the regular classroom teacher's 

perception of degree of success in dealing with special 

needs students had the most significant relationship to 

teacher attitude. 



22 

Wechsler, Suarez, and McFadden (1975) conducted a 

study to determine teachers' attitudes toward the 

education of physically handicapped children and to 

determine the readiness of school teachers to implement 

Chapter 766 of the Acts of 1972 of the Massachusetts 

General Laws, which called for the integration of 

handicapped children into the regular classroom. 

Questionnaires were administered to 639 teachers from 

all grade levels to explore teachers' attitudes toward 

the educational and emotional adjustment of physically 

handicapped children. Teachers were asked to indicate 

how they thought other classmates would behave toward 

the physically handicapped child; how difficult the 

child's adjustment would be; how willing the teacher 

would be to have a physically handicapped child 

enrolled in his or her class and whether or not it 

would be a problem for the teacher; and the type of _ 

educational situation that would be best for the 

handicapped child. Results indicated that teachers 

viewed children with asthma or heart conditions, and 

children requiring crutches and braces, as more easily 

integrated into the regular classroom than children 

with visual and hearing problems, or children with 

histories of convulsions and seizures. Of all 

teachers, those with previous experience teaching 

physically handicapped children were the most 



optimistic about the integration of physically 

handicapped children into the regular classroom. 
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Few studies have reported the relationship of home 

economics teachers' attitudes to the teaching of 

special needs students. Asselin (1982) investigated 

the effects of a peer tutoring in-service program on 

home economics teachers' knowledge of procedures for 

using peer tutors, and attitudes toward integrating the 

handicapped student into the regular classroom. Forty

two home economics teachers selected one of the two 

in-service sessions scheduled during the state 

vocational conference. Using separate samples in a 

pretest-posttest design, 28 teachers in one session 

were tested prior to the peer tutoring service and 

served as the control. Fourteen teachers in the second 

session were tested subsequent to the in-service 

session and served as the experimental group. Control 

and experimental group knowledge test and attitude 

survey means were compared using an analysis of 

variance. The following variables--a) utilization of 

tutors, b) experience teaching handicapped students, c) 

college credit in special education, and d) in-service 

in special education--were examined in the analysis of 

variance with knowledge test and attitude survey means. 

The in-service program was effective in significantly 

increasing knowledge; however, attitudes toward 



integrating the handicapped student in the regular 

classroom remained unchanged. The variables of 

experience and education had no effect on teachers' 

knowledge or attitudes. 
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Holman and Jorgenson (1971) studied the attitudes 

of home economics education student teachers toward the 

mentally retarded. The study measured attitudes in six 

areas using an instrument developed by Efron (1967), "A 

Survey of Opinions on Mental Retardation." The six 

areas designed to project views of the respondents 

toward mental retardation included the following: a) 

segregation; b) cultural deprivation; c) noncondemna

tory etiology; d) personal exclusion; e) hopelessness; 

and f) authoritarianism. It concluded that the 

majority of home economics education student teachers 

a) did not feel retardates should be .separated by 

institutionalization but should be included in the 

mainstream of society; b) believed that cultural 

deprivation significantly contributed to mental 

retardation; c) were noncondemnatory in their views as 

to the causal factors of retardation; d) desired to 

avoid personal contact with the ment~lly retarded; e) 

believed that the retardate could live a happy and 

productive life; and f) indicated they were nonauthori-_ 

tarian in their viewpoint toward retardation. As a 

result the researchers expressed the opinion that the 



teacher in the home economics class
room needs more information based 
upon adequate research to make 
decisions for meeting the challenge 
and responsibility of helping to 
integrate the mentally retardate in 
the regular classroom. (Holman and 
Jorgenson, 1971, p. 536). 

25 

Kilcoyne (1974) studied the attitudes of Wisconsin 

home economics teachers regarding educable mentally 

retarded children. The purposes of the study were to 

determine if certain teacher characteristics produced a 

significant difference in the attitude of Wisconsin 

home economics teachers toward segregation, personal 

exclusion, and hopelessness of the educable mentally 

retarded student. From a nonalphabetized list of 2300 

Wisconsin home economics teachers, 260 teachers were 

selected for the study by a systematic random sample. 

A modification of the Factor Structure of Attitudes 

Toward the Retarded questionnaire developed by Efron 

and Efron (1967) was used in this study. It was 

determined that years of teaching experience produced a 

significant difference regarding teacher attitudes 

toward segregation and personal exclusion of the 

educable mentally retarded child. 

Stake (1978) studied the attitudes of home 

economics teachers toward teaching slow learners in 

special classes versus regular classes. The major 

hypothesis of the study was that home economics 
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teachers believed that slow learners learned better 

when taught in special classes than when taught in 

regular classes. A survey questionnaire was mailed to 

home economics teachers in Western Pennsylvania. It 

was found that the majority of the home economics 

teachers felt that slow learners learned best when 

programmed in special home economics classes. 

Redick (1974) conducted a study to examine the 

home economics programs offered to physically 

handicapped students in educational settings and to 

ascertain selected attitudes, characteristics, and 

instructional behaviors of the home economics teachers 

implementing these programs. In addition, the opinions 

of the home economics teachers of physically 

handicapped students and their principals were 

ascertained concerning teacher education programs 

designed to prepare home economics teachers to work 

effectively with physically handicapped students. 

Selected characteristics and attitudes of the teachers 

were assessed through the use of five formal 

instruments, the Knowledge of Handicapping Conditions 

Inventory, Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale 

(Yukor, Block, and Campbell, 1960), Degree of Contact 

Index (Higgs, 1971), the Ambiguity Tolerance Scale 

(MacDonald, 1970), and the Analysis of Teaching 

Instrument. The findings indicated that teachers who 
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scored relatively high on the Attitude Toward Disabled 

Persons Scale had positive attitudes toward persons 

with handicapping conditions. Although the home 

economics teachers indicated that one should possess 

knowledge of handicapping conditions and that contact 

with disabled persons was a valuable experience, scores 

were not particularly high on the instruments used to 

measure these two characteristics. 

Burdette (1982) conducted a study to determine the 

needs of Ohio Extension Home Economists to effectively 

serve the disabled population. An assessment was made 

to determine extension agents' attitudes toward 

disabled persons, determine the agents' degree of 

contact with physically disabled persons, the amount of 

training on handicapped persons that the agents had and 

to determine the agents' cognitive knowledge of 

independent living skills of handicapped persons. 

Results of the study did not reveal significant 

correlations between attitudes toward disabled persons 

and degree of contact with physically disabled persons. 

A positive relationship existed between attitudes and 

knowledge of independent living skills of handicapped 

persons. It indicated that the agents that had higher 

training scores had more contact with physically 

disabled persons, even though they may not have 

possessed more knowledge. A significantly positive 
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relationship existed between knowledge and contact. A 

positive relationship between training and knowledge 

did not exist. 

Meis (1967) conducted a study with home economics 

teachers in which some of the findings were similar to 

those of Harasymiw and Horne. The purposes of Meis's 

study were a) to explore the nature of home economics 

teachers' attitudes toward people of diverse 

backgrounds; b) to study the relation of teachers' 

attitudes to their general and specific knowledge of 

the disadvantages; c) to study the relation of 

teachers' attitudes and knowledge to level of profes

sional commitment; and d) to determine whether the 

previously specified attitudes and knowledge were 

systematically related to selected personal and 

professional experiences of the teacher. It was found 

that professional commitment was the only variable 

which differentiated between more accepting and less 

accepting teachers. Teachers identified as more 

accepting of diverse types of people were not 

significantly different from those teachers identified 

as less accepting. Criteria used were the general and 

specific knowledge of the disadvantaged, self-ratings 

by teachers of acceptance in relation to other home 

economics teachers and other teachers, and preservice 

and inservice personal and professional experiences. 
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The major findings indicated that teachers who were 

identified as more accepting of people of diverse 

backgrounds could be distinguished from those teachers 

with less accepting attitudes by the degree of their 

commitment to the teaching profession. Because this 

study did not explore the classroom behavior of the 

teachers, it is not known if their teaching practices 

were consistent with their attitudes toward these 

students. If attitudes are a potent factor in shaping 

the actions of individuals and groups, then any 

information pertaining to either attitudes held by home 

economics teachers toward the special needs student or 

information concerning the determinants of such 

attitudes could contribute significantly to an 

understanding of these teachers, their classroom 

behavior and the programs they are responsible for 

implementing. 

Personal and Professional Characteristics 

of Teachers Working With Special Needs Students 

Harasymiw and Horne (1975) recognized that 

attitudes toward the handicapped were related to a 

variety of demographic variables which could provide 

insight into the personal and professional 

characteristics of teachers. The relationship of the 

variables age, sex, and educational experience to the 
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attitudes held by teachers was explored. It was found 

that younger teachers recently educated were more 

positive in their attitudes toward exceptional 

children. It was believed that current teacher

training programs included some coursework in teaching 

students with special needs, and this could affect 

teacher perceptions. 

Dykes' (1972) study on competencies of personnel 

for crippled and other health impaired students 

included a section on personal characteristics. 

Teachers and administrators deemed that the following 

personal characteristics were needed in working with 

special needs students: empathy and willingness to 

accept the children as they are, emotional stability, 

an understanding of the limits imposed by problems, 

flexibility and resourcefulness, patience, sense of 

humor, objective attitude, firmness, a strict but not 

rigid control of children, and a feeling of self

satisfaction with teaching crippled and other health

impaired children. Teachers attached the greatest 

value to empathy and a willingness to accept children 

as they are, while local administrators ranked 

flexibility and resourcefulness of greatest value. 

Redick's (1974) study on "Selected Characteristics 

of Home Economics Teachers and Programs for Physically 

Handicapped Students" included a section on personal 
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characteristics. Teachers and'principals agreed that 

certain personal qualities would enhance the teacher's 

ability to work effectively with special needs 

students. Qualities believed to be especially important 

were patience, flexibility, empathy, and acceptance. 

Redick's (1974) 'study also focused on home 

economics teacher~' competencies, personal qualities, 

and credentials. It was found that there were 

significant positive correlations between college 

degree and knowledge of handicapping conditions, 

between years of teaching and scores on the Attitude 

Toward Disabled Pers6ns Scale and between degree of 

contact, and the ~mmber of students the teacher met per 

week. It appeared that teachers who met more classes 

per day had a higher level of outside contact with 

disabled persons. There was a significant negative 

correlation between years of teaching and tbe score on 

the Ambiguity Tolerance Scale. It appeared that as the 

number of years of teaching increased, the teacher's 

tolerance for ambiguous situations decreased. Of those 

who had advanced degrees, all but one had had advanced 

coursework relating to handicapping conditions~. ~edick 

(1974) stated that additional preparation .most likely 

contributed to the significant positive relation~hip 

found between college degree and the score on ihe · 

Knowledge of Handicapping Conditions Invento~y. It was 
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also found that _years of experience in teaching 

handicapped students correlated highly with age, and 

older, more experienced teachers in this study tended 

to score lower on the Analysis of Teaching Instrument. 

According to Redick, this finding was similar to the 

results of Ryans' (1960) study of teacher 

characteristics. 

In Ryans' (1960) study, it was found 
that elementary and secondary teachers 
who scored low in over-all classroom 
behaviors were more frequently from an 
older age group and had extensive 
teachjng. The one characteristic which 
was the exception was responsible, 
businesslike behavior in the classroom. 
The older teachers and those with 
extended experience received higher 
scores. (p. 133) 

This related to Redick's (1974) findings that years of 

teaching experience were significantly negatively 

correlated with scores on the Ambiguity Tolerance 

Scale. It appeared that older more experienced 

teachers preferred a more controlled, structured, 

businesslike classroom situation. Based on this study, 

it would seem that teachers need to be particularly 

competent in developing and adapting curriculum, 

individualizing instruction, and understanding the 

needs and characteristics of special needs students. 

In an attempt to modify teachers' attitudes, Lane 

(1976) reported .~hat a background in special.education 

could help alleviate stereotypes or prejudices toward 
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exceptional children. This study investigated the 

effects of labels conveying ethnic group membership and 

retardation on evaluative statements by prospective 

teachers. The data supported the premises held by 

Payne and Murray (1974) and Kraft (1973) that lack of 

experience in the area of special education was the 

main contributor to many teachers' fears and 

prejudices. This may also be true in home economics. 

The home economics teachers' lack of experience with 

the special needs student may be the main contributing 

factor to many of the teachers' fears and prejudices. 

Educational Programs For Special Needs 

Students In Home Economics 

While teacher knowledge, attitudes, and 

characteristics are appropriate factors to consider 

when discussing education for special needs students, 

an examination of the educational programs afforded 

these students is also pertinent. This section deals 

with current trends and problems related to teaching 

the special n~eds student in home economics programs. 

Since 1975, the number of special needs students 

served in North Carolina has increased steadily (North 

Carolina Department of Public Instruction, ,1983). Home 

economics teachers have more students with special 

needs in the classroom than ever before. Various 
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reasons have been given for the increased involvement 

of special needs students in the classroom. According 

to Gaddis (1977) one of the reasons was that the public 

has been enlightened from medical and educational 

research that has resulted in the identification and 

treatment of special needs students. 

Handicapped students represented 3.55 percent of 

the total vocational education enrollment in North 

Carolina for the 1981-82 school year. Nationwide, 

handicapped students comprised 2.43 percent of the total 

vocational enrollment for the 1981-82 year. During 

this time period, 17 percent of the total handicapped 

population in North Carolina were served in a variety 

of vocational program areas, including home economics 

(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 

1983). 

Redick (1974) stated that by definition, 

handicapped students were those who deviated from the 

average person to such an extent that a modification of 

school practices or special educational services was 

required in order to develop their maximum capacities. 

Possible educational modifications to meet the special 

needs of these students fall into three major 

categories: learning environment (where it is taught), 

content (what is taught), and pedagogy (how it is 

taught). Modifications may be needed in any one or 
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combination of these areas depending upon the specific 

handicapping condition which exists. It was further 

pointed out that curriculum based on regular courses of 

study that were developed sequentially and presented in 

small class groups seemed most effective in maintaining 

and strengthening educational skills. Different types 

of instructional programs used in which the curriculum 

emphasized daily living activities, the development of 

a positive self-concept, and the development of 

socialization skills were important. The ultimate goal 

is to help each child become as independent as 

possible. 

Redick and Redick (1980) emphasized that as home 

economics teachers faced the challenge of working with 

increased numbers of special needs students in their 

classrooms, possible barriers to effective main

streaming were being identified. Problems created by 

the mainstreaming movement were perceived to exist at 

both the administrative level and the instructional 

level. Teachers identified administrative problems as 

those involving the school's fixed daily schedule of 

classes, time segments allocated for class periods, 

mandated procedures for grading or marking, 

predetermined or inflexible course offerings, random 

assignment of students to classes, and the lack of 

instructional aides. Instructional problems identified 
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were related to available media resources, textbooks, 

reading materials, physical facilities, and equipment. 

A positive approach dealing with these administrative 

and instructional problems must be used. 

Many teachers are making efforts to be well 

prepared to teach a class with a range of abi 1 i ty 

levels. Liddle (1980) reported that, while the idea of 

mainstreaming students into a regular classroom caused 

some teachers to feel inadequate in classroom planning, 

the teacher has considerable resources and strategies 

for helping all students, regardless of ability level. 

Redick's (1974) study emphasized that teachers felt 

their home economics programs needed further 

development in the area of curriculum. Curriculum 

guides or resource guides that specifically dealt with 

teaching home economics to special needs students were 

not found to be accessible to any teacher in the study. 

Little has been done to help home economics teachers of 

special needs students develop and implement effective 

home economics programs. Further development of 

educational programs for special needs students is 

still needed. 

It has been recognized that several forces in the 

world today are responsible for the involvement of home 

economics teachers with students having special needs 

in the classroom. Educational public policy and 
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practice are reflected in legislation, which provides 

the means for easy identification of students with 

special needs. Home economics teachers play a vital 

role in mainstreaming students with special needs into 

the classroom. Home economics teachers are obligated 

to provide an effective teaching-learning environment 

in the classroom for students identified as having 

special needs. The teachers must be well prepared to 

deal effectively with students having special needs. 

Home economics teachers' knowledge of the special 

needs learner and their attitude towards the 

integration of special needs learners have been 

identified as key concepts to be considered in 

effectively teaching the special needs student. 

Several factors may affect the knowledge and attitude 

of these teachers. Among these factors personal and 

professional characteristics of the teachers may have 

an effect. Certain characteristics may enhance the 

teachers' ability to work effectively with special 

needs students. Home economics teachers must carefully 

analyze and ascertain how best to provide the needed 

educational service for the special needs student. 
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the 

knowledge and attitudes of secondary home economics 

teachers toward the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. A descriptive 

study utilizing a survey approach was considered to be 

the most appropriate for the problem. 

Selection of Subjects 

The target population was defined as vocational 

home economics teachers employed in the public schools 

within the state of North Carolina during 1983-84. The 

population was further defined as those home economics 

teachers who attended the 1984 Vocational Summer 

Workshop. 

Instrumentation 

Based on the review of literature, the instruments 

selected for use in this study were the Attitudes 

Toward Mainstream~ng Sc~le (ATMS) developed by 

Berryman, Neal and Robinson (1980), the Revised 

Ambiguity Tolerance Scale (AT-20) developed by 
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MacDonald (1970), and the Knowledge of Independent 

Living Skills Test developed by Burdette (1982). These 

three instruments ~nd a personal data information form 

developed by the investigator to obtain demographic 

data formed the instrument, Knowledge and Attitudes 

Toward Students With Special Needs (Appendix A). 

The first section of the instrument consisted of 

demographic types of questions, items l-10. Responses 

to these items provided background information related 

to region of employment, sex, race, age, marital 

status, educational level, years of teaching 

experience, types of special needs students taught, 

preparation for teaching special needs students, and 

program funding received for special needs students. 

The Attitudes Toward Nainstreaming Scale (ATMS), 

items 11-28 of the instrument, was selected to measure 

teacher attitudes toward the integration of handicapped 

students into the regular classrOom. The teachers 

indicated their reaction to each,statement according to 

how much they agreed or disagreed with each statement. 

The attitudinal scale consisted of 18 six-point Likert

type items derived from a pool of attitudinal · 

statements concerning th~ effic~cy of mainstr~a~~ng 

both ·handicapped students in general and those with 
-specific disability.types in particular. Four · 

statements dealt wfth the feasibility of teach-ing 

.· 



normal and handicapped students in the same classroom 

and 14 statements 9ealt with the feasibility of the 

least restrictive educational placement for various 

types of handicapp~d students. Each of the 18 items 

was rated on a scaie of 1 to 6, with 1 indicating 

strong agreement and 6 strong disagreement with the 

statement. Scores were reported as total scores for 

factors and for the scale as a whole. The instrument 

had been validated and cross-validated through a 
A 

principal axis factor analysis procedure. The 159 
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participants compri~ing the original sample and the 164 

participants of th~ cross-validation sample included 

both preservice and inservice teachers in 17 different 

teaching fields. The.same three factors, Learning 

Capability, General Mainstreaming, and Traditional 

Limiting Disabilities, emerged from the analysis of 

each sample. Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients 

for the total scale were .89 and .88 for the two 

samples; those for the factors ranged from .76 to .84. 

Pearson product moment correlations between individual 

factors and total scale scores ranged from .81 to .86 

with factor intercorrelations ranging from .42 to .55. 

These results provided e_nough evidence of the 

reliability and factorial validity of the ATMS to 
. . 

justify continued~efforts to establish comprehensive 

normative data. 
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The Revised Ambiguity Tolerance Scale (AT-20), 

items 29-48 of the instrument, was selected to measure 

teachers' tolerance toward special needs students. The 

teachers indicated their response to each statement by 

indicating true or false. Each correct response was 

given a score of 4. A score of 80 would result if all 

items were answered correctly. MacDonald developed 

this scale by revising the Rydell-Rosen test which 

consisted of 16 true and false items and two items 

taken from the California Personality Inventory and two 

items from Barron's Conformity Scale. The internal 

consistency estimate for the 20-item test was computed 

at .86 and a reliability coefficient of .73 was 

obtained using the Kuder-Richardson 20 formula. 

The mean score for the 789 undergraduate students who 

comprised the sample was 10.51. To obtain a stability 

coefficient, the AT-20 was administered twice to 24 

male undergraduates at six-month intervals. The 

correlation between administration was .63 (p<.01). 

Evidence of construct validity was reflected in the 

significant correlations between this scale and the 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Form E), the Gough-Sanford 

Rigidity Scale, and the F Scale. 

The Knowledge of Independent Living Skills test, 

items 49-88 of the instrument, was selected to measure 

teachers' knowledge of special needs students. The 
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teachers were requested to circle one of the four 

responses, A, B, C, or D, for each statement. Each 

correct answer was given a score of 5. A score of 200 

would result if all items were answered correctly. The 

test was composed of five categories that focused on 

various areas: clothing, handicapping conditions 

(medical aspect), housing, food preparation, meal 

management, and management of persons. The knowledge 

test originally contained 80 questions. Prior to its 

use, the test was administered to 29 students in 

various disciplines at Ohio State University to 

determine the reliability and also to obtain data on 

each of the 80 items. The Kuder-Richardson 20 formula 

for reliability was .793. Questions which had a 

demonstration level of .20 or lower, were either 

dropped or reworded. The revised test consisted of 40 

questions. Consequently, each of the five areas 

contained 8 items. The content validity of the test 

was determined by educators at Ohio State University. 

Data Collection 

Surveys were distributed to home economics 

teachers attending the i984 Summer Vocational Workshop 

at the conference.site during registration on Monday 

and T~esday, August 6th and 7th, 1984 (Appendix A). A 

cover letter accompanied the questionnaire. The cover 
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letter included a statement of the problem, an 

explanation of the study, an appeal for participation, 

and a statement of appreciation to the respondent for 

participation in the study (Appendix B). The 

participants were instructed to return the completed 

questionnaires to the registration desk or to the 

facilitator at their respective regional meetings, on 

Thursday, August 9th. Of the 419 instruments 

distributed, 279 instruments were returned which was a 

response rate of 67%. All participants did not attend 

the regional meetings, and therefore did not return the 

questionnaire. 

Data Analysis 

The raw data obtained from the questionnaires were 

entered directly into a disk file using a terminal and 

the data analyses were done on the computer. Statisti

cal analyses were used to determine differences in the 

following: 

1. Teacher attitudes and knowledge 

2. Demographic variables and attitudes toward 

the integration of special needs students 

in home economics programs 

3. Demographic variables and knowledge of 

teachers 

4. Teacher attitudes and tolerance 
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Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the 

data, and factorial analysis, analysis of variance 

techniques, and multiple regression analysis were used 

to test for relationships. A .05 level of significance 

was used throughout the study. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the 

knowledge and attitudes of secondary home economics 

teachers towards the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. The teachers 

surveyed were the teachers who attended the 1984 

Vocational Summer Workshop. Home economics teachers 

from the public schools in each of the eight 

educational regions in North Carolina were selected to 

participate in the study. A total of 419 instruments 

were distributed and of that number 279 (67%) 

instruments were returned. 

In order to facilitate the presentation of the 

results, data were analyzed and presented as follows: 

1. A description of the respondents according to 

(a) region of employment, (b) sex, (c) race, 

(d) age, (e) marital status, (f) educational 

level, (g) years of teaching experience, 

(h) types of special needs students currently 

enrolled in home economics classes, 

(i) preparation for teaching special needs 
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students, and (j) program funding for special 

needs students. 

2. Test of hypotheses. 

Description of Respondents by 
Demographic Variables 

A description of the respondents by demographic 

variables is presented in Table 1. See Appendix C for 

a map of the educational regions and Appendixes D 

through K for each~dentographic variable of respondents 

by region. 

Of the 279 teachers, approximately 75% were from 

five of the educational regions. The greatest number 

of respondents was from Region IV. The fewest were 

from Region I which··might be expected as it was the 

farthest distance from the city in which the conference 

was held. 

The majority of teachers was 28 years of age or 

over, female, Caucasian, and married. Approximately 5% 

were less than 28 years of age. There was only one 

male teacher who responded. Black teachers comprised 

about 22% of the total. Approximately 15% of the 

teachers were not married. 

Almost one-half, .47% of the teachers had a 

bachelor's degree plu~ additional hours. Approximately 
. . 

one-fourth of the te~chers had only a bachelor's 



Table 1 

Description of Teachers Who Attended the Vocational 

Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N-279 % 

Age 

20-27 years 13 5 
28-35 years 77 28 
36-42 years 62 22 
43-50 years 73 27 
51 years 52 18 
Nonresponses 2 1 

Sex 

Nale 1 0 
Female 277 99 
Nonresponses 1 0 

Race 

Indian 5 2 
Black 60 22 
Caucasian 210 75 
Hispanic 2 1 
Nonresponses 2 1 

Marital Status 

Single 23 8 
Married 232 83 
Widowed 7 2 
Divorced/Separated 15 5 
Nonresponses 2 1 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 75 27 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 130 '+7 
Master's 42 15 
Master's plus additional hours 26 9 
Doctorate 3 1 
Nonresponses 3 1 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Variable 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-1.4 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N-279 

16 
53 
65 
47 
96 

2 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 

87 
23 
33 

149 
15 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

68 
191 

20 

% 

6 
19 
23 
17 
34 

1 

31 
8 

12 
53 

5 

2~. 
69 

8 

Note. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole 
number. 

:I 
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degree, 15% had a master's degree, about 10% had. a 
.... 

masters' degree plus additional hours and 1% of the 

teachers had a doctorate. 

One third of the· teachers had taught 20.years or 

more. Only 6% had less than five years of experience. 

In the preparatibn for teaching special needs 

students, most of the~ .. teachers, 53% indicated that 

inservice workshops were the most common type of 

training received. Aimost one-third of the teachers 

indicated that they h~d not received any preparation 

for teaching special needs students. Less than 25% of 

the teachers had taken one or more college courses. 

In response to the question concerning funding 

being received by the home economics program for 

special needs students, the teachers responded by 

checking the appropriate answer, "yes" or "no". Over 

two-thirds of the teachers, 69% indicated that their 

program did not currently receive funding for special 

needs students. Approximately one-fourth of the 

teachers indicated that funding was currently being 

received by their program. 

The learning disabled student was the most common 

type of special needs student taught by the home 

economics teachers (see Table 2). Over 75% of the 

teachers taught the: learning disabled student.· ·The EMR 

(emotionally mentally retarded) was the second ~ost 
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Table 2 

Description of Special Needs Students Enrolled In Home 

Eonomics Classes 

Category 

EMR (emotionally mentally retarded) 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

TMR (trainable mentally retarded) 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

Speech Defects 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

Physically Handicapped 

Yes 
No 
Non responses 

Hearing Impaired 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

Visually Impaired 

Yes 
No 
Non responses 

Learning Disabled 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

N-279 

194 
79 

6 

66 
207 

6 

55 
218 

6 

77 
196 

6 

58 
215 

6 

60 
213 

Q 

215 
58 

6 

% 

70 
28 

2 

24 
74 

2 

20 
78 

2 

28 
70 

2 

21 
77 

2 

22 
76 

2 

77 
21 

2 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Category N-279 % 

Emotionally Disturbed 

Yes 96 34 
No 177 63 
Nonresponses 6 2 

Other 

Yes 9 3 
No 264 95 
Nonresponses 6 2 
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common type of special needs student taught. About 70% 

of the teachers taught the EMR student. It was 

indicated that over one-third of the teachers taught 

the emotionally disturbed student, and over one-fourth 

of the teachers taught the physically handicapped 

student. About one-fourth of the teachers taught the 

TMR (trainable mentally retarded). About 20% of the 

teachers taught the visually impaired, the hearing 

impaired, or students with speech defects. The 

teachers responded to the question by checking each 

category that applied. 

For the attitudinal items see Appendix L for mean 

scores and standard deviations for each item 11-28. In 

responding to the statements which dealt with the 

feasibility of teaching normal and handicapped students 

in the same classroom, teachers agreed that hearing

impaired students who were not deaf, should be· in 

regular classrooms. The teachers disagreed that deaf 

students should be in the regular classroom. In 

responding to the statements dealing with the 

feasibility of the least restrictive educational 

placement for various types of handicapped students, 

teachers agreed that the visually handicapped and the 

physically handicapped students should be in regular 

classrooms. Teachers al~o agre~d that students with 
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epilepsy, speech difficult to understand, and students 

who stuttered should be in regular classrooms. 

Teachers did not agree that students with behavior 

disorders who could not readily control their own 

behavior or students who presented discipline problems 

should be in regular classrooms. 

For the tolerance items, 29-48, each item was 

assigned a value of 4. Scores of the respondents 

ranged from 4-76 (see Appendix M). A mean score of 

37.04 with a standard deviation of 12.47 for all 

respondents was obtained. Frequencies of each score 

are given in Appendix D. On the average, teachers 

answered approximately 49% of the items correctly, 

which indicated that teachers were not extremely 

tolerant. 

For the knowledge items, 49-88, each item was 

assigned a value of 5. Scores of the respondents 

ranged from 20-155 (see Appendix N). A mean score of 

121.20 with a standard deviation of 20.887 for all 

respondents was obtained. Frequencies of each score 

are given in Appendix N. For the knowledge items, 

there were 109, 39%, who failed to respond to this 

section of the instrument. Comments by the respondents 

were that the questions were too difficult for them to 

answer. This could indicate that the teacher's 

knowledge of ways to instruct or to provide for 
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students with special needs is deficient. Of the 170 

teachers who responded to the items, approximately 80% 

of the items were answered correctly. For those 

teachers who did respond they were quite knowledgeable. 

Test of Hypotheses 

In this section, each hypothesis is presented with 

the data enumerated and examined, statistical 

procedures discussed, and results analyzed. The 

hypotheses tested were as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference 
in teachers' knowledge of special needs 
students when compared by 

(a) age 

(b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

The data used as evidence to test the first 

hypothesis were the answers on items 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 

scores on items 49-88, of the survey instrument. These 

items related to (a) educational district, (b) race, 

(c) age, (d) marital status, (e) years of teaching 

experience, and (f) knowledge of special needs 

students. 

In order to t~st .the hyp6thes~s, analysis of 

variance techniques were used. The results of.the 



Table 3 

Analysis of Variance for Knowledge When Compared by 

Age, Years of Teaching Experience, Race, Marital 

Status, and Educational District 

Variables F df 

Age .85 4 & 16 

Years of Teaching 
Experience .77 4 & 16 

Race 4.32 3 & 17 

Marital Status .30 3 & 17 

Educational District .92 7 & 13 

*E.<.OS 
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E. 

.49 

.54 

.00* 

.82 

.48 



ANOVA can be seen in Table 3. The level of 

significance was £<.05. There was a significant 

difference in teachers' knowledge when compared by 

race, f(3, 17) = 4.32, .E,<.05. Caucasian teachers 

appeared to be the most knowledgeable. There was no 

significant difference in teachers' knowledge when 

compared by age, .£:(4,16) = .85, .E,<.05. There was no 

significant difference in teachers' knowledge when 

compared by marital status, .£:{3, 17) = .30, _E<.OS. 

There was no significant difference in teachers' 

knowledge when compared by teaching experience, 

.£:(4, 16) = .77, .E_<.OS. There was no significant 

difference in teachers' knowledge when compared by 

educational district, .£:(7, 13) = .92, .E_<.OS. 

A significant difference occurred in teachers' 
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knowledge of special needs students when compared by 

race. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not fully rejected. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference 
in teachers' attitudes toward the integration 
of special needs students when compared by 

(a) age 

{b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

The data used as evidence to test Hypothesis ') 
~ 

were the answers on items 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, and scores on 
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items 11-28 of the survey instrument. These items 

related to (a) age, (b) race, (c) marital status, 

(d) teaching experience, (e) educational district, and 

(f) attitudes toward the integration of special needs 

students into the classroom. 

In order to test the hypothesis, a factorial 

analysis was done on the attitudinal items, which were 

items 11-28 of the survey instrument. The factorial 

analysis was done to determine the effect of the 

independent variable and the control variable, both 

separately and in combination. The factoring procedure 

yielded two potentially measurable constructs as 

factors, although four factors emerged. The measurable 

constructs were referred to as Factor I, Learning 

Capability and Factor II, General Mainstreaming~ 

Statements correlating with the factor Learning 

Capability dealt with disabilities which do not 

necessarily impede academic progress. The factor 

General Mainstreaming included statements on the 

general topic of mainstreaming as well as statements on 

the disability categories of educable mentally retarded 

(EMR) and social-emotional problems. Moderate factor 

intercorrelations indicated that the two factors were 

reasonably independ~nt. Factor I included items 15, 

19, 20, 22, 23, 24, and 25 of the survey instru~en-t:. . . 

Factor I"I included items 11., 12, 13, 14, 26, 27, and 28 
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of the survey instrument. Appendix K prese~ts the item 

numbers, total score.means, standard deviations~ and 

cases for the factorial analysis. The patt~rn, 

structure, and factor correlation matrixes are .. 
presented in Appendixes 0, P, and Q. 

Factor I and Factor I I were used in the analysis 

of variance to test Hypothesis 2. The results of the 
,. v 

ANOVAs can be seen in Tables 4 and 5. In the-analysis 

of variance, Factor I was called LEARN for Learning 

Capability and Factor II was called STREAM for General 

Mainstreaming. When comparing teachers' attitudes 

toward general mainstreaming of special needs students, 

there was no significant difference in teachers' 

attitudes when compared by·age, F(4, 16) = -l.-33, £<.05. 

There was no significant difference in teachers' 

attitude when compared by race, .[(3, 17) = .25, £<.05. 

There was no significant difference in teachers' 

attitudes when compared by m·ari tal status, 

.[(3. 17) = .64, £<.05. There was no significant 

difference in teachers' attitudes when compared by 

teaching experience, !(4, 16) = .43, £<.05. There was 

no significant difference in teachers' attitude when 

compared by educational district, .[(7, 13) = 1.4, 

£<.OS. 

When comparing teachers attitudes concerning 

learning capability of special needs students, there 
:-
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Table 4 

Analysis of Variance for Attitudes Toward General 

Mainstreaming of Special Needs Students When Compared 

By Age, Years of Teaching Experience, Race, Marital 

Status and Educational District 

Variables F df 

Age 1. 33 4 & 16 .25 

Years of Teaching 
Experience .43 4 & 16 .78 

Race .25 3 & 17 .86 

Marital Status .64 3 & 17 .58 

Educational District 1.44 7 &13 .18 
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Table 5 

Analysis of Variance for Attitudes Toward Learning 

Capability of Special Needs Students When Compared By 

Age, Years of Teaching Experience, Race, Marital 

Status, and Educational District 

Variables ~t~ df .P. 

Age 1.28 4 & 16 .27 

Years of Teaching 
Experience 2.04 4 & 16 .08 

Race 3.27 3 & 17 . 02"'' 

Marital Status .90 3 & 17 .44. 

Educational District 1.00 7 & 13 • 4 3 

*.P.<.OS 



was a significant difference in teachers' attitudes 

when compared by race, f(3, 17) = 3.2, E,<.OS. 

Black teachers had a more positive attitude toward 

special needs students than did teachers of other 

races. There was no significant difference in 

teachers' attitudes when compared by age, 

f(4, 16) = 1.2, p_<.OS. There was no significant 

difference in teachers' attitudes when compared by 

marital status, _!:(3, 17) = .90, p_<.OS. There was no 

significant difference in teachers' attitudes when 

compared by teaching experience, F(4, 16) = 2.04, 

E,<.OS, or by educational district, F(7, 13) = l.OO, 

p_<.OS. 
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A significant difference occurred in teachers' 

attitudes when compared by race. Therefore, Hypothesis 

2 was not fully rejected. 

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant 
relationship between teachers' knowledge of 
special needs students and their attitudes 
toward the integration of special needs 
students in. home economics programs. 

Multiple regression analysis was performed to 

determine if a relationship existed between teachers' 

knowledge and att~tudes toward the integration of 

special needs students in home economics programs. 

Multiple regressio~anal~sis was performed for the 

two attitudinal ~ariables, (a) LEARN (attitudes toward 
Ill¥ 

learning capabilities) and (b) STREAM (attitudes toward 
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concepts of mainstreaming). A significant relationship 

existed between teachers' knowledge· and attitudes towards 

learning capabilities. There was a significant 

difference in the overall model, LEARN, 

! = (3, 140) = .0025, £<.05 (see Table 6). The t test 

revealed that the source of significant ! was 

knowledge, t = .00<.05. Teachers who were more 

knowledgeable appeared to have more positive attitudes 

toward the learning capabilities of special needs 

students. There was no significant relationship 

between teachers' knowledge and their attitudes toward 

the concepts of mainstreaming, t = .44<.05. In the 

over a 11 mode 1, STREAM, ! = (3, 140) = .03<.05 (see 

Table 7). The t test revealed that the source of 

significant ! was educational level instead of 

knowledge. Teachers with higher educational levels 

appeared to have more positive attitudes toward the 

concepts of mainstreaming than those with lower 

educational levels. As a result of the existing 

relationship between teachers' knowledge and attitudes 

toward learning capabilities, Hypothesis 3 was not 

fully rejected. 

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relation
ship between tolerance of teachers and 
teachers' attitudes towards the integration 
of special needs students in home economics 
programs. 
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Table 6 

Multiple Regression Analysis For Knowledge and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward Learning Capabilities of 

Special Needs Students 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 5.01583 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

3 

140 

Sum of 
Squares 

500.29065 

4654.64685 

SIGNIF F = .0025* 

Summarx: Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .31153 

R Square .09705 

Adjusted R Square .07770 

Standard Error 5.76606 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Educational 
Level -.33171 .48704 -.05607 -.681 

Knowledge -.08553 .02399 -.28824 -3.566 

Tolerance -.04901 .03825 -.10489 -1.281 

(Constant) 31.56161 3. 40181 9.278 

*E<.05 

Mean 
Squares 

i66.76355 

33.24748 

Sig T 

.4969 

.0005* 

.2023 

.0000 
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Table 7 

Multiple Regression Analysis For Knowledge and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward General Mainstreaming of 

Special Needs Students 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 2.97023 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

3 

140 

Sum of 
Squares 

188.11927 

2955.63073 

SIGNIF F = .0340* 

Summarx: Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .24462 

R Square .05984 

Adjusted R Square .03969 

Standard Error 4.59474 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Educational 
Level -.84833 .38810 -.18363 -2.186 

Knowledge -.01462 .01911 -.6310 -.765 

Tolerance -.04557 .03048 -.12489 -1.495 

(Constant) 21.67433 2.71076 7.996 

*£<.05 

Mean 
Square 

62.70642 

21.11165 

Sig T 

.0305* 

.4456 

.1372 

.0000 
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Multiple regression analysis was performed to 

determine if a relationship existed between teachers 

tolerance and attitudes toward the integration of 

special needs students in home economics programs. 

Multiple regression analysis was performed for each of 

the two attitudinal variables, (a) LEARN (attitudes 

toward learning capabilities and (b) STREAM (attitudes 

toward the concepts of mainstreaming). A significant 

relationship existed between tolerance of teachers and 

teachers' attitudes towards the concepts of main

streaming t = .05<.05 (see Tables 8 and 9). A 

significant relationship existed when either tolerance 

or STREAM was constant. Teachers who appeared to be 

the most tolerant had the most positive attitudes 

toward the concepts of mainstreaming. There was no 

significant relationship between teachers' tolerance 

and teachers' attitudes toward learning capabilities, 

t = .15<.05 (see Tables 10 and 11). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4 was not completely rejected. 

DISCUSSION 

Results of this study revealed that factor 

analytic procedures yielded two essentially identical 

factors for the sample as did the study by Berryman, . 

Neal, and Robinson (1980). In the study, the factors 

Learning Capability and General Mainstreaming emerged 
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Table 8 

Multiple Regression Analysis For Tolerance and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward General Mainstreaming of 

Special Needs Students With Tolerance as the Constant 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 3.77802 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

1 

142 

Sum of 
Squares 

81.47421 

3062.27579 

SIGNIF F = .0539* 

Summar~ Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .16099 

R Square .02592 

Adjusted R Square .01906 

Standard Error 4.64385 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Tolerance -.05874 .03022 -.16099 -1.944 

(Constant) 18.62197 1.17950 15.801 

*E.<.OS 

Mean 
Square 

81.47421 

21.56532 

Sig T 

.0539* 

.0000 
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Table 9 

Multiple Regression Analysis for Tolerance and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward General Mainstreaming of 

Special Needs Students With STREAM as the Constant 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 3.77802 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

1 

142 

Sum of 
Squares 

611.93447 

23000.06553 

SIGNIF F = .0539* 

Summar~ Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .16099 

R Square .02592 

Adjusted R Square .01906 

Standard Error 12.72683 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Stream -.44119 .22698 -.16099 -1.944 

(Constant) 44.09463 3.88342 11.355 

Mean 
Square 

611.93447 

161.97229 

Sig T 

.0539* 

.0000 
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Table 10 

Multiple Regression Analysis for Tolerance and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward Learning Capabilities of 

Special Needs Students With Tolerance As the Constant 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 2.09248 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

1 

142 

Sum of 
Squares 

74.85898 

5080.07852 

SIGNIF F = .1502 

Summarx Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .12051 

R Square .01452 

Adjusted R Square .00758 

Standard Error 5.98124 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Tolerance -.05631 .03892 -.12051 -1.447 

(Constant) 20.71978 1.51789 13.650 

Mean 
Square 

74.85898 

35.77520 

Sig T 

.1502 

.0000 
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Table 11 

Multiple Regression Analysis for Tolerance and 

Attitudes of Teachers Toward Learning Capabilities of 

Special Needs Students With LEARN as the Constant 

Regression 

Residual 

F = 2.09248 

Analysis of Variance 

DF 

1 

142 

Sum of 
Squares 

342.88878 

23269.11122 

SIGNIF F = .1502 

Summar I: Statistics for the Eguation 

Multiple R .12051 

R Square .01452 

Adjusted R Square .00758 

Standard Error 12.80105 

Variables in the Eguation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Learn -.25791 .17829 -.12051 -1.447 

(Constant) 41.64224 3.49138 11.927 

Mean 
Square 

342.88878 

163.86698 

Sig T 

.1502 

.0000 
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thus demonstrating sufficiently high reli~bility 

coefficients to indicate adequate internal consistency. 

There was a moderate approval of mainstreaming by the 

teachers. The results of this study also indicated a 

moderate approval of mainstreaming by teachers. 
i 

Berryman, Neal, 'and Robinson (1980) found no 

significant differences in teachers' attitudes when 

compared by years of teaching. The present study did 

not find a positive relationship between attitude and 

teaching experience. 

Redick (1974) found no significant relationship 

between attitudes and knowledge of handicapping 

conditions. Burdette (1982) did not find a positive 

relationship between attitudes and knowledge of 

independent living skills of handicapped persons. The 

present study did find a significant positive relation

ship between teachers' knowledge of independent living 

skills of handicapped persons and attitudes. 

Harasymiw and Horne (1975) indicated that 

teachers' attitudes toward the handicapped were related 

to. a variety of demograph~c variables such as age and 

educational experience. However, there were no 

significant differences fo~nd for educational 

experie~ce. Significant.differences were found when 

age was compared to attitudes. Younger teachers had 

more po~itive atti~udes toward exceptional children 



than did older teache~s. The present study indicated 

that no significant differences existed in teachers' 

attitudes when compared by age, and educational 

experience. 
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Asselin (1982) found that teaching experience and 

education had no effect on teachers( knowledge or 

attitudes. This study also found that teaching 

experience did not have an effect on teachers' 

knowledge and attitudes. 

Redick (1974) found that teachers with advanced 

degrees tended to score higher on the knowledge 

instrument. The findings of this study indicated 

similar results. Teachers with the higher educational 

levels appeared to be more knowledgeable than those 

with less education. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose·of this study was to determine the 
' 

knowledge and attitudes of secondary home economics 

teachers toward the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. The target 

population was vocational home economics teachers 

employed in the public schools within the state of 

North Carolina during 1983-84. The population was 

further defined as those home economics teachers who 

atcended the 1984 Vocational Summ&r Workshop. The 

teachers were grouped according to the educational 

region in which they were employed. The number of 

teachers attending the workshop from each region 
I 

provided the basis for the number of participants. 
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Each teacher received a questionnaire designed to 

obtain data on the knowl~dge, attitudes, and tolerance 

of teachers toward the integration of special needs 

students in home economics programs. The demographic 

information reque~ted region of employment, sex, race, 

age, marital status, ·educational level, years of 

teaching experience, ·iyp~·of special needs students 

taught, preparation for teaching special needs 
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students, and funding received for special needs 
,.. 

students. Responses to selected demographic variables 

were compared to knowledge and attitudes of teachers by ' . 

regions .. Responses to the knowledge variables were 

compared to attitude. Also compared were the responses 

to the attitudinal variables and toleran~e. Two 
'· 

' hundred and seventy-nine teachers returned the . ' 

quest ionaai res, which was 6 7i.. of the total. 

The analysis of the data involved both descriptive 

and inferential statistics. Data were obtained from 

the responses to ~he four sections of the survey 

instrument which included information on (a) 

demographic characteristics, (b) attitud·es, (c) 

tolerance, and (d) knowledge. 

Numbers and percentages were computed for 

responses to each of the items contained in the 

demographic section of ihe instrument. The hypotheses 

were tested utilizing a factorial analysis, analysis of 

variance; and multiple regression techniques. 

Major Findings 

Some of the major f:indings of this study were as 

follows: 

1. The majority of the teachers were female. 

There was only one male respondent. 



74 

2. The majority of the teachers were Caucasian. 

Of those sampled, 73.8% were Caucasi~n. Less 

than 3% were Indian and Hispanic. 

3. Over one-half of the teachers were between the 
' ages of 27 and 50. Less than 5% of the 

teachers were:in the 20-27 years of age 

category. 

4. The majori~y of the teachers were married. 

Over 80% of the teachers were married. 

5. Almost one-h~lf of the teachers had a 

bachelor'~ degree plus additional hours. 

About 14% of the teachers had a masters' 

degree and 1% had a doctorate. 

6. Approximately one-third of the teachers had 

20 years or more years of teaching experience. 

Less than 8% of the teachers had 0-4 years of 

experience. 

7. The learning-disabled student was tht= most 

common type of special needs student taught by 

the home economics teachers. Over 75% of the 

teachers taught studen~s with learniDg 

disabilities. The EMR (emotionally mentally 

retarded) \o?a~ the second most common type of 

special needs s~udent taught. ·About 70% of 

those sampled taught the EMR student. 
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8. Over one-half of the teachers indicated that 

inservice workshQps were the most common type 

of training received. Thirty percent of the 

teachers indicated that they had not received 

any preparation for teaching special needs 

students. 

9. The majorit¥ of teachers indicated that their -program did not currently receive funding for 

special needs stude~s. Approximately one

fourth of the teachers indicated that ~unding 

was being received by their program for 

special needs students. 

10. There was a significant difference in · 

teachers' knowledge .. when compared by race. 

Caucasian teachers appeared to be the most 

knowledgeable concerning special needs 

students. 

11. There was a signific·ant difference in 

teachers' attitudes when compared by race. 

Black teachers had a more positive attitude 

toward speciul need~ students than did 

teachers of other races. 

12. There was a .significant relationship 

between teachers' knowledge of special needs 

students and their attitudes toward the 

integr!tion of special needs· students~ 



A significant relationship existed between 

teachers' knowledge and attitudes toward 

learning capabilities. Teachers who were 

more knowledgeable appeared to have more 

positive attitudes toward the learning 

capabilities of special needs students. 
,I ; 

13. There was 4 significant relationship 
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between teachers' educational level and their 

attitudes toward the concepts of main-
' ' 

streaming. Teachers with the higher 

educational levels appeared to have more 

positive attitudes toward the concepts of 

mainstreaming than those with lower 

educational levels. 

14. A significant relationship existed between 

the tolerance of teachers and teachers' 

attitudes toward the concepts of main

streaming. Teachers who appeared to be the 

most tolerant had the most positive attitudes 

toward the concepts of mainstreaming. 

Hypotheses Tested 

The four hypotheses tested were as follows: 

Hypothesis li The~e is no significant 
difference in teachers' knowledge of special 
needs students when compared by 



(a) age 

(b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

There was no significant difference in teachers' 

knowledge when compared by age, marital status, 
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teaching experience, and educational district. There 

was a significant positive difference, however, in 

teachers' knowledge when compared by race. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1 was not fully rejected. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference 
in teachers' attitudes toward the integration 
of special needs students when compared by 

(a) age 

(b) race 

(c) marital status 

(d) teaching experience 

(e) educational district 

There was no significant difference in teachers' 

attitudes when compared by age, marital status, 

teaching experiepce, and educational district. 

Howevet, there was a significant positive difference in 

teachers' attitudes when compared by race. Therefore, 
I 

Hypothesis 2 was not fully rejected. 
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Hypothesis 3: There is no significant relation
ship between teachers' knowledge of special 
needs students and their attitudes toward the 
integration'of special needs students in home 
economics programs. 

There was a significant relationship between 

teachers' knowledge and attitudes toward the 

integr~tion of special needs students in home economics 

programs. A significant positive relationship existed 

between teachers' knowledge and attitudes toward 

learning capabilities. However, there was no 

significant relationship between teachers' knowledge 

and their attitudes toward the concepts of main-

streaming. But there was a significant positive 

relationship between teachers' educational level and 

their. attitudes toward the concepts of mainstreaming. 

As a result of the significant relationships shown, 

Hypothesis 3 was not fully rejected. 

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relation
ship between tolerance of teachers and 
teachers' attitudes toward the integration of 
special needs students in home economics 
programs. 

There was a significant relationship between the 

tolerance of teachers and teachers' attitudes toward 

the integration of special needs students in home 

economics programs. A significant positive relation

ship existed between the tolerance of teachers and 

teachers' attitudes toward the concepts of 

mainstreaming. However, there was no significant 



positive relationship between tolerance and teachers' 

attitudes toward learning capabilities. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4 was not completely rejected. 

IMPLICATIONS 
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The findings were interpreted and the implications 

were stated with an awareness of the limitations that 

existed in this study. Implications resulting from the 

study may provide a frame of reference for those 

responsible for planning education programs for home 

economics teachers. Implications drawn from the study 

were grouped in two categories: (1) planning 

educational programs and (2) further research. 

Planning Educational Programs 

1. Since nearly 40% of the teachers did not 

answer the knowledge items, it appears that there is a 

need for inservice education. Of those who did 

respond to these questions, about 80% of the questions 

were answered correctly. 

2. Since a majority of the teachers indicated 

that they taught students with learning disabilities, 

inservice workshops could be beneficial. Over 70% of 

the teachers taught students with learning disabilities 

and EMR students. 



3. The funding of home economics p~ograms for 

special students should. be encouraged. 
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4. If incentives were provided for home economics 

teachers to increase their educational status, they 

might develop a more pogitive attitude toward the 

concepts of mainstreaming. It appeared that teachers 
' with higher educ~tional ·levels had more positive 

attitudes toward the concepts of mainstreaming. 

Teachers who were more knowledgeable app~ared also to 

have more positive attitudes toward students with 

special needs. 

5. Courses could be required or made readily 

available for preservice and inservice instruction to 

better prepare teachers for teaching roles. Less than 

25% of the teachers had had formal instruction related 

to teaching students with special needs. Over SO% of 

the teachers indicated that they had attended workshops 

related to special needs students. 

6. If preservice home economics education 

students were provided experiences working with special 

needs students, they might develop a more positive 

attitude toward the concepts of mainstreaming. 

Further Research 

Based upon the findings of this study, the 

following recommendations are made: 
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1. In similar study, compare teachers' knowledge 

with tolerance. 

2. Compare home economics teachers' knowledge and 

attitudes toward teaching special needs 

students with the knowledge and attitudes of 

teachers in other vocational areas such as 

agriculture, busjness education, or industrial 

arts. 

3. Compare knowledge and attitudes of home 

economics teachers before and after attending 

a workshop on teaching special needs students. 

4. Conduct a longitudinal study of home economics 

teachers to determine whether their attitudes 

and tolerance levels toward students with 

special needs changes. 

5. Study the perceptions held by students toward 

special needs students in the regular 

classroom. 

6. Study the perceptions of special needs 

students placed in regular classrooms. 
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Knowledge and Attitudes Toward Students 

with Special Needs 

Th11 ,.ur,.ose of thia study ia to determine 7. 
thl! .tuuwled~:.u .. nd attitudl!s of secondary 

Ye:.~rs of te.1chin,; experience 
0-4 

-5-9 hoauJ t:cunumi.cs tedcher:~ toward special 
nE:ud:i studcuts. !,;l't:C ial needs students 
are dt:finlld .. :~ pt:rsuloS wt.o are mel.tally, 
t:u.otiuuuUy, ur I·II)'SlCiolly l&ialldicapped, 
vi :.ui.lll :1 "'' t •• , ... ri ··~·. iu.p • .i rt:d, a lid w1 th 

-10-h 
-15-1') 

20 yec1r:1 or more 

:;pe.,cn •kl'c..:t:.. T~ocst• 1w1':.u11s r; ... y re'luire !!. 
:ijH:I!L.I .,liuC..aLlull .. IIU r,·l;.otcd ::it:rV!Ct:S 

Special neo~ds students that are currently 
eur.llled in your classea. (Check all 
t.n«t apply) iU•d LcCiJu;;•: uf tl.t: I r Sf•t!C ial llt:cds. may 

hut Ut: a1 .. c L<J .. uccct:ll 111 Lht: regular 
t•Uih<· "<:uloUIUIC:i !Jro>.l'..olll without Spt!Cial 
u:>:..L :;t..,hcc or " modi fi.c;.tion in the regular 
hun.e cCoiiOr.II.C:i pro~:r<am. 

_t:NR !Emot i.•)nallt MentaLly Retarded) 
_TMR (Tr .. i.nable Ment"lly Retarded) 
_Spee~h Defects 
_Physi..:aUy Handicapped 
_H.:al'l.n~ lmjJair~:d 
__ Visually lmpairlld 
_Lear~1ing Dlaabled 

!Dli\~C'l'.<..":i; _!:mot 1<.~:•al LJ' Disturbed 

for itt:IIIS l-10, please place a check (ol) in 
tilt! IJlank ornvl.hd on t.hc left. t:l indiciilte 9. 
your r.::~pui1se to l!ach it•uo. 

_Other, apec11'y 

Prepardtivn for t-achin& apecial 
needs st.ud11nt.a. 

1. h.ebion 111 wh1cil you are e•oJilU:fc~d. 
_ltllt:.i.on 1 
_Ke~1on ll 

None 
-unu colle6e course 
__ Two or more college coura-a 
_lnservice woritshop 
__ Othdr, s~eclf;,' 

_He6iun HI. 
_Hey,iun 1 V 10 • 
_Hegion V 

Does your pro6ram presently receive 
fund1ng f:Jr spdcioll needa atudenta~ 
__ Yes _Hegiun Vi 

_kcgion V1.l 
_keglon Vlll 

2. Sex 
, ..... to: 

-~·e:Qale. 

) • [(ace 
__ ftmerlcan lndiiiln 

dlacl( 
-caucasian 
=ll.i:IJidnir. 

_utner, spr:cift 

4. Age 
__ 20-27 yt! .. rs of a~c 
_2!1-)S ~ears of BGe 
_:)o-1,<! ye.~rs of a6e 
_43-50 years of age 
_51 years of age ur older 

i•tari till Status 
_S.ingie 
__ i·!arrio~d 
__ 'Nidowed 
__ Div~rco~d/Sepdrated 

_Nu 

Below are l;tat.:ments about "mainstrcamin-" 
who:rl! handicapped students be.:ome the 6 

ra:~ponsibility of the regular claaaro~m 
tuacher to the gr~atest extent poaslble. 
Please c Lrr.ll• tht1 numLt!r aftar each 
atoitllroent which repre»enta your level ot 
a&reeraent. 

1 2 
St.ronr.l:t At:ro• 
·Ac:roe 

iefbiU!lf 

ll. In gen11rdl, mainst.r.,am1ng 1 2 ) 4 5 6 
is a desirable educational 

12. 

prcactlce. 

Stuuents should have the 
rient to be in regular 
c laasrou.ns. 

1 2 ) 4 5 6 

1). It .is feasible to teach l 2 ) 4 5 6 

b. H1t,ht~nt educational level 
_Bat.chtJlor•a 

gifted, nor13al, and mentiill-
you have achiev~e ly retarded atudenta 1n the 

same clasa. 
_uatchelor• 1 piua additional houra 

Mastt~r•s 
-l·.astllr 1 s plua additional hours 
_Uoctor .. to~ 

Conttnutd 
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1 •• Educable mentally retard~d 1 2 ) ~ 56 
atudttnte should be in 
raaular cla~aroo~s. 

15. Visually handi~apped 
atudenLII who can rtllld 
atahdard printed ~~~aterJ.a1 
ahould be~ in regular 
clllllllroOUIS, 

16. IUind students who cannot 
reud standard print•d 
matt~rid1 ahou1d be in rea
u1ar clasarooma, 

17, Ht~;oriu,~ irnpdired sturJenta 1 
who C&re~ uot cleat', should 
btl in retU1ur Cla55f00UIIIo 

123~56 

1 2 3 ~ s 6 

1234S6 

18. [leuf stutl•!OL!I shoulcl be in 1 2 J It ~ b 
. the ro:euL.or clas:;r·oo1ns. 

19. Pt&J:;iral!y haraJI<:iiJ•[led 2 ) At 5 6 
SL•Idttut.s confined to wheAl-
chairs should be in re~gulc.r 
classrooms. 

20, Phy:~lcally handicapped 1 2 ) 4 5 6 
students not confined to 
wheelchairs should be in 
regular classrooms. 

21. Students with cerdbrdl 1 2 ) 4 S 6 
palst who cannot control 
roovemertt of ontt or more 
limbs should be in re&ular 
clallllrOoiQS, 

22. Students who atutt~r 1 2 ) 4 S 6 

2). 

26. 

28. 

should be in regular class-
rooms. 

Students with speech 
diffl.cult Lo under:>talod 
shuuld be 1n regular 
cla:tsron111s, 

:itudo~ntll with epilespy 
should be in re&ular 
ClaaerwUIIIJo 

Students with d!abetee 
ahoulrl be in rugular 
CliAHSrOOIIISo 

Students with behavior 
disorders wtao cannot 
readily control their own 
behdvior should be iu 
re~ular clas:~roome. 

Students who present 
per:;ist~nt discipline 
problems should be 1n 
regulilr clusarooma. 

~lainstrt1a1oing will be 
sufficiently successful 
to be rutained as a 
ruqu1red educational 
practice. 

1 2 J 4 !I 6 

1 2 ) It 5 6 

l 2 ) 4 5 6 

1 2 ) 4 s 6 

1 2 ) 4 5 6 

l 2 ) 4 s 6 
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ln reaponding to the followin& 1temeL ~ 
the T for each true etate•ent and F lOr 
each false etatement. 

T r 29. 

T F )0. 

T F )1. 

T F )2, 

A problem baa 11ttle attraction 
tor me it I don't think it baa a 
solution. · 

I um just a little uncomfortable 
with people unleae I feel that 1 
can underetand their behavior. 

There is a right war and a wrona 
way to do al1110at everythina. 

I would rathur bat 1 to 6 on a 
long shot than ) to 1 on a probable 
winn.:r. 

T F )). The way to understand complex 
problems is to be concerned with 
their larger asP-ecta instead of 
breaking the• into· amaller pieces, 

T F 34. I f',<!t j.Jrut ty anxious when I 1111 in 
a :~ocial situation over which I 
have no control. 

T F )5. Practically evart problem baa a 
solution. 

T F )6, It both~rs me when I am unable to 
follow another peraon•a train of 
thought. 

T F 37, I have illWMYS felt that there ie a 
cleur difference between ri,ht and 
wrong. 

T F )8. It bothers me when I don 1 t know 
how other people react to me. 

T F 39. 

T F 40. 

T F ltl. 

T F lt2. 

T F 43. 

Nothing gets accoapl1shed in this 
world unless you et1ck to eollle 
basic rules. 

If I were a doctor, 1 would prefer 
the uncertainties of a psychiatrist 
to the clear and definite work of 
someone like a aur&eon or 1-ray 
spec ial1st. 

Vague and impressionistic picturue 
really have little appeal for ••· 

If I were a scientist, it would 
bother me that my work would never 
be completed (because science -ill 
always make new diacoverieal. 

Before an examination, I feel much 
leaa anxious if 1 know how aany 
quastione there will be. 

Continued 



T r 45-

T r 46. 

T F 47. 

T F 48. 

The beat part ot working a 
Jigaaw puaale ia putting in the 
laat piece. 

sometime• I rather enjoy going 
against rulea and doing thin&• 
I'm not auppoaed to do. 

I don't like to work on a problem 
UOltiS~ there is a poanibility or 
coming out with a clear-cut 
una•b1iuoua anawer. 

I like to fool around with new 
ide.&s, cvt:n if they tum out lat11r 
to be a total w~st11 of tim11. 

Perfect balance is the essence or 
all 1•,uod composition. 

ltead ti ... ch of the following st.att~ments. Place 
t.1w let ~.,r of t.hc one beat IUliiWtlr on the 
blank to t.he hft of the atat.tuaeut--A, B,O, 
or D. 

_50. 

_Sl. 

The following fitt.ing irrugularity 
~ associated with children ueing 
crutches is 
A· uu definad waistliue. 
B. heavy thi6he. 
c. muscular shoulders. 
D. ahort lllga. 

The disabling condition ~a aaaociated 
with muscular dystrophy re-
A. unstable balance. 
B. apas1qs during dr~tssing. 
c. raising arms above head. 
D. fitting clothing over braces. 

The three moat im~ortant factors to 
consid~tr when ana~yaing clothing 
problcmll are 

_S). A five ~ear old girl baa ataxic 
cerebral palsy with good use or her 
ri~ht hand, but only assisted use 
ot 'he lett hand, and atittneas or 
the let~ arm. ~hat three au&geatione 
would you make to develop an interest 
in independent dr11ssing? 
A. pull-over top,·elaetic caaing 

panta, bright colora. 
B. lar~e buttons, raglan sleovea 
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elastic casing panta, ' 
C. aipper with decor~ttive pull,raglan 

aleavaa, loose fit. 
D. two-piece outfit, pressure tape 

openin&e, ra~lan aleevea. 

The preferred alteration Cor an 
asymmetric hip would look like the 
following 

L] [j{j [j 
A B c D 

The garment O!·<~ning requiring the 
ll!ast am~Junt of elbow joint IIIOVI!mtwt 
to operat.e 
A. front neakline a1pper. 
B. wrap jumper. 
c. side waistline a1~p11r. 
D. b~tck ~ipper. 

To avoid drawing attention to an 
undesirable focal point use 
A. a solid color near the focal 

point, a print elsewhere. 
B. a print near the focal point 

or solid color elsewht~rl!. ' 
C. a close fittings garment around 

the focal point. 
U. sharp cont.rasting cul•ra next 

to uach ot.ht~r. 

A• physical ability, sewing ability, 
individual taatea. _57. The 

A. 
blind 

B. fashion prefarencea, fit, figure 
problema. 

c. comfort, cost, care. 
D. fun~tional problems, figure 

problema, clothing prolerencea. 

A paraplegic client is uncomfortable 
with the fit and displeased with the 
appearance of nis pants: the following 
auggestion could be mode for adapting 
hia pr11aent pants. 

0 u 0 0 
A B C D 
Short.en Shorten Add 1 Shorten 
pants in panta in wedge ot panta at 
center cent~r fabric the 
front, front. below center 
add on waist- back. 
in center band, 
b~tck 

8. 

c. 
D. 

have ~up~riur acuity. 
pay at.tt~nt.ion to auditory cuea 
more than do seeing peopl11. 
devulop u sixth sense. 
navl! suparior muaical abilit.y. 

Studies by moans of intarviewe, 
ob~ervations, and reports of infor
m<otion i11d1cat.e that physic~&lly 
dlsabl.:.d pursons are 
A. buttl!r adjusted than non.lill per11ons, 
tl. as well adJu:it.lld aa nor~~~&! persons. 
C. all muiadjustt~d. 
D. :nor .. fru'luently maladjusted than 

phy~ically normal peraona. 

The attitudea of parentli toward 
their dis~tbled children tend to be 
~· ovurso~icitiuue, rujecting. 
d. acceptlni, undl!rstanding. 
C • the aa•ne aa toward their norflljjl 

childr~:n. 
D. moru pubit1ve than toward their 

normal children. 

Conttnutd 



__ 60. A par~lysis or p~rtial paralysis of __ 68. 

__ 61. 

_ol.. 

__ 6). 

_64. 

_6~. 

_66. 

_o7. 

thu l~terMl h~lf or the body ia called 
A. paraple~ia. 
Jj. hemi pl11gia, 
c. tetrapl~gia. 
D. quadriplegia. 

it. cor:1nic, prot~ressl ve, neurological 
tJi.su-.se c<Auslub extr111De weakness, lack 
of balance, and numbness of the body 
1a 
~. muscular dystrophy 
U. multiple scl~ro~io. 
C:, · I:ICOliusis. 
D. cerebral palsy, 

D11af puople <.are ju~t like othur people 
f!X•'•'I!.!:. tney h;,ve a llc:.riuf. loss. This 
!iLilto:.:u•IIL 1::~ IIUI. Lrutt UIJCi.aU:>e it does 
uut &JIJdr.:~::i 
,., t1w !Jrublem of C•JIIununication, 
b. the lou~l1nus~ of the handicap 

wlaich uaay ll:nit ~umu po.:rsonal 
rclatiou:~hi;>s to various degrt~es, 

C. the devdopmllut of parsonality 
with limlted lo.nguage MOd vt~rbal 
iuput. 

D. all of the above. 

During a group &ilthering, wh11re 
should & hearing-impaired person be 
seated'l 

__ 70. 

_71. 

A. anywhure, since it does not matter. 
B. in th11 front of the room. _72. 
c. in a semi-circle or •un 
D. in one of the rowe. 

One of the moot i.raportant things 
to remelhbtlr in com:nunicating with 
a hearing-impaired p~rsun is 
A. to maintain eye contact during 

the time you are talking to 
nim/h"r so he/she can reud 
your lips. _73. 

Jj, to demonstrate all ideas. 
C. to write your IDt!SSil6tiS to the 

hearing-impaired p11raon. 
D. use h~nd itl&tures. 

What type of door handle would be 
e~aier for a handicapped person 
to op.:rate? 
A. d.or knob. 
H. lever-typ11 door handle. 
C. autom<Jtic door-o,.1eniug devices. 
[.), both U and C. 

Disabled people 1n wheelchairs need 
electric outle~s tha~ are 
"' ~0" frurn the floor. 
B. along the baseboard. 
C. )6" from the floor. 
D. 26" f.rum the floor. 

Jan has little strength in both of 
h11r arms and hands. ':/hich type of 
window would be thft best to hMve 
in her kitchen? 
A. double-hung. 
B. bow. 
C. sliding. 
D. caseu.ent. 

--··-
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It. is very import.cnt for people with 
limited mobility or balance problema 
to have a show~r stall that contain (a) 
A. a flexible shower hoae. 
B. a sturdy a·eat.. 
c. grab bMra. 
D. all or the above. 

People in wh~::elcnaira need the 
doorways to be at ~ 
.fl. )b11 wide. 
a. aan wide. 
C. )l" wide. 
D. 22" wide. 

The minimum width fur ramps 1a 
A. 61" wide, 
ll. 55" wide. 
C. 4d" wide. 
D. 3911 wide. 

l•.ost disabled p~rsons with mobility 
problema need all the followin& 
excePt 
A. remote-controlled switchea for 

lichts, radio, television, etc. 
u. living arrangement• on one floor 

if puasible. 
c. hallways and doorways wider than 

nomal. 
D. a raurae that ie continuously 

"ith them. 

lf ~levdtors are uaod, they should 
have all the following ~ 
A. enough apace for a wheelchair. 
B. a computeriaed voice. 
c. a raised letter or number that 

indic .. tes floor. 
Jl, both visible and audible 

aignala indicating arrival and. 
direction ot travel •. 

Low en~rgy can be a very real 
handic<Ap for p~::ople with multiple 
scJ11rosis or rheumatoid arthritis. 
People with any disease that loaves 
tnem fatigued should do all the 
following ~ 
J.. wh11n prepa-ring a raci~e. first. 

&ather all ingredient• and 
aquipment.. 

a. take short reata periods between 
activities. 

c. fiuilh all joba quickly 10 that 
they can rest. 

D. limit. the number of strenuous 
jobe completed each day. 

~ physically handicapped person 
witn limited hand atrength will 
open easier a 
n. flip top box and pull-tab 

container. 
b. pt~rforated indentation container 

and can. 
c. pull strip container and a jar. 
[.), plastic wrapper and a bottle. 

For limited uae ot hand and in
coordination uae 
A. mugs and cupa with lara• bandlea. 
B. heavy eatin& utanaila. 
c. any k&nd or dinnerware. 
D. lightwe1tht glassea. ...... 



_76. 

_77. 

_71!.. 

_so. 

_82. 
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The criteria for evaluating equip
mont used br the handicapped include• 
all the fol owing ~ 

'_a). Evidence aho-• that waluea of 
fa.tliea where there ia a diaabilit)' 

Ao aalety, 
~. eaae of care. 
C. multi-purposea. 
D. appearance. 

Vegetable preparation ia often a very 
difficult task for those who h11ve a 
limited ~ra~p. The ~ thin& for 
them to do 1a 
A. always find somebody to prepare 

the ve.,utablea. 
B. eliminate having to prepare 

Vt!f~l!tables. 
c. just. to keep working until 

vct•.ctable is nrepit.red. 
D. (~rch~~~~ a hit.a.dy device that will 

a1u 111 pre(Jarual!: vegetables. 

l'<ws u:."d by t.ue h.wdicapped should 
11~ve .aU tne fuUow1n~ characteristics 
~ 
A. flat bottoJUed. 
u. lu: .. vy with li short nandle. 
C. ligl1tw~:ight fur limit.ud use of 

h.and. 
o. ruundud inside to make cleaning 

u~asier. 

A handicapped person that hils limited 
hand or liouited strength should uae 
A. a li~htweight bowl for mixing, 
d. a heavy bowl for mixing. 
c. any type aince it do11a not really 

matter. 
o. none of the above. 

All of the following are asorage 
~uidelinea for the handicapped 
~ A. determine total storage apace. 
u. discard unused articles. 
C st~ack it11ms to oaalte more room. o: atore article• where uaed .L'irat. 

_as. 

_a6. 

_87. 

are 

'· 
B. 

c. 
o. 

aimiliar to tboaa ot other 
famil1ea. 
axtremely unlike thoae of other 
familiae. 
not like thoae ot other familiae. 
Juat like thoae ot otbar faailiea. 

~ithin the peraonal aubayatem, a 
uJor influence on tba una& ... nt of 
the houaehold h 
A. bow community viewa di .. billt)'. 
&. acceptanca of dia&blld pereon in 

the community. 
c. acceptance or a diaabled peraon 

in the household. 
o. none or the above. 

In a family with a disabled ... bar, 
the moat important ~Qatt.er related to 
decision-making patterns ia 
A. who the 11 breadwiMer11 ia 
~. who hea control or family reaouroea 
c. who the homemaker ia 
D. the handicapped veraon•a condition 

and concept or hla/b•r role. 

Patterns regarding decision-making 
reaponaibility uaually chana• 
A. little if the .ather ia the 

d1Dabled. 
B. a great amount if the .other ia 

the disabled. 
c. little it the father ia the 

dlaabled. 
D. a great amount it a youn, child 

ia the diaabled. 

The level of education prior to the 
disability affecta 
A. earning power ~o~fter dieability. 
u. attitude toward .ark. c. independunce. 
D. all of the above. 

!·Jhich of the followiug statements _all. 
ie ~ concerning employment of 

The ability of fa~nil1ea with 
handicapped membera to IIIIIDage 
effectively is oftened influenced by 
A· availability of extended family. 
a. aocial services available. 

disabled persona? 
A. incomes for disabled people are 

11sually lower than for nondhabled 
people. s. jobs commonly held by the disabled 
are those tnat have relatively 
low education require~enta. 

c, nandiCM!Jped people are two often 
categuriaed aa beir.g incapable 
of 6mployment. 

o. all of the above. 

'l'he den.anda of handicapping conditione 
on fll•niiiea aud the availability of 
rasourcea t.o meet them vary accordin& 
to 
,., 
B. 
c. 
o. 

sex or the handicapped perso~. 
role of tte handicapped person. 
a6e of the handicapped peraon. 
none of the above. 

c. commuuity aealatance and 
acceptance. 

D. all of the above. 

lt you wi~h to have a summary of the 
reaulta, pleaae give your na•• and addreaa. 

Thauk you f1•r your coop11ration. 
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AT GREENSBORO 

Scl10ol of Home .t::cuuomics 

Auguat 6, 1984 

Dear lhlln.! Economics Tc,<H.h~l·: 

A study i~ being condur:tt!d to determine~ the kuow·l.:dge and nt·t.i.tudf!s 
of home e~.:•.H•umicti teac:hen; UJW~H·d st:ud(mta with special nccdb. Tllis 
inforllllltion wi.ll be uselul in pl.annin6 pcet~ervice and inservicc 
programs fur teachers. 

Please answer !:Vt~ry i.tt~m on tlw questionnaire. The ~'±!;.~ti~l}.!!!~.!:..es 
will be colle-.:ted at1 you enl:.£!1." th~ ~!;iiional Meeting on '1'h•H·u,J~!!9..r.:!!i~· 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

~~-Jtt)~ 
Jacki£- D. Webb 
Doctoral Student 
Home Economics Educat.ion 

L . } (l 711--· ~tv.~ .r'-.... ~-,.. .. ~ I 
Mil\cJred Jo~son 
Proft!ssor 
Home Economics Education 

0 I. II N I J 0 ll 0, N 0 l T H C A a 0 LIN A I 27412. SOill 

THE UNIV£1l.~ITY Of NOaTH CA11.0LINA i1 ro"''""~ -1 ,., ,;.,,. ,_.,;. ., .... i!Uflhlli.u ie N.,,, c ... oliu 

~• ·~u<ll "PP~•I ... il) '"'"'"'" 
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APPENDIX D 

Description Of the Teachers In Region I Who Attended 

The Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 20 % 

Age 

20-27 years 0 0 
28-35 years 7 35 
36-42 years 6 30 
43-50 years 3 15 
51 years and older 4 20 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 20 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 5 25 
Caucasian 15 75 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Marital Status 

Single 3 15 
Married 15 75 
Widowed 0 0 
Divorced/Separated 0 0 
Nonresponses 1 5 

Educational Level 
Bachelor's 6 30 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 9 45 
Master's 4 20 
Master's plus additional hours 1 5 
Doctorate 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 



APPENDIX D (continued) 

Variable 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-14 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N = 20 

1 
7 
1 
2 
8 
1 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 

Teachers 1 Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

7 
12 

1 

% 

5 
35 

5 
10 
40 

5 

20 
5 
5 

65 
20 

35 
60 

5 
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APPENDIX E 

Description Of Teachers In Region II Who Attended the 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 37 % 

Age 

20-27 years 1 3 
28-35 years 13 35 
36-42 years 6 16 
43-50 years 10 27 
51 years and older 7 19 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 37 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 12 37 
Caucasian 25 68 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Marital Status 

Single 5 14 
Married 27 73 
Widowed 2 5 
Divorced/Separated 3 8 
NonResponses 1 3 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 11 30 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 17 46 
Master's 6 16 
Master's plus additional hours 3 8 
Doctorate 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 



APPENDIX E (continued) 

Variable 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-14 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Non-responses 

N = 37 

1 
3 

13 
4 

16 
0 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 

11 
4 
5 

20 
1 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

5 
29 

3 

% 

3 
8 

35 
11 
43 

0 

30 
11 
14 
54 

3 

14 
78 
08 
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APPENDIX F 

Description Of Teachers In Region III Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 40 % 

Age 

20-27 years 1 3 
28-35 years 12 30 
36-42 years 10 25 
43-50 years 5 13 
51 years and older 12 30 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 40 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 12 30 
Caucasian 28 70 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Marital Status 

Single 1 3 
Married 34 85 
Widowed 1 3 
Divorced/Separated 4 10 
Nonresponses 0 0 



APPENDIX F (continued) 

Variable 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 
Master's 
Master's plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-1.4 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N = 40 

14 
12 

9 
5 
0 
0 

2 
6 

12 
5 

14 
1 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 

14 
3 
4 

17 
3 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received for Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

18 
18 

4 

% 

35 
30 
23 
13 

0 
0 

5 
15 
30 
13 
35 

3 

35 
8 

10 
43 

8 

45 
45 
10 
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APPENDIX G 

Description Of Teachers In Region IV Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 56 % 

Age 

20-27 years 4 7 
28-35 years 17 30 
36-42 years 9 16 
43-50 years 14 25 
51 years or more 12 21 
Non responses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 1 2 
Female 55 98 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian I+ 7 
Black 17 30 
Caucasian 3l. 61 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Nonresponses 1 2 

Marital Status 

Single 6 11 
Married 46 82 
Widowed 2 4 
Divorced/Separated 2 4 
NonResponses 0 0 



APPENDIX G (continued) 

Variable 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 
Master's 
Master's plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years of Teaching Experience 
0- 4 
5- 9 

10-1.4 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N = 56 

16 
28 

7 
4 
1 
0 

0 
17 
11 

6 
22 

0 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 
Nonresponses 

15 
4 
9 

37 
1 
2 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

11 
40 

5 

% 

29 
50 
13 

7 
2 
0 

0 
30 
20 
11 
39 

0 

27 
7 

16 
66 

2 
4 

20 
71 

9 
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APPENDIX H 

Description Of Teachers In Region V Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N 39 % 

Age 

20-27 years 3 8 
28-35 years 3 8 
36-42 years 9 23 
43-50 years 16 41 
SO years or more 7 18 
Non responses 1 3 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 38 97 
Nonresponses 1 3 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 6 15 
Caucasian 31 79 
Hispanic 1 3 
Other 0 0 
Nonresponses 1 3 

Marital Status 

Single 3 8 
Married 32 82 
Widowed 1 3 
Divorced/Separated 2 5 
Nonresponses 1 3 
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APPENDIX H (continued) 

Variable N = 39 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 
Master's 
Master's plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-1.4 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

11 
18 

5 
4 
0 
1 

3 
4 
8 

12 
12 

0 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 
Nonresponses 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

11 
4 
2 

20 
3 
0 

Currently 

15 
24 

0 

% 

28 
46 
13 
10 

0 
3 

8 
10 
21 
31 
31 

0 

28 
10 

5 
51 

8 
0 

38 
62 

0 
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APPENDIX I 

Description Of Teachers In Region VI Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 39 % 

Age 

20-27 years 2 5 
28-35 years 9 23 
36-42 years 12 31 
43-50 years 10 26 
51 years or more 6 15 
Non responses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 39 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 3 8 
Caucasian 36 92 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Nonrepsonses 0 0 

Marital Status 

Single 2 5 
Married 35 90 
Widowed 0 0 
Divorced/Separated 2 5 
Nonresponses 0 0 



APPENDIX I (continued) 

Variable 

Educational Level 

Bachelor•s 
Bachelor•s plus additional hours 
Master•s 
Master•s plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-14 
15-1.9 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N 

3 
26 

5 
4 
0 
1 

4 
7 
9 
8 

11 
0 

39 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 
Non responses 

Teachers• Responses To Program Funding 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Non responses 

12 
3 
6 

19 
2 
3 

Currently 

5 
29 

5 

% 

8 
67 
13 
10 

0 
3 

10 
18 
23 
21 
28 

0 

31 
8 

15 
49 

5 
8 

13 
74 
13 
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APPENDIX J 

Description Of Teachers In Region VII Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 27 % 

Age 

20-27 years 1 4 
28-35 years 10 37 
36-42 years 3 11 
43-50 years 8 30 
51 years or more 4 15 
Nonresponses 1 4 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 27 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 1 4 
Black 3 11 
Caucasian 23 85 
Hispanic 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Narital Status 

Single 2 7 
Married 24 89 
Widowed 0 0 
Divorced/Separated 1 4 
Non responses 0 0 



APPENDIX J (continued) 

Variable 

Educational Level 

Bachelor's 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 
Master's 
Master's plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years of Teaching Experience 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-14 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponses 

N = 27 

10 
10 

4 
1 
2 
0 

2 
6 
6 
6 
7 
0 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 
Nonresponses 

12 
1 
3 

13 
1 
0 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

4 
23 

0 

% 

37 
37 
15 

4 
7 
0 

7 
22 
22 
22 
26 

0 

44 
4 

11 
48 

4 
0 

15 
85 

0 
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APPENDIX I< 

Description Of Teachers In Region VIII Who Attended The 

Vocational Summer Workshop by Demographic Variables 

Variable N = 21 % 

Age 

20-27 years 1 5 
28-35 years 6 29 
36-42 years 7 33 
43-50 years I 33 I 

51 years or more 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Sex 

Male 0 0 
Female 21 100 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Race 

Indian 0 0 
Black 2 10 
Caucasian 18 85 
Hispanic 1 5 
Other 0 0 
Nonresponses 0 0 

Marital Status 

Single 1 5 
Married 18 85 
Widowed 1 5 
Divorced/Separated 1 5 
Nonresponses 0 0 



APPENDIX K (continued) 

Variable 

Education Level 

Bachelor's 
Bachelor's plus additional hours 
Masters' 
Masters' plus additional hours 
Doctorate 
Nonresponses 

Years Of Teaching Exper1ence 

0- 4 
5- 9 

10-14 
15-19 
20 years or more 
Nonresponse 

N 

4 
10 

2 
4 
0 
1 

3 
3 
5 
4 
6 
0 

21 

Preparation for Teaching Special Needs Students 

None 
One college course 
Two or more college courses 
Inservice workshop 
Other 
Nonresponses 

8 
3 
3 

10 
0 
0 

Teachers' Responses To Program Funding Currently 
Received For Special Needs Students 

Yes 
No 
Nonresponses 

3 
16 

2 

% 

19 
48 
10 
19 

0 
5 

14 
14 
24 
19 
29 

0 

38 
14 
14 
48 

0 
0 

14 
76 
10 
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APPENDIX L 

ATTITUDINAL ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
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APPENDIX L 

Item Numbers, Total Score Means, Standard Deviations, 

and Cases for Attitudinal Items 

Standard 
Item Numbers Mean Deviations Cases 

11 3.00000 1.16298 276 

12 2.38267 1.08859 277 

13 3.98188 1.37410 276 

14 3.67153 1. 20913 274 

15 2.28986 1.02278 276 

16 3.79636 1..35789 275 

17 2.70803 1.10369 274 

18 '+ .16850 1. 33067 273 

19 2.59124 1.11597 274 

20 2.48162 1.14412 272 

21 3.80000 1. 3807 5 275 

22 2.2.5271 1.01484 277 

23 2.69565 1.12594 276 

24 2.32847 1.16982 274 

25 1.. 80727 .90718 275 

26 4.27L~07 1.23457 270 

27 4.27106 1.. 31666 273 

28 3.39163 1. 20051 263 



APPENDIX M 

TOLERANCE SCORES 
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MEAN 

Score 

4.00 
8.00 

12.00 
16.00 
20.00 
24.00 
28.00 
32.00 
36.00 
40.00 
44.00 
48.00 
52.00 
56.00 
60.00 
64.00 
68.00 
76.00 

TOTAL 

STANDARD DEVIATION 

MEDIAN 

*Missing cases 

APPENDIX M 

TOLERANCE SCORES 

37.048 

12.471 

36.000 

Frequency 

1 
2 
2 

12 
13 
12 
24 
2lf 
30 
27 
29 
22 
11 
12 

1 
5 
1 
1 

50* 

279 
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APPENDIX N 

KNOWLEDGE SCORES 
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MEAN 

Score 

20.00 
50.00 
55.00 
60.00 
70.00 
80.00 
85.00 
95.00 

100.00 
105.00 
110.00 
115.00 
120.00 
125.00 
130.00 
135.00 
140.00 
145.00 
150.00 
155.00 

TOTAL 

STANDARD DEVIATION 

MEDIAN 

*Missing cases 

APPENDIX N 

KNOWLEDGE SCORES 

121.206 

20.887 

125.000 

Freguency 

1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
4 
4 

11 
14 
17 
14 
24 
20 
18 
15 
10 

5 
3 

109* 

279 

128 



APPENDIX 0 

PATTERN MATRIX 
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APPENDIX 0 

Pattern Matrix for Attitudinal Items 

Item Number Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

11 -.00281 .87698 -.10173 -.05975 

12 .18710 .59107 -.16702 .06374 

13 -.08578 .62640 .09411 .13901 

14 -.05641 .56230 .15162 .0531.4 

15 .50902 .24239 -.01124 -.18564 

16 -.00131 .01500 .69325 .05113 

17 .48807 .12812 .27961 -.17781 

18 .00225 .03608 .71166 .04415 

19 .45692 .09675 .38093 -.19460 

20 .62523 .11891 .15901 -.16614 

21 .15345 .08818 .46170 .16249 

22 .74896 -.01599 .04990 .12548 

23 .48060 .03083 .18856 .20212 

24 .62351 -.07865 .11015 .15090 

25 .81863 -.02220 -.27528 .02616 

26 .07461 .07675 .08679 .62252 

27 .00617 .18167 .01916 .60406 

28 -.00749 .59715 .12810 .06760 



APPENDIX P 

STRUCTURE MATRIX 
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APPENDIX P 

Structure Matrix for Attitudinal Items 

Item Number Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

11 .30537 .82335 .19561 .15732 

12 .36665 .62220 .11717 .19349 

13 .19302 .66444 .32105 .32933 

14 .21304 .60874 .34563 .23986 

15 .59439 .38628 .19L•89 -.10620 

16 .22686 .27496 .70977 .21253 

17 .62168 .36938 .44021 -.06430 

18 .24429 .30206 .73522 .21562 

19 .61003 .35727 .51665 -.06764 

20 .71720 .37405 .36266 -.07832 

21 .33987 .35675 .57879 .29613 

22 .76245 .32855 .31118 .15537 

23 .55887 .34088 .39843 .26809 

24 .63251 .24530 .31498 .17346 

25 .27310 .20672 -.01657 -.01731 

26 .15129 .30727 .27912 .66552 

27 .10172 .35637 .22281 .65837 

28 .26853 .65829 .35336 .26003 
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APPENDIX Q 

FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX 



APP~NDIX Q 

Factor Correlation Matrix for Attitudinal Items 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 

Factor 3 

Factor 4 

Factor 1 Factor 2 

1.00000 

.39044 

.31842 

.03065 

1.00000 

.35553 

.27394 

Factor 3 

1.00000 

.22696 
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Factor 4 

1.00000 


