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ABSTRACT

DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF AN INSTRUMENT
FOR THE QUALITATIVE EVALUATION OF
CLASSROOM PROGRAMS FOR THE
EMOTIONALLY IMPAIRED

By

Bert Lee Donaldson

This study is an evaluation of one attempt to secure
qualitative information about programs for emotionally impaired students
in the State of Michigan. It is a follow-up to an earlier study by
Larry S. Schaftenaar in 1973. The general goal of the present study
is to test out a short-form of the questionnaire developed by
Schaftenaar. The present study is intended to prepare an instrument
that might be used in the study of programs for the emotionally
impaired, and that might serve as a model for instruments designed
for other areas of special education.

This study had two major objectives.

1. Determine if the short form questionnaire is as effective

as the long form questionnaire in predicting the re-

sponses to the perceived adequacy questions based on
responses to the specific condition questions.

2. Determine if interviews with the respondents would
assist in understanding the responses to the perceived
adequacy questions.

The questionnaire used in this study was developed from a
much longer form which had been used in 1972 with all public school

teachers of emotionally impaired.
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The subjects for this study were all teachers of the

emotionally }mpaired who were employed by eight school districts. The

school districts were selected to participate in this study based upon

the Mean PA score computed on the responses to Schaftenaar's study for

the teachers in each district.

The following conclusions were arrived at:

1.

The short form appears to be as effective as the long

form when the purpose is to predict the PA response from

the responses to the specific condition questions in

five of the seven areas of programming.

a.

Responses to specific condition questions are the
same for both the long and short form questionnaires
in three areas of programming.

1) Student Composition--"Workability" of Group

2) Attitudinal Climate

3) Supportive Provisions and Personnel

Responses to specific condition questions are similar
on both the long and short form questionnaires for
two areas of programming except for one question in

each of the following areas:

1) Availability of Instructional Materials
2) Administrative Direction and Leadership

Responses to specific condition questions are con-
siderably different in two areas of programming.

1) Educational Planning and/or Screening Provisions
2) Inservice and Professional Improvement

These particular areas may have provided differ-
ent results because of the implementation of the
Mandatory Special Education Act for handicapped
students.
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2. Analyses of the interviews suggested areas of information
that could profitably be tapped in a further revision of

this instrument.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study

This study is a further evaluation of Schaftenaar's (1973)
attempt to secure qualitative information about programs for emotionally
impairgq students in the State of Michigan. The purpose of the present
study is to develop and test a short form of the questionnaire devel-
oped by Schaftenaar for his study. Because of the length of the
original questionnaire, it seems unlikely that it would be used widely,
regardless of its merits as a measuring instrument. Thus, the present
study is intended to prepare an efficient instrument that might be used
in the study of programs for the emotionally impaired and that might
serve as a model for instruments designed to gather qualitative infor-

mation in other areas of special education.

Background and Need for Study

The Michigan Department of Education collects a vast amount
of quantitative data on special education programs: cost of programs,
number of personnel and students in each category of special education,
etc. However, there is also a need for some systematic method of

securing data relating to the quality of educational delivery systems.



During the late 1960's and early 1970's the Michigan Department
of Education (hereafter referred to as department) became concerned about
educational accountability. This concern was followed by the State Board
of Education approving an accountability model which has come to be
called the Common Goals of Education in Michigan. Following the devel-
opment of this "model," a statewide assessment procedure was designed to
be administered to all fourth and seventh grade students. This assess-
ment procedure and the common goals were both directed at the students'
achievement. The "Common Goals of Education" was written for all
students, but the state-wide assessment did not include handicapped
students.

The Michigan Department of Education, Special Education
Services, became concerned in 1970 with the sparsity of information
available concerning the evaluation of programs by special education
teachers. While individual assessment of student achievement and the
previously mentioned quantitative data were felt to be important, the
department also felt the teachers' views would provide insight into
some qualitative aspects of the programs.

The qualitative aspect of programs became a concern for three
specific reasons:

1. The number of staff serving emotionally impaired students was
rapidly increasing every year. In the 1960-62 school year
there were 16 teachers employed by public schools to teach
emotionally impaired students. The number of teachers
increased to 90 in 1965-66, approximately 400 in 1970-71 and

to 865 in the 1973-74 school year. There were five consecutive



years (1966 to 1971) in which the number of teachers of the
emotionally impaired employed by districts increased between
twenty-nine and thirty-three per cent. During a ten year
period (1960-1970) 1ittle or nothing had been done to evaluate
the quality of the service being provided through these
programs.

The turn-over rate of teachers of emotionally impaired appeared
to be quite high. This information came about because of two
specific pieces of research.

Bruno (1968), while doing some research, found difficulty
in identifying the sample of teachers of the emotionally
impaired which was originally written into his project.
Originally he intended to use teachers with one, two, and
three years of experience. He was unable to find enough
teachers with three years' experience to provide significant
information to the study in spite of the fact that schools
had been operating programs since 1960. From this, one could
assume that there must have been a high attrition rate within
this particular group of teachers.

Kotting and Brozovich (1968) conducted a study to follow
up emotionally impaired students previously served in special
classes in Oakland County, Michigan. The purpose of the
research was to evaluate the success of students who had been
returned to general education. The study, as designed,
required the researchers to contact the teachers of emotionally

impaired who had worked with each student. An unintended



finding was that many of these teachers of emotionally
impaired could not be found. While it was not reported in
the research, Kotting has stated:

that there was an attrition rate of approximately

50% of the teachers over a one-year period and

that there was a 75% turnover every two years.

His feeling at that time was that there must be some severe
problems in the system to cause this turnover. The causes

of the attrition rate, however, were not investigated at that
time.

The department felt that the high attrition rate of the
teachers of emotionally impaired was partially caused by
working conditions which were not conducive to good educa-
tional programming. However, there was no information
available to substantiate this. What the department needed
was data regarding how teachers of emotionally impaired
viewed their programs. Then department consultants could
provide better leadership and consultation to administrators
and teachers as programs were developed. In addition,
university teacher trainers would have this information
available to better prepare teachers of emotionally impaired
for future job responsibilities. Without a common core of
knowledge about teachers' specific problems, attitudes, and
opinions concerning quality programming, training institutions
and the department would have difficulty in assisting school
districts and their special education personnel to strive

for quality.



The State rules and guidelines for programs for emotionally

impaired were not generally followed by school districts.

Coleman (1968) investigated the operation of programs for

emotionally impaired regarding the degree to which school

districts in Michigan were complying with State laws and

suggested quidelines as they applied to programs for emo-

tionally impaired students.

Coleman's data were collected through a mailed ques-

tionnaire to 187 teachers of which 106 (56.6%) responded.

Included in his findings were:

a.

Nearly 10% of the teachers listed their program
as a holding source for emotionally impaired
students while waiting residential placement. In
other words, these programs were not available to
students until the problems were severe enough to
require institutionalization.

About 1/3 responded that educational planning and
placement committees (EPPC) were not held prior to
placing an emotionally impaired student in the
program.

Twenty-five per cent of the teachers were not
involved with the E.P.P.C. and had no voice in the
decisions.

While school social workers were, by law, required

to be a part of the programs for emotionally impaired,
social workers' attendance at the E.P.P.C. were

least frequent of the six suggested participants in
the E.P.P.C.

Only 13.7% of the teachers reported that an E.P.P.C.
was held on 91% or more of their emotionally impaired
students. Also, 12.6% of the teachers reported that
less than 10% of the students were given an annual
review.

No teacher reported that a psychiatrist, psychologist,
and social worker were involved in the initial screen-
ing of all emotionally impaired students. The most



frequently involved were the social worker (58.1%)
and the psychiatrist (56.8%).

g. Less than 48% of the teachers received initial
reports on emotionally impaired students placed in
their programs.

h. The teachers reported that educational consulta-
tion was sufficiently available to them only
75.9% of the time; social worker consultation,
66.4% of the time; and psychological consultation
52.9% of the time.

Coleman summarized his study with the following state-
ment:

It appears from the information obtained that many
programs are not providing the resources and services
for their children and teachers that are required to
constitute "reasonable" opportunity for both. The
implications for teacher discouragement and turnover
as well as the continued reinforcement of the problems
of mentation and emotionality in their pupils is
obvious.

Related Research

In 1970, staff of Michigan State University and the Michigan
Department of Education worked cooperatively on the development of a
questionnaire which would provide information regarding teachers'
attitudes about how their programs for emotionally impaired students
functioned. The questionnaire had approximately 250 items to which
the teachers were asked to respond.

The 250 items fell into seven broad categories which are
later referred to as "areas of programming." The categories were:

1. Variation between student academic abilities and problems in
the behavioral area.

2. The procedures for and the persons involved in the screening
and placement of students.



3. The various types of support personnel available, such as
social workers and psychologists.

4. How well rooms were equipped with materials and supplies.
5. The types of inservice needed.

6. The types of support and leadership provided by
administrators.

7. How other teachers and students within buildings felt about
the programs for emotionally impaired.

In the Spring of 1971 the instrument was mailed to every
teacher and teacher consultant of the emotionally impaired who was
reimbursed by the Department of Education. After the data were sum-
marized and studied, additional concerns developed relative to the
need for collecting qualitative information on programs. It appeared
that the survey responses could provide valid qualitative information
if the survey instrument was refined.

In the 1971-72 school year, Larry Schaftenaar signed a contract
with the department to refine the existing questionnaire. The desire
of the Department of Education and of Schaftenaar was to develop an
instrument which would have some practical use in helping administrators
become change agents to improve the quality of emotionally impaired
educational programs by becoming knowledgeable about teacher attitudes
and concerns. The focus of Schaftenaar's research was on emotionally
impaired programs and student-group characteristics rather than on
individual student or teacher characteristics.

The purpose of the Schaftenaar study, in general, was to find
out in what types of situations the teachers of emotionally impaired
were working, as determined by their opinions about various aspects of

the program.



In order to refine the questionnaire originally developed by
the department and by Michigan State University, five steps were taken.
The first step included:

a. removing items highly intercorrelated and those showing
similar correlation to teacher attitudes,

b. removing nondiscriminatory items,
c. reconstructing items that were misleading or unclear,

d. reconstructing the format and layout for better
continuity and

e. reconstructing the items which measured perceived
adequacy in order that the instrument be consistent.

The second step was to completely revise two "Areas of
Programming" because they did not adequately explain the differences
found in the 1971 survey. The two sections pertained to:

a. inservice training opportunities, and

b. administrative support.

The third step involved the use of persons knowledgeable
about programs for the emotionally impaired. These persons reviewed
the questionnaire to recommend additions and deletions as they felt the
questions related to programs for emotionally impaired students.
Schaftenaar referred to these persons as the "judgmental standards
group."

The fourth step included revising the questionnaire in line
with the recommendations and administering a pilot study on 40 persons.
The persons involved in the pilot study were also asked to help clarify

items and to make recommendations.



During the final step, the instrument was revised based upon
the pilot study and then administered to a selected population.

Schaftenaar's questionnaire was developed in order to gain
insight into the seven general categories of educational programming
mentioned earlier. He identified these categories as Areas of Pro-
gramming and defined them as follows:

1. Student Composition--"Workability" of Group. The specific
conditions (questions) were about the variability of reading
and arithmetic achievement, severity of emotional problems,

and the amount of time the students are integrated into
regular classrooms.

2. Attitudinal Climate. This category included specific condi-
tions about other teachers' attitudes about the program,
amount of contact with regular teachers, and proximity to a
regular classroom.

3. Educational Planning and/or Screening Provisions. This
category included the length of time for evaluation and the
identification of who attended planning meetings.

4. Supportive Provisions and Personnel. This category included
the various types of consultative support and what is
available when students are in need of individualized
intervention.

5. Availability of Instructional Materials. This category
included amount of money allocated for materials and supplies,
convenience of getting materials, and availability of equip-
ment.

6. Inservice and Professional Improvement Opportunities. This
category included opportunities for inservice and with whom
the inservice takes place.

7. Administrative Direction and Leadership. This category
included identification of who the teacher of emotionally
impaired is responsible to, and the type of direction and
support the teacher receives from the supervisory standpoint.

Each "area of programming" in the instrument had a group of
questions related to that particular subject. For example, under

"Administrative Direction and Leadership" there was a question regarding
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the number of times the administrator either consulted with or visited
the classrooms. These questions under each area of programming were
called "specific conditions."

The judgmental standards group was also used to develop levels
of quality for each specific condition question which would be favorable
or unfavorable in the operation of a program. One of the questions and
possible responses was:

a. How often does this person (supervisor) consult with
you or visit your class per month?

Zero times

1 to 4 times

5 to 9 times

10 to 14 times
15 to 19 times
20 times or more

O WN —

The minimum favorable level for this question was response number 3

(5 to 9 times). Therefore, a check mark by a teacher in box 3, 4, 5,
or 6 would have met the favorable standard as determined by the judg-
mental standards group. A check mark in box 1 or 2 would be considered
unfavorable.

There was another section to the questionnaire following the
seven areas of programming called "Personal Perception of the Program
for Emotionally Disturbed Children." This section included a summary
type question which asked for the teacher's opinion about the quality
of an area of programming. For example, one question in this section
was:

How would you describe the Administrative Direction and

Leadership you have received in the operation of your
program for emotionally disturbed children?
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There were five possible responses, (1) excellent, (2) very good,
(3) good, (4) fair, and (5) poor. The responses to the questions in
this section were referred to as "Perceived Adequacy."

Schaftenaar's sample included all teachers of emotionally
impaired students in all public schools in Michigan. The Tist did not
differentiate between persons classified as classroom teachers or as
teacher consultants. The sample included 474 teachers and the survey
was returned by 391 (82.3%).

Those of Schaftenaar's research questions which are directly
related to the present study were specifically stated as:

I. What are the frequencies and percentages of the Condition

Levels as reported by Michigan's public school teachers
of emotionally disturbed children?

III. In terms of Perceived Adequacy, how do Michigan public
school teachers of emotionally disturbed children view
their programs?

IV. How well can teachers' perceptions of the adequacy of
program areas be predicted from specific conditions?

V. Can a limited number of specific program conditions be
Tocated, and, in turn, can criteria be established to
rate these conditions as either favorable or unfavorable,
whereby a numerical count of favorable conditions will
provide a reasonable and useful means of predicting
Positive PA for certain homogeneous groups in all seven
Areas of Programming? (Schaftenaar, pp. 15-18.

Research question IV required an extensive analysis, referred
to as Multiple Regression Stepwise Deletion Analysis (MRSD), for six
of the areas of programming. The other areas of programming could
not be analyzed by the MRSD method and therefore the Multiple Classifi-
cation Analysis (MCA) was used. The purpose of these two analyses was

to take each area of programming and identify the specific condition
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questions which provide the greatest degree of predictability of
response to the perceived adequacy question. The two statistical pro-
cedures, MRSD and MCA, were described on pages 40-58 of the original
study.

The next step was to run three validation processes to see
if the items identified through MRSD and MCA were predictive of the
perceived adequacy response by the sample population. The teachers were
split into two groups. Group 1 was used to establish a scoring system.
Group 1 included 60 per cent of the population after some persons were
excluded. Some persons were excluded because their situation was
atypical such as working in a juvenile home or preschool program.
Group 2 was the independent group upon which the scoring system was
tested.

The validation procedures were described on pages 61-85.
Since each of the areas of programming had three validation procedures
run, there was a total of twenty-one criteria. The results of the
procedure are presented in Table 1. According to the results of the
study, it appears that there is predictability regarding the teachers'
perceived adequacy of each of the program areas based on responses to
that area's specific condition questions.

The validation procedures were used to establish a "favorable
level of critical conditions" (FLCC). The FLCC basically identified
the level at which the teachers found each specific condition acceptable.
For example: Inservice meetings should be held once per month or more

often.
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Table 1. Validation procedures passing criteria for classroom teachers.

Classroom Validation

Area of Programming Procedures
1 2 3

Supportive Provisions and
Personnel + - +
Administrative Direction
and Leadership + + +
Student Composition--
"Workability of Group" + + +
Education Planning and
Screening Provisions + - +
Inservice and Professional
Improvement Opportunities + - +
Availability of
Instructional Materials + + +
Attitudinal Climate - + +
Total Pluses for Items 6 4 7

Total Pluses = 17

Total Minus = 4

Total Applications of Criteria = 21

Passed criteria
Did not pass criteria

Note: +






14

The FLCC was used in developing the "minimal number of
favorable critical conditions" (MNFCC). The MNFCC was the number of
FLCC's met which would determine the prediction of the perceived
adequacy response. For example, in the area of programming entitled
Classroom Attitudinal Climate, there were four specific conditions
questions of which three responses must meet the FLCC to be able to
predict a positive perceived adequacy response. Therefore, if less than
three FLCC responses were made, the prediction would be a neutral or
negative response to perceived adequacy. Following are the FLCC's for
Attitudinal Climate as presented by Schaftenaar:

ITI. Attitudinal Climate* MNFCC = 3

1. At least some students are spending part of the day
in a regular classroom.

2. Most of the regular classroom teachers in the building
attempt to understand the unique needs of ED children.

3. The teacher has very much contact with regular class
teachers in the school.

4. There is a regular classroom teacher in the adjacent
room.

*Please note these conditions do not apply to teachers in a
"building entirely for special education programs.
(Schaftenaar, p. 71
Positive perceived adequacy is defined as a response of
excellent or very good. Neutral or negative perceived adequacy is a
response of good, fair, or poor on the perceived adequacy questions.
The findings of the study were:
1. That experts functioning in various capacities in the area of
programs for emotionally impaired showed a high consistency
in judgments regarding the minimal level of acceptable condi-

tions that should be established so that adequate services
can be provided.
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That adequacy of program could be predicted from certain
specific conditions.
That the favorable level of critical conditions show promise
as some specific things which may be done to improve pro-
grams. However, a caution was presented: school districts
should not drop many things they are doing and address these
variables only. Much of what is happening in districts is
probably positive. The FLCC should be Tooked at as some-

thing to evaluate and work on improving in addition to
present practices. (Schaftenaar, 1973)

of the Problem

The problem of this study is two-fold:

To determine whether a short form questionnaire based on

the original study will yield comparable results to the long
form. That is, can predictions be made about the response

to the perceived adequacy questions based on responses to the
specific conditions questions.

To shed light on the interpretation of responses to the short
form questionnaire by interviewing some of the teacher

respondents.

Definitions

Several terms have been defined up to this point. The following

list includes terms which have been used plus some additional terminology.

1.

"Area of Programming" is a general reference to a group of
particular questions. e.g., Workability of Group is an "area
of programming" and questions include the range of reading
and arithmetic ability, integration of students into regular

classes, and severity of behavior problems.



10.

11.

12.

16

"Specific Conditions" are the questions asked under each
area of programming.

"Perceived Adequacy" (PA) is the teachers' opinion about each
area of programming based on responses to each of the last
seven questions (26-32) in the survey instrument (Short Form).
"Long Form" is the questionnaire used for the Schaftenaar
research.

“Short Form" is the questionnaire developed for this study
and includes only some of Schaftenaar's questions.

"High Scorers" are persons whose responses met the minimum
criteria for prediction of a high Perceived Adequacy score.
(MNFCC)

"Low Scorers" are persons whose responses did not meet the
criteria in six above.

"Original Study" is the study done by Schaftenaar.
"Favorable Level of Critical Conditions" (FLCC) is the level
at which each specific condition is considered as positive.
e.g., When it takes less than two weeks to get a student
reevaluated.

"Minimal Number of Favorable Critical Conditions (MNFCC)"

is the number of the FLCC's which discriminate between the
prediction of positive PA and negative PA.

"High or positive PA" is a response to questions 26-32 of
"excellent," or "very good."

"Low or neutral/negative PA" is a response to questions

26-32 of "good," "fair," or "poor."



Overview

In Chapter II the procedures for gathering data, writing the
short form instrument, and data processing are presented. The results
and discussion of the data analysis are presented in Chapter III.

Implications of this study are presented in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

Development of the Short
Form Questionnaire

The questionnaire used for this study is given in

Appendix A.

The questionnaire development was based on the minimal
level of critical conditions (MLCC) identified in Schaftenaar's study
(Appendix B). Each of the critical conditions he identified is
related to a specific condition question in his instrument. For
example, one of the minimal level of critical conditions was, "It
takes less than two weeks to get a student reevaluated." This level
of the specific condition was identified through Schaftenaar's analysis
described in Chapter I of this paper and was arrived at from the
specific condition question:

(9) If you had a student in your classroom who you felt

did not belong there (e.g., was not appropriate for

your classroom, was impossible to work with, etc.),

how Tong would it take to get him reevaluated?

Less than 2 weeks
2 weeks to 1 month
1 month to 2 months

more than 2 months
would not be able to get him reevaluated

B wn—
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Schaftenaar identified from four to seven MLCC's for each area
of programming (Appendix B). For this study, each specific condition
question from which the MLCC was taken in Schaftenaar's instrument was
identified. These questions then made up the content of the question-
naire (short form) for this study.

The questions in the short form have been maintained under
the same area of programming as they were in the long form. Some of
the MLCC's apply to more than one area of programming. For example,
one specific condition is under both Supportive Provisions and
Personnel, and also under Classroom Planning and Screening Provisions.
This specific condition under both MLCC areas of programming pertains
to the Tength of time it takes to get a student reevaluated. In other
words, this MLCC evolves out of the same question which is in the
Educational Planning and Screening Provisions section of the question-
naire.

There are some questions included in the questionnaire which
are not analyzed. These questions were included because they were a
lead-in to a question of importance. For example, question 1 and 2
were incorporated as a lead-in to question la and 2a respectively.

The questions could have been rewritten; however this might have
changed the context of the questions and thereby not have been com-
parable to the Tong form questions. Question 24 was also asked to
let the respondents' know as to whom questions 25-25e referred. In
addition, it should be noted that questions 1, 2, and 25 are not

mentioned in the MLCC's.
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The Interviews

Each teacher of emotionally impaired was asked questions
regarding the way they had responded to two of the PA questions. The
interview was open-ended, allowing the teacher to respond freely to
the questions.

The four teachers of emotionally impaired interviewed in
each district were asked to respond to the same PA question. That is,
for example, in District X teachers were asked to respond to questions
29 and 31, in District Y to questions 26 and 28, and in District Z to
questions 27 and 31. The specific questions asked in each district
were used because of the obtained differences in the responses to the
question by the teachers in that district. The concern was to see how
teachers of emotionally impaired functioning within the same administra-
tive structure could have responded in such different ways. A chart
like Table 3 was developed for the four teachers interviewed in each
district (Appendix C). Then a process of elimination was used to
identify and eliminate the PA questions for which most of the teachers
responded in a similar manner.

For questions 27 and 28 in Table 3, the responses were identi-
cal; however, an arbitrary decision was made to choose only one of
those PA questions in favor of question 30, to which two persons had
responded, "excellent" and two had responded "fair."

The basic interview question for each teacher of emotionally
impaired was handled in the same manner. That is, first the teacher's
attention was directed to the PA question and response on their question-

naire. Then the interviewer would say, "This question is concerned
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with your opinion on (area of programming). You have rated it (good,

fair, etc.). I would like to know what types of things may have caused
you to rate it (___ ). Another way of putting it is: "why couldn't
you have rated it higher; what kinds of improvements do you feel should
take place?" After the initial statements, the questions would vary
somewhat among the teachers for purposes of clarification or expansion

of ideas.

Selection of Teachers as Respondents
to the Questionnaire

This study was conducted with classroom teachers of emo-
tionally impaired students. The teachers were employed by eight Tlocal
school districts in the southern one-half of the lower peninsula of
Michigan.

The classroom teachers of the emotionally impaired were
included in this study because they were employed by the eight specific
school districts chosen for the study.

Eight school districts were selected for inclusion, based
upon two requirements. One requirement was that the district have
five or more teachers of emotionally impaired who had responded to
the 1972 survey (Chapter I). The teachers selected for this study
had to have approval in special education and had to be reimbursable
by the State Department of Education as a teacher of the emotionally
impaired. A1l teachers employed by the eight school districts
received a copy of the questionnaire and other items mentioned later

in this chapter.
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The second requirement was that the districts could be equally
divided into two groups: one group having a low PA average score, and
one group having a high PA average score. The two groups each had four
districts assigned to them based upon the results of the PA scores of
the districts obtained from the original study (1972). The PA score
for each district was arrived at by assigning values to each of the seven
PA questions and computing the arithmetic average. The responses ranged
from, "excellent" with a value of 1, to "poor" with a value of 5. The
responses to all PA questions for all teachers in the district were
summed and the sum was divided by the number of teachers in the district.
This dividend was then divided by five to arrive at the mean PA on a
scale of one to five. The result is an average PA score for the
district. Table 2 shows the scores for one school district.

According to data from the original study there were thirteen
school districts which had five or more teachers who had responded to
the 1972 survey. The districts with extreme mean PA scores (high and
Tow) were selected because the extreme responses to the survey would
provide greater ease in evaluating the predictability of responses to

the PA questions based on responses to specific condition questions.

Selection of Teachers
for the Interviews

There were four teachers of emotionally impaired interviewed
in each of the eight districts. The teachers interviewed were selected
on the basis of their own PA score on the short form. The PA score was

determined for each teacher within each district by summing the assigned
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Table 2. PA scores for a school district.

Teachers Scores

PA Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 5 3 3 5. 3 1 3 2 4
2 4 4 3 5 4 1 3 2 5
3 5 1 3 5 4 1 3 1 5
4 3 1 4 4 4 1 2 2 5
5 2 2 4 4 3 2 1 1 5
6 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 1 5
7 3 (4 1 2 3 1 3 1 3

Note: Mean PA = 3.889.

values of their responses to the PA questions. Then the two teachers
having the highest and the two having the Towest PA scores were identi-
fied as the ones to be interviewed. By looking at the scores for the
nine teachers in Table 2, one can see that teachers 6 and 8 had the
Towest scores, and teachers 4 and 9 had the highest PA scores. There-

fore, teachers 6, 8, 4, and 9 were interviewed in that district.

Uncontrolled Variables

This study, under perfect conditions, would have used a
population carefully matched to that used by Schaftenaar. This was
not possible and therefore some attention should be paid to uncon-
trolled variables that may have created differences in responses to
the two forms.

One of the variables which may have affected the results is
the method used to identify classroom teachers in the two studies.

The teachers included in this study were identified as classroom
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Table 3. Selection of teachers for interviewing district A.

High PA Low PA
Question Teacher A Teacher B Teacher C Teacher D
26 R e et Bommmmmmm o meeoeee et }--
27 4 5 1 2
28 --4 5 3 --2--
29 --3 4 3} 2
30 4 4 1 1
31 B e et 3- -----3 ---2--
32 e 5 - 2 ---2--

teachers based upon the way they were classified on program application
forms submitted by each school district to the Michigan Department of
Education. In Schaftenaar's study teachers classified themselves.
Therefore, there may be some differences based on who was classifying
persons as classroom teachers.

Other variables which were not controlled were the changeover
of personnel, the years of teaching experience for each teacher, and
the background of training of the teacher (at which university the
teachers were trained). In addition, some changes have taken place in
the laws governing the operation of special education programs due to
passage of the Mandatory Special Education Act, P.A. 198 of 1971
(effective September, 1973). The Special Education Code, which specifies
rules for enforcing this Act, has forced many districts to make adjust-
ments in programs which may have influenced the results of the study
to some degree. The Law and the Code will be considered again in the

discussion of the findings.
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This study, then, will be Tooking at various sets of measures
(responses) from the long form and short form and will evaluate the
relationship between these sets of responses on the two forms. If the
short form is functioning in a manner similar to the long form,
responses to the specific conditions questions will predict responses
to the perceived adequacy questions as they did in the long form.

The data used in the original study were collected in May
of 1972 and the data for this study were collected in May of 1974.

If the results of this study show that some specific conditions, and/or
some perceived adequacy responses, have changed, these changes may be
related to changes that have taken place within classroom settings
since 1972.

Validation of the short form assumes that the two forms may
be considered comparable if in the short form responses to the "specific
conditions" will allow prediction of the "perceived adequacy" response

as in the earlier study.

Research Questions and
ReTated Procedures

Question I. Does a short form utilizing Schaftenaar's

identified critical conditions yield similar results?

A. Are the responses to each specific condition question similar

on the long form and on the short form?

A Chi square analysis on responses to each question was
performed. The acceptable level of significance was set at

.05. For example:
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6. Do most of the regular classroom teachers in your
building attempt to understand the unique needs of
emotionally disturbed children?

Short Form Long Form X2
%N % N

1 Yes 64.8 35 68.1 124

2 No 3.2 19 3.5 57 2591

Chi square is not significant at the .05 level of confidence,
indicating that there is no difference in the responses to
the long or short form for this specific condition.

B. Are predictions of PA of the same order on the short form and

long form using Schaftenaar's procedure?

Schaftenaar has established a minimal number of favorable
critical conditions (MNFCC) for each area of programming which
were used to predict the response to each PA question
(Appendix B). The creation of a short form changes the
setting of each response, and it may be assumed, without
evidence to the contrary, that the setting could influence
the response. Furthermore, in this instance, one might expect
that the original form, being very long, might have created
boredom or might have been viewed negatively because of the
size of the job when responding to each question. The Tong
form was eleven pages, while the short form is six pages
Tong. As a result, the short form may elicit a more careful
response; hence, the strength of the relationship of critical
conditions to perceived adequacy may be changed
This question was answered through the use of what Schaftenaar

has identified as validation procedure 2 (Schaftenaar, pp. 80-82; see
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page 13 of this study). Validation procedure 2 includes three steps,
all of which must produce acceptable results of the particular area of
programming to meet the test.

The first step involves placing the data in a 2 x 2 table.
One dimension is for high PA and neutral/low PA. A person is cate-
gorized as High PA when he has answered the PA question with "excellent"
or "very good"; neutral/low PA persons are those responding "good,"
"fair," or "poor." The other dimension of the 2 x 2 table is for the
minimal number of critical conditions (MNFCC) which were met. A person
is a high scorer if his responses met the MNFCC identified in each area
of programming in Appendix B. This dimension is labeled high scorers/
Tow scorers. Phi coefficients were calculated to portray the strength
of relationships in these fourfold tables. Table 4 is an example of
the data base for evaluating this second part of the first research
question. Following Schaftenaar, the significance level for the phi

coefficients was set at .01.

Table 4. Attitudinal Climate.

Short Form Long Form
Low PA  High PA Low PA ~ High PA
High Scorers 16 15 20 19
Low Scorers 19 5 19 4
n= 55 n= 62
¢ = .284 ¢ = .313*
Percentage of High
PA with High Scores 75.0%** 82.6%**
. _ 48.4% _ . 48.7% _ i
Ratio = 2087 - P2 1747 = 2ol

*Significant at .01 Tevel for ¢.
**Meets formula criterion.
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The second and third steps of this validation procedure

involved using one of the following formulas:

a. 1. Percentage of high PA teachers being high scorers > 50%

2. Ratio = Percentage of high scorers with high PA 2
) Percentage of low scorers with high PA~ ~ 1

b. 1. Percentage of high PA teachers being high scorers > 40%

2. Ratio = Percentage of high scorers with high PA s 25
3 Percentage of Tow scorers with high PA

The tables have two criteria for whether or not the
minimal number of favorable conditions were valid:

I. A phi coefficient significant at the .01 level.

II. And either:

a.1. At least half of the high PA people were
located in the high scorers group and (2) the
ratio of high PA to low PA was twice as great
in the high scorers group as in the low scorers
group.

b.1. At least 40 per cent of the high PA people were
located in the high scorers group and (2) the
ratio of high PA to Tow PA was two and one-half
times as great in the high scorers group as in
the Tow scorers group.

Examples of the data for this procedure are also included in
Table 4.

By reviewing Table 4 it can be seen that Attitudinal Climate
passes the criteria for all three steps. Therefore, the specific
conditions in the area of programming, Attitudinal Climate, appear to
have some value in predicting the perceived adequacy as teachers would

evaluate the program.
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Question II. Are the relationships between each specific

condition and the perceived adequacy of an area of programming con-

firmed by information obtained from interviews?

A. Is the phi coefficient significant at the .05 level when

computed for each 2 x 2 table for each specific condition

vs. perceived adequacy?

For example: Specific condition question 6
Do most of the regular classroom teachers in your
building attempt to understand the unique needs of
emotionally disturbed children?

The responses to this question set up in table would

appear as follows:

Perceived Adequacy

Low High
High 20 15
Specific n =56
Condition ¢ = .19245
Low 16 5

B. Do the interview data assist in understanding each cluster

of tables for each area of programming?

The results presented in the tables will be compared with
information gathered in interviews. This comparison will provide some
insight into why teachers of emotionally impaired within the same
school district answer the same PA questions in a different manner.
That is, some of the teachers of emotionally impaired within the same
school district may have responded, "excellent," and others, "fair,"

or "poor," to the same PA question.
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Procedures for Dissemination of
Questionnaire and Follow-up

First, the eight school districts to be used in the study
were identified as described earlier in this chapter. The Department
of Education then provided a 1ist of all teachers of emotionally
impaired students employed by the eight districts and the names and
addresses of the special education directors of each district.

The study was discussed with the State Director of Special
Education for the purpose of getting the department's endorsement.
The Director of Special Education then wrote a letter in support of
the study (Appendix D).

The next step was to contact each director of special
education of the selected districts by telephone to request his
assistance and support in having teachers respond to the questionnaire
and in setting up interviews at a later date. A short description of
the *study was provided during this discussion

Following the telephone conversation, a letter which
described the study, was sent to the directors (Appendix E). Enclosed
with the letter was a self-addressed memorandum to be checked off by
the director and returned (Appendix F). This memo was to provide
instructions as to the method of mailing the questionnaires, to whom
and the method of setting up interviews. Also enclosed was a copy
of the letter of endorsement of the study by the State Director of
Special Education. A1l directors requested that the mailings to
teachers be done through their offices. In addition, all directors

answered "yes" to setting up interviews at a later date.
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The next step was to notify the teachers in each district
regarding the forthcoming questionnaire. A copy of the letter is
presented in Appendix G. As requested by the directors, these letters
were sent through their office, but each letter was personally
addressed to each teacher.

Each teacher then was sent a copy of the questionnaire
(Appendix A) with a cover letter (Appendix H) explaining the ques-
tionnaire and explaining the study in more detail. A stamped, self-
addressed envelope was enclosed for ease of return. Each questionnaire
included the teacher's name, address, and an identification number.

The teachers were allowed twenty days to respond to the
questionnaire. After twenty days, the non-respondents were sent a
follow-up letter encouraging their participation (Appendix I).

Ten more days were allowed for additional responses. After
that time the directors of special education were contacted by tele-
phone and asked if they would encourage the non-responding teachers to
respond.

After five more days, preliminary evaluation of the PA ques-
tions was initiated. The responses to questions 26-32 were summed:
these are the perceived adequacy questions which are on a nominal
scale. After summing these scores, the two teachers with the highest
scores and the two teachers with the lowest scores were identified.
The directors of special education were then notified by telephone
and by letter regarding their four teachers to be interviewed
(Appendix J). The interviews were scheduled and took place within a

two and one-half week period.






CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

Questionnaire Returns

There were 95 teachers of emotionally impaired in the eight
districts. Questionnaires were completed and returned by 75 of the
teachers. After reviewing the 75 questionnaires, two had to be dis-
carded leaving a total of 73. One was discarded because the teacher
found most of the questions inappropriate to her situation and did
not respond to them. The other teacher did not respond to one full
page of questions which included three of the PA questions. There-
fore, 76.8 per cent of the sample population responded in a manner

which allowed the data to be used.

Results

Question I. Does a short form utilizing Schaftenaar's

identified critical conditions yield similar results?

A. Are the responses to each specific condition question similar

on the long form and on the short form?

For Question IA responses of the two groups were compared
using a chi square analysis. The frequency of responses from the
original study were ascertained from Append<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>