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ABSTRACT

Agricultural education programs are becoming a popular course for the inclusion
of students with disabling conditions, but little research has been conducted to assess
teacher confidence and knowledge regarding special education and teaching diverse
populations in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. This dissertation
investigated and measured student teacher confidence in regard to teaching special
education students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Student teacher
knowledge of common disabling conditions and special education laws were
investigated.
Three hundred thirty-five student teachers located in the Southern Region as
defined by American Association of Agricultural Education (AAAE) participated in the
study. There were 13 states and 40 universities in the southern region. States
participating in this study include: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
and Virginia.
Student teachers participated by completing an on-line instrument. The
instrument was divided into two sections. The first section sought to determine
confidence levels related to teaching special needs students in agricultural education
classroom and laboratories. Items in this section were designed to determine confidence
in teaching students that possess Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) recognized
disabilities. Other confidence questions focused on the participants’ knowledge in
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special education law, providing the least restrictive environment (LRE), participating in
Individual Education Program (IEP) development, and providing an appropriate and
challenging curriculum for all students. Section two involved three multiple-choice
questions for each IDEA recognized disability and three special education law topics.
The instrument consisted of a total of 11 confidence questions, 33 multiple choice
questions in knowledge, and 11 demographic questions. Data were collected in the
spring of 2005 and analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 12th
edition.
The researcher found that relationships to total confidence and total knowledge
produced no significant interaction. Student teacher demographics produced statistically
significant differences with total confidence and total knowledge scores.
Recommendations include continued research as well as incorporating these findings to
design curriculum to address special needs issues in agricultural education classrooms
and laboratories for future student teachers for the betterment of learners involved in
agricultural education teacher certification programs.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background and Setting
The education and accommodation of students with disabling conditions has
become a common occurrence in agricultural education classrooms. Laws that govern
the education of all students require that every student’s needs and accommodations must
be met in any academic setting that receives federal funds for educational purposes.
Teachers and administration personnel must be aware of student diversity and be
committed to inclusion, providing a quality education for every student in the classroom.
This may require supplemental aids and practices to meet the needs of the special
education student within the general education classroom.
The term inclusion refers to incorporating students with disabling conditions into
general education classes where the majority of the students are non-disabled. To
accomplish the goal of mixing abilities within a classroom, researchers have suggested
creating a pre-service curriculum at institutions of higher learning that would instruct
teachers on how to accommodate special need students in general education classrooms
(McLaughin, Nolet, Rhim, & Henderson, 1999). Although collaborative education
strategies between the special education teacher and the general education teacher have
developed over the years, research suggests that in the reality of a school setting, a
general education teacher is more likely to interact collaboratively with other general
education instructors rather than with special education instructors (McGregor,
Halvorson, Fisher, Pumpian, Bhaerman, & Salisbury, 1998).
1

“General education and special education teachers need information and skills on
how to appropriately use accommodations in assessment and instructional situations.
Improved teacher preparation at the pre-service and continuing education levels,
promotion of collaborative teaching models, and other strategies are needed to address
these issues” (Johnson, p. 87). After a five-year study involving inclusion of students
with disabling conditions in general education classrooms, researchers concluded that
general education teachers are not prepared to teach students with special needs (Schumm
& Vaughn, 1995). Many new and even experienced teaching students lack the skills that
are necessary to be effective in meeting the needs of a wide variety of abilities in their
classrooms (Cotton, 1994; Soodak, Podell, & Lehman, 1998). A lack of appropriate inservice training has caused many barriers to successful vocational teacher education
(Cotton, 2000). Agricultural education is one form of vocational teacher education that
could benefit from improved instruction and practice regarding inclusion techniques and
strategies.
Agricultural Education
Agricultural education is a unique curriculum offered in many junior high and
high schools across the United States. Agricultural education courses are considered
elective courses and students may choose this curriculum to meet their agricultural
career interests or to satisfy their general curiosity about the field of agriculture.
Typically, enrollment in agricultural education classes is not required for graduation;
however, credit hours earned do count toward a student’s total credits for graduation. All
students are permitted in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories (AAAE,
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2001), and many special needs students are encouraged to participate in agricultural
education to learn hands-on skills for a future trade. The United States Department of
Education (2003) has found that enrollment of students with disabilities has increased in
vocational courses over the past five years.
The curricula under the agricultural education umbrella range in focus. Students
may choose to enroll in courses such as general agricultural science, leadership,
horticulture, animal science, meat science, floriculture, or agricultural mechanics.
Students in these courses will often experience hands-on activities, as well as academic
activities. Students will often have opportunities to operate a variety of equipment in
laboratory settings. Equipment may range from general shop tools such as oxy-acetylene
equipment to large industrial equipment ranging in sizes used for farming to those used
for landscaping.
The classroom and laboratory setting is only one of three components to the
agricultural education curriculum (Figure 1.1): classroom/laboratory, supervised
agricultural experience (SAE), and the National FFA Organization (Talbert, Vaughn &
Croom, 2005). Classroom and laboratory settings explore the academic knowledge and
experimental practices of agricultural production while integrating other curriculum such
as math, science, reading and writing. Academic courses may also include; agribusiness,
microbiology, agronomy, leadership, animal science, turf grass management, and any
other curricula related to agriculture. In the classroom and laboratory atmosphere,
students experience teaching procedures such as problem solving, experiential learning,
hands-on-activities, lecture, team and group work, and individual achievement.

3

Classroom
Laboratory
SAE

FFA

Figure 1.1 The Old Agricultural Education

Students enrolled in agricultural education may participate in a Supervised
Agricultural Experience Program (SAEP). The National FFA Organization (2005)
describes the Supervised Agricultural Education Program as a program “designed to
introduce students to careers and opportunities in agriculture and to apply what they learn
in the classroom and laboratory setting. An SAE may consist of: (1) exploratory
experience where the student learns the “big picture” of agriculture and related careers;
(2) research/experimentation and analysis where a student conducts research or analyzes
information to discover new knowledge; (3) ownership/entrepreneurship where a student
plans and operates an agriculture-related business; or (4) placement where a student
where works for someone either for pay or for the overall experience” (p. 1).
Within the National FFA Organization, formerly known as the Future Farmers of
America, students may participate in many activities at local/district, state, and national
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levels. Each local FFA Chapter is associated through the State FFA Chapter and every
state chapter is associated through the National FFA Organization. FFA members are
exposed to numerous leadership development events (LDE) and career development
events (CDE).
Many students enrolled in agricultural education at the collegiate level focus on
obtaining teacher certification so that they can become agricultural science teachers.
Students participate in courses designed to obtain knowledge in various agricultural
areas. At the end of the student’s academic preparation, students will participate in a tento fifteen-week student teaching experience where the student teacher is placed with a
veteran cooperating teacher in agricultural sciences.
Professionals in the academic field of education state that the student teaching
experience is the most important part any teacher education program designed for teacher
certification (Zaborik, 1988). Dewey (1938) strongly urged the practice of learning by
doing and that “it is a mistake to suppose that the acquisition of skills in reading and
figuring will automatically constitute preparation for their right and effective use under
conditions very unlike those in which they were acquired” (p. 47). During the student
teaching experience, the student teacher does learn by doing.
A successful student teaching experience requires a team effort involving the
student, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor (Hoover, O’shea, & Carroll,
1988). Students who participate in a student teaching experience are under the direct
supervision of their cooperating teacher. The cooperating teacher is experienced in
agricultural education curriculum and classroom management, and guides the student
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teacher through curriculum development, classroom management, behavior plans, and
numerous other classroom procedures, including teaching diverse students. At this time,
the student teacher will take on the role of the agricultural science teacher delivering
curriculum/laboratory exercises and handling FFA and SAE activities.
Statement of the Problem
Agriculture classes are noted for being heterogeneous, i.e., made up
of students with different characteristics. Oftentimes ages, interests,
ability levels, maturity and home backgrounds of students in a single
class differ remarkably. Especially challenging to the teacher are
students who are working far above or below grade level and those
who are physically or academically handicapped. Accommodating
diverse needs requires extra effort. Ideally, every student should
receive instruction tailored to his or her needs, abilities and learning
styles. (Lawrence, 2001, p. 35).
Agricultural education programs are becoming a popular course in which to
include students with disabling conditions. Because of incorporating students with
disabling conditions into general education classrooms, agricultural education instructors
are routinely faced with multiple challenges to meet the needs of special education
students (Elbert & Baggett, 2003). Elbert and Baggett found that teachers in agricultural
education in Pennsylvania do not feel prepared in completing Individual Vocational
Education Plans (IVEP) and Individual Education Plans (IEP). Elbert and Baggett (2003)
also found that teachers need additional training to become more knowledgeable about
laws that apply to special needs students.
Students who enroll in agricultural education in secondary schools can range in
learning abilities. Students may attend school with the goal to receive a certificate of
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participation (no diploma); others may choose to participate in advance placement
courses. Many students enrolled in secondary agricultural education with diverse
abilities will require an Individualized Education Program (IEP). An IEP is a plan to
meet the academic or behavior needs of an individual student. The goals of an IEP are
different for each student. Teachers are to read, understand, and implement classroom
procedures and be able to provide supplemental aids to meet the students’ individualized
abilities. A major goal within special education is to have the special education student
fully participate in curricula with peers who are non-disabled. While enrolled in a
vocational course, the student may learn a trade or skill for future employment. Many
times the agricultural education and consumer sciences courses are the only vocational
courses offered in middle and secondary high schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the confidence level and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) recognized disabling conditions and special education laws.
Research Objectives
The objectives of this study were to:
1. Describe demographics of pre-service teachers in the southern region during the
Spring Semester 2005.
2. Describe agricultural education student teacher’s confidence in teaching special
needs students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
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3. Describe agricultural education student teacher knowledge of disabling conditions
and special education laws regarding meeting the needs of the special education
student(s) in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
4. Describe the relationship between students’ confidence scores and knowledge
scores regarding meeting the needs of special education students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories.
5. Determine if there is a linear relationship between confidence level and selected
demographic variables.
6. Determine if there is a linear relationship between knowledge level and selected
demographic variables.
Significance of the Problem
Educational law that expanded individual rights has existed since the verdict of
Brown v. Board of Education. Brown v. Board of Education was read on May 17, 1954.
Huefner, (2000) states that “in the aftermath of the desegregated decision in Brown, the
individual rights guaranteed under the Bill of Rights and the Fourteenth Amendment to
the U.S. Constitution were held to apply to students and teachers in school situations” (p.
4). Future acts and amendments following the outcomes of Brown would include the
individual rights of handicapped and special needs students.
The first disability act, P.L. 89-10 Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) 1965, was the first to provide federal aid to states for economically
disadvantaged “regular” education students. Within the same year the ESEA 1965, was
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amended, (P.L. 89-313) to provide funds to the states that ran programs for the
“handicapped” that involved students who were deaf, blind, and mentally challenged.
The ESEA was further amended. P.L. 89-750 of 1966, created the federal Bureau
of Education that has been renamed the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP),
the amendment made funds possible to expand handicapped programs within the state.
P.L. 90-247 in 1968, the fourth amendment to ESEA, arranged “discretionary” grants to
programs that served handicapped students.
In 1970 P.L. 91-230, Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) was approved.
Grant programs were expanded. The Education of the Handicapped Act also established
grants for education teacher training, resource centers, and media programs to further the
knowledge of teachers regarding handicapped students. In 1990, EHA, P.L 101-476, was
renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
Since the EHA was approved in 1970, fourteen acts and amendments have been
established regarding handicapped and special needs students. All acts and amendments
involving handicapped and special needs students affect agricultural education. The four
acts that most profoundly affect agricultural education are Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973: P.L. 93-112; Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of
1984: P.L. 98-524; The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990: P.L. 101-336; and the
1990 Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act: P.L. 101-392. These laws
and amendments provide the basis for determining the knowledge level of educational
law and the requirements and expectations on new and veteran educators that teach
diverse students.
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During the 1997-1998 school year, 5.5 million students between the ages of six to
21 and representing 8.75% of all U.S. students, received services from special education
(U.S. Department of Education, 1999; Turnbull, H. R., & Turnbull, A. P., 2000). Over
40% of these students were between the ages of 12-17 (U.S. Department of Education,
1999). Many students in this age range may elect to enroll in agricultural education and
vocational programs in middle and high schools across the country.
Disabling conditions that are recognized by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act include: autism, deaf-blindness, deafness, emotional disturbance, hearing
impairments, mental retardation, multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairments, other
health impairment, specific learning disability, speech or language impairment, traumatic
brain injury, and visual impairment. The majority of students served by special education
programs (51%) had specific learning disabilities. Comprehension and attention deficit
disorders are the most common difficulties in mild to moderate disabilities. Nearly 20%
of the students served had speech or language impairments (U.S. Department of
Education, 1999).
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Definition of Terms
A list of terms are compiled with their accompanying definitions. The definitions
are intended to acquaint the reader with the operational context with which key concepts
were used in this research.
American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE) – An organization
designed for university faculty, teachers, and students involved in agricultural education
issues and practices.
Autism means a developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and
nonverbal communication and social interaction, generally evident before age 3, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance. Other characteristics often associated
with autism are engagement in repetitive activities and stereotyped movements,
resistance to environmental change or change in daily routines, and unusual responses to
sensory experiences. The term does not apply if a child's educational performance is
adversely affected primarily because the child has an emotional disturbance. [Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(1)(i)].
Deaf-Blindness - "concomitant hearing and visual impairments, the combination
that creates such severe communication and other developmental and educational needs
that they cannot be accommodated in special education in programs solely for children
with deafness or children with blindness." (FR Dept. of Education, 34 CFR Parts 300 &
303. Vol. 64, No. 48.3/12/99)
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Deafness means a hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is impaired
in processing linguistic information through hearing, with or without amplification, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance [Code of Federal Regulations, Title
34, Section 300.7(c)(3)].
Emotional Disturbance - "...a condition exhibiting one or more of the following
characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects a
child's educational performance. (1) An inability to learn that cannot be explained by
intellectual, sensory, or health factors. (2) An inability to build or maintain satisfactory
interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers. (3) Inappropriate types of behavior or
feelings under normal circumstances. (4) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or
depression. (5) A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with
personal or school problems." [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
300.7(c)(4)]
Hearing Impairments - ...means an impairment in hearing, whether permanent or
fluctuating, that adversely affects a child’s educational performance but is not included
under the definition of “deafness” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
300.7(c)(5)]
Inclusion is a term often used to describe an LRE method of educating children in
need of special education in a general education classroom in the school they would have
attended if not disabled, with age appropriate peers, and with appropriate supports and
services (Least Restrictive Environment Coalition p. 2).
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Individualized Education Program (IEP) -An IEP is a plan developed for each
child receiving special education services. An IEP must include an evaluation of the
child’s academic performance and learning characteristics, social and emotional
performance, health and physical development, annual goals, short term objectives to
meet those goals, school environment and service recommendations, a detailing of the
extent to which the student will participate in other school activities, any related service
recommendations and a detailing of the extent to which the student will participate in
state and citywide assessments, either with or without modifications. IEPs can be
reviewed at any time upon request from any of the interested parties, and must be
reviewed at least once a year (Least Restrictive Environment Coalition p. 3).
Least restrictive environment (LRE) Under the IDEA all children who require
special education services must be educated in the least restrictive setting appropriate to
their individual needs. The statute states that “each public agency shall ensure – (1) That
to the maximum extent appropriate children with disabilities … are educated with
children who are non-disabled; and (2) That special classes, separate schooling or other
removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs
only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with
the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.” In other
words, if a child can learn in a general education class with necessary supports and
services, s/he must be allowed to do so. If that’s impossible, then there must be a
continuum of placements and services to allow for the individual needs of children
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receiving special education services to be met in the most integrated settings appropriate
(Least Restrictive Environment Coalition p. 3).
Mainstreaming - As defined by the Board of Education “mainstreaming is the
placement of a special education student with a disability in the general education
classroom with age appropriate peers for those areas of instruction in which the student’s
academic and behavioral performance is within the range of his or her non-disabled peers
and is not impacted by his or her disability.” Mainstreaming can occur in academic
classes or during other times of day including, for example, lunch, gym, and shop. In
contrast to other LRE placements, mainstreaming does not require supplementary aids
and services (Least Restrictive Environment Coalition p. 3).
Mental Retardation - means significantly sub average general intellectual
functioning, existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested
during the developmental period, that adversely affects a child's educational performance.
[Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(6)]
Multiple Disabilities - means concomitant impairments (such as mental
retardation-blindness, mental retardation-orthopedic impairment, etc.), the combination
of which causes such severe educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in
special education programs solely for one of the impairments. The term does not include
deaf-blindness. [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(7)]
Orthopedic Impairment - Severe orthopedic impairment that adversely affects a
child's educational performance. The term includes impairments caused by congenital
anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, absence of some member, etc.), impairments caused by disease
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(e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis, etc.), and impairments from other causes (e.g.,
cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or burns that cause contractures) [Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(8)]
Other Health Impairment - ...means having limited strength, vitality, or alertness,
including a heightened alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited alertness
with respect to the educational environment, that: (a) is due to chronic or acute health
problems such as asthma, attention deficit disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia,
nephritis, rheumatic fever, and sickle cell anemia; and (b) adversely affects a child’s
educational performance [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(9)]
Southern Region – States and post secondary institutions in a particular area that
are registered members of the AAAE. The following states are listed as participants in
the southern region: Texas. Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama,
Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida.
Special education -“specially designed instruction, at no cost to parents,
[designed] to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability, including (A) instruction
conducted in the classroom, in the home, in hospitals and institutions, and in other
setting.” (Least Restrictive Environment Coalition p. 4)
Specific Learning Disability – ...means a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or
written, that may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual

15

disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental
aphasia. The term does not include learning problems that are primarily the result of
visual, hearing, or motor disabilities; of mental retardation; of emotional disturbance; or
of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage [Code of Federal Regulations, Title
34, Section 300.7(c)(10)]
Speech or Language Impairment - ...means a communication disorder such as
stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice impairment that
adversely affects a child’s educational performance [Code of Federal Regulations, Title
34, Section 300.7(c)(11)]
Student Teacher / Pre-service Teacher – A student that is participating in a 10-12
week experience where they will guide academics and hands on experiences while taking
on the role of a teacher in a classroom setting.
Traumatic Brain Injury - ...means an acquired injury to the brain caused by an
external physical force, resulting in total or partial functional disability or psychosocial
impairment, or both, that adversely affects a child's educational performance. The term
applies to open or closed head injuries resulting in impairments in one or more areas,
such as cognition; language; memory; attention; reasoning; abstract thinking; judgment;
problem-solving; sensory, perceptual, and motor abilities; psychosocial behavior;
physical functions; information processing; and speech. The term does not include brain
injuries that are congenital or degenerative, or brain injuries induced by birth trauma
[Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(12)]
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Visual Impairment - ...means an impairment in vision that, even with correction,
adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The term includes both partial sight
and blindness [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(13)]
Limitations of the Study
The following are limitations of this study:
1. Knowledge and preparation of student teachers may differ between institutions
that offer a degree and certification in agricultural education.
2. The sample of student teachers will be limited to the southern region as identified
by AAAE (2001).
3. The instrument used in this study was completed by student teachers throughout
the Spring 2005 semester. Students completed instruments before, during, and
after the student teaching experience. During these times, different experiences
may arise regarding teaching special education students in agricultural education
classrooms and laboratories.
Summary
Agricultural education programs in secondary schools offer an enormous amount
of information about all aspects of agricultural sciences. Students who become certified
to teach agricultural education must leave their educational institution prepared with the
knowledge and skills necessary to be successful in their teaching career. University
faculties are keenly interested in enhancing student knowledge and development so that
they become successful agricultural educators. As universities continue to strive for
better, more effective ways to improve their curriculum to guide students’ development
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and cultivate students’ classroom techniques, studies such as this can provide the
information needed to make their students’ preparation more successful.
The findings of this study will increase our understanding of the confidence and
knowledge base of agricultural education student teachers regarding disabling conditions
and special education laws. This study will add to the body of literature regarding
student teacher and teacher knowledge of educational law and teaching special needs
students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Those in positions of
authority at universities will be able to use this study to guide their decisions concerning
the appropriate needs of student teachers regarding both educational law and teaching
special needs students in general education settings.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter was to review the literature relevant to the topic of
teaching special needs students in general education classrooms. The review includes a
discussion of special education law, disabling conditions, previous research regarding
inclusion in general education classrooms, national standards for all teacher certification
programs, and a description of students served under IDEA in the southern region as
recognized by the American Association of Agricultural Education (AAAE, 2001).
When these components are combined, a broad range of special education topics and
trends are revealed.
Special Education Law
Education law regarding individual rights has existed since Brown v. Board of
Education. This case was presented in 1951 and the final verdict was read on May 17,
1954. Brown v. Board of Education was a case set forth that involved civil rights and
expanded the rights of all. Huefner (2000) states: “in the aftermath of the desegregated
decision in Brown, the individual rights guaranteed under the Bill of Rights and the
Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution were held to apply to students and
teachers in school situations” (p. 4). However, it took almost two more decades before
laws were passed that provided assistance in meeting the needs of handicapped and
special needs students in schools.
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In 1965 the U.S. Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), the first Act to provide federal aid to states to provide for economically
disadvantaged “non-disabled” education students. In the same year, the ESEA was
amended to provide funds to states that provided programs for the “handicapped” that
involved students who were deaf, blind and mentally challenged. A second amendment
to the ESEA (P.L. 89-750) created the Federal Bureau of Education, now called the
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), which provided funds for training and
accommodations to expand handicapped programs within each state. A further
amendment (P.L. 90-247), provided “discretionary” grants to programs that served
handicapped students.
In 1970 (P.L. 93-112), lawmakers adopted the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA). The EHA further expanded grant programs for the handicapped and provided
funds for teacher training, resource centers, and media programs to further expand the
accommodations of handicapped students. In 1974 (P.L. 93-380), EHA was amended to
expand funding to include state grants.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), 1975 granted all
students the right to a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in a Least
Restrictive Environment and with Individual Education Programs (IEP). A least
restrictive environment provides the appropriate atmosphere for students, in which the
highest amount of learning can take place. The act also introduced the requirement of
Individual Education Programs (IEP). An IEP is a plan to meet educational goals and
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objectives for an individual students with special needs. Further laws were established
for special education students in Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) prohibits
discrimination against persons with disabling conditions who participate in federally
funded programs or activities. Section 504 was first established for employment
discrimination purposes; however, this section soon impacted more than employment
practices. Because school districts accept public funds, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act (1973) applies to public education.
Section 504 defines disabled persons and major life activities and outlines
classroom teaching protocols and disciplinary procedures. Section 504 defines a disabled
person as one who has “(1) a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one
or more major life activities; (2) a record of such an impairment, or (3) is regarded as
having an impairment” (29 U.S.C. § 794(b)(1996). Section 504 also defines major life
activities as walking, talking, seeing, hearing, working and learning. Students with the
conditions known as Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) and Attention Deficit Hyperactive
Disorder (ADHD) are recognized under Section 504. Under Section 504, whenever
possible students with disabling conditions should be educated in a regular classroom
with non-disabled students using proper supplementary aids and services to accommodate
the special education student. If the disabled student is not in a regular classroom setting,
proper documentation must exist to explain why proper supplementary aids and services
within the regular classroom will not provide the best education for that student. Section
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504 also introduced discipline procedures for the disabled student in the educational
setting.
In 1975 (P.L. 94-103), the Developmentally Disabled Assistance Bill of Rights
Act (DD Act) was introduced. The DD Act gave rights to disabled students by requiring
appropriate placements in educational settings in states that accepted developmentally
disabled funds. The DD Act provided legal and administrative assistance to resolve
issues and concerns that their child was experiencing regarding proper accommodations.
The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (P.L. 98-524) of 1984 provided
federal funds to support vocational education programs. This act prohibits discrimination
for all students in recruitment, enrollment and placement in vocational education
programs for special needs students. Educators believe that vocational education
programs offered hands-on learning where the special needs student may learn a trade or
skill for future employment. In 1990 (P.L. 101-392), lawmakers expanded the term
“special populations” to include all disabilities as defined in other acts such as IDEA and
Section %)$ of the Rehabilitation Act. Opportunities to provide full vocational education
services for students with disabilities were also expanded within this act.
During the year of 1990 EAHCA reauthorizations were passed. Lawmakers
renamed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. The EAHCA became the
Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) P.L. 101-467. At the same time lawmakers also
extended grant programs with which to educate students with disabling conditions. The
amendment added traumatic brain injury and autism as new categories of disabling
conditions. IDEA also established further guidelines for students individual education
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programs and mandated that student transition plans be accomplished by the age of 16. A
transition plan is a designed plan for the further education of the student in postsecondary, vocational training, or employment after the completion of secondary
education. This amendment redefined “handicapped student” as “student with
disabilities”.
In 1997, IDEA (P.L. 105-17) was amended to once again, expand IEP
requirements. The amendment also introduced additional discipline procedures and
expanded the definition of six principles that govern the education of students with
disabilities. The six principles were: zero reject; nondiscriminatory evaluation;
appropriate education; least restrictive environment; procedural due process; and
parent/student participation.

•
•
•

•

•
•

Zero Reject: A rule against excluding any student.
Nondiscriminatory Evaluation: A ruling requiring schools to
evaluate students fairly to determine if they have a disability and, if
so, what kind and how extensive.
Appropriate Education: A ruling requiring schools to provide
individually tailored education for each student based on the
evaluation and augmented by related services and supplementary
aids and services.
Least Restrictive Environment: A ruling requiring schools to
educate students with disabilities with students without disabilities
to the maximum extent appropriate for the students with
disabilities.
Procedural Due Process: A ruling providing safeguards for
students against schools’ actions, including a right to sue in court.
Parental and student participation: A ruling requiring schools to
collaborate with parents and adolescent students in designing and
carrying out special education programs (Turnbull, Turnbull,
Shank, & Smith p.20).
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Reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 introduced new requirements for inclusion. The
reauthorization also expanded the transition requirements of a student IEP. Student
IEPs’ must begin transition plans for special needs students at the age of 14. Transition
refers to a plan for student focus in education such as enrollment in advanced placement
courses or vocational education programs (U.S. Department of Education, 1999).
To accomplish the goals of the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA it was noted that the
IEP team must work together to provide the student with the most appropriate education
and to make sure that students have the opportunity to develop skills through vocational
education, service learning, and community work experience (Hasazi, Furney, &
DeStefano, 1999; Johnson, Sharpe, & Stodden, 2000). A successful transition also
requires that knowledge and skills exist within educators and proper instructional
materials and strategies are needed (Boudah, Schumaker, & Deshler, 1997; Tralli,
Columbo, Deshler & Schumaker, 1999). Collaboration between general and special
education teachers is critical in designing transitional IEP programs for students with
disabilities so students, parents, and educators may plan for future educational and/or
employment opportunities exist for the disabled student.
Disabling Conditions
Thirteen disabling conditions are recognized by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act. They include: autism, deaf-blindness, deafness, emotional disturbance,
hearing impairments, mental retardation, multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairments,
other health impairment, specific learning disabilities, speech or language impairments,
traumatic brain injuries, visual impairments, and other health impairments.
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•

Autism is “a developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and nonverbal
communication and social interaction” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 300.7(c)(1)(i)]. Students with autism may show characteristics of
repetitive procedural tasks, erratic movements, resistance to environmental
change or changes in daily routines.

•

Deaf-Blindness includes “concomitant hearing and visual impairments, the
combination of which causes such severe communication and other
developmental and educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in
special education programs solely for children with deafness or children with
blindness” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(2)].

•

Deafness is referred to as “a hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is
impaired in processing linguistic information through hearing, with or without
amplification that adversely affects a child's educational performance” [Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(3)].

•

Emotional Disturbance can be explained as: (1) “an inability to learn that cannot
be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors; (2) an inability to build or
maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers; (3)
Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances; (4) a
general pervasive mood of anxiety or unhappiness or depression; and (5) a
tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or
school problems” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(4)].
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•

Hearing impairments are “an impairment in hearing, whether permanent or
fluctuating, that adversely affects a child's educational performance but that is not
included under the definition of deafness” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 300.7(c)(5)].

•

Mental Retardation characteristics are described as “significantly sub average
general intellectual functioning, existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive
behavior and manifested during the developmental period that adversely affects a
child's educational performance” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
300.7(c)(6)].

•

Multiple disabilities are a combination of “concomitant impairments (such as
mental retardation—blindness, mental retardation—orthopedic impairment, etc.),
the combination of which causes such severe educational needs that they cannot
be accommodated in special education programs solely for one of the
impairments. The term does not include deaf-blindness” [Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(7)].

•

Orthopedic impairments include “severe orthopedic impairment that adversely
affects a child's educational performance. The term includes impairments caused
by congenital anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, absence of some member, etc.),
impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis, etc.), and
impairments from other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or
burns that cause contractures)” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
300.7(c)(8)].
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•

Other health impairments can be classified by “limited strength, vitality or
alertness, including a heightened sensitivity to environmental stimuli, that results
in limited alertness with respect to the educational environment that is due to
chronic or acute health problems such as asthma, attention deficit disorder or
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition,
hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic fever, or sickle cell
anemia, and adversely affects a child's educational performance” [Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(9)].

•

A specific learning disability will contain “a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken
or written, that may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations, including such conditions as
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental aphasia. The term does not include learning problems that are
primarily the result of visual, hearing or more disabilities, of mental retardation,
of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic
disadvantage” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(10)].

•

Speech or language impairments are classified as “a communication disorder,
such as stuttering, impaired articulation, language impairment, or a voice
impairment, that adversely affects a child's educational performance” [Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(11)].
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•

Traumatic brain injury is “an acquired injury to the brain caused by an external
physical force, resulting in total or partial functional disability or psychosocial
impairment, or both, that adversely affects a child's educational performance. The
term applies to open or closed head injuries resulting in impairments in one or
more areas, such as cognition, language, memory, attention, reasoning, abstract
thinking, judgment, problem solving, sensory, perceptual, and motor abilities,
psychosocial behavior, psychosocial functions, information processing, and
speech. The term does not apply to brain injuries that are congenital or
degenerative or to brain injuries induced by birth trauma” [Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 34, Section 300.7(c)(12)].

•

Visual impairment is defined as “impairment in vision that, even with correction,
adversely affects a child's educational performance. The term includes both partial
sight and blindness” [Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
300.7(c)(13)].
Students served under IDEA
In the Executive Summary of the Twenty-Fourth Annual Report to Congress on

the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act from Sept. 4, 2003,
reported that 5,775,722 students ages 6 through 21 in the United States were served under
IDEA. This was “an increase of 28.4% since the 1991-92 school year. Students ages six
through 17 with disabilities made up 11.5% of the estimated student enrollment for
grades pre-k through 12th grade” (p. II-19). Between the 1991-92 and 2000-01 school
years, the growth in the number of children served has varied by age group. “The 12-17
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age group showed the greatest growth. The number of students served in this age group
increased 40.5% during that period” (p. II-21).
States in the Southern Region as defined by AAAE have 876,685 students
between the ages of 12 and 17 who were served under IDEA during the 2000-01 school
year (Twenty-Fourth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Sept. 4, 2003). The Southern Region served
32.7% (N = 5,775,722) of the total special needs student population in the United States.
Of the 12 recognized disabilities, the majority 60% (n = 522,387) were students with
specific learning disabilities. The second largest category 14.8% (n = 129,920) were
students classified with mental retardation. The remaining students were categorized
with speech or language impairment 3.9% (n = 33,787), emotional disturbance 10.10% (n
= 88,580), multiple disabilities 1.1% (n = 9,612), hearing impairments 1.1% (n = 9,737),
orthopedic impairments .9% (n = 8,245), other health impairments 7.1% (n = 61,984),
visual impairments .4% (n = 3,803), autism .7% (n = 5,771), deaf/blindness .01% (n =
117), and traumatic brain injury .24% (n = 2,142), (Table 2.2)
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Table 2.1
Number of Children ages 12-17 Served Under IDEA Part B by Disability 2000-01 School Year.
Specific
Speech
Mental
Emotional
Multiple
Hearing
Orthopedic
State
Learning
or
Retardation Disturbance Disabilities Impairments Impairments
Disability Language
Alabama
24,369
1,376
11,619
2,907
570
444
239
Arkansas

13,916

971

6,743

294

487

294

86

Florida

91,986

10,083

19,948

20,994

0

1,549

1,886

Georgia

27,843

2,375

15,569

12,491

0

658

381

Kentucky

12,622

1,328

9,903

3,562

1,107

320

172

Louisiana

22,707

2,072

6,570

3,432

378

659

602

Mississippi

17,379

1,294

3,467

429

227

292

831

North Carolina

35,222

1,432

14,313

5,680

767

905

439

Oklahoma

25,641

1,120

4,381

2,476

658

370

185

South Carolina

23,150

784

9,041

3,515

112

447

331

Tennessee

31,535

3,333

8,482

2,425

733

617

404

154,736

5,486

12,120

21,984

3,478

2,597

2,384

41,281

2,133

7,764

8,391

1,095

585

305

522,387

33,787

129,920

88,580

9,612

9,737

8,245

60.00

3.90

14.80

10.10

1.10

1.10

0.90

Texas
Virginia
Total
Total %
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Table 2.1 (Continued)
Number of Children ages 12-17 Served Under IDEA Part B by Disability 2000-01 School Year.
Other
Deaf
Traumatic
Visual
State
Health
Autism
And
Brain
Total
Impairments
Impairments
Injury
Blindness
Alabama
1,932
212
248
6
146
44,068

%
5.0

Arkansas

2,828

97

162

8

81

25,967

3.0

Florida

4,082

505

977

23

201

152,234

17.4

Georgia

6,433

255

456

9

205

66,675

7.6

Kentucky

3,349

192

199

5

99

32,858

3.7

Louisiana

3,823

207

377

5

152

40,984

4.7

0

91

138

6

63

24,217

2.8

North Carolina

6,214

296

718

9

217

66,212

7.6

Oklahoma

1,612

187

193

9

137

36,969

4.2

South Carolina

1,638

133

290

7

49

39,497

4.5

Tennessee

4,873

353

280

2

124

53,161

6.0

17,712

1,027

1,178

27

495

223,824

25.5

7,488

248

555

1

173

70,019

8.0

61,984

3,803

5,771

117

2,142

876,685

100.0

7.10

0.43

0.70

0.01

0.24

100.00

100.38

Mississippi

Texas
Virginia
Total
Total %
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Inclusion in General Education
Hinders (1995) suggests that “universities must take an active role in preparing
teachers to be competent in meeting the needs of special education students in the general
education setting” (p. 206). Research has also shown that teacher education programs are
the most important determining factor in insuring teacher quality (Cochran-Smith, 2002;
Wilson, Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy, 2002). Brownell and Pajares (1996) found that the
quality of pre-service preparation had the most impact on teacher beliefs and, teachers
who gained more general knowledge and practical strategies about teaching and
managing students with disabilities in the general education classroom were more likely
to achieve success in working with students with disabilities. In most areas of education,
including special and general education, researchers agree that the single most important
influence in the education of an adolescent is a well-prepared, considerate, and qualified
teacher (O’Shea, Stoddard, & O’Shea, 2000).
Researchers have emphasized that the student teaching experience is the core of
effective teacher preparation because it provides meaningful learning opportunities
(Cook, 2002). During the student teaching experience, student teachers will receive
hands-on experience with special needs students within general education classrooms.
General education teachers often report that they do not feel confident enough in their
knowledge, and skills to effectively teach students with disabilities (Hyunsoo, 2004).
Many teacher education program alumnae have expressed anxiety about their skills
teaching special education students in the general education classroom (Daane, BeireSmith & Latham, 2000; Kleinhammer-Tramill, 2003).
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Schumm and Vaughn (1995) conducted a study with 775 general educators
concerning their perceptions, knowledge, and skills in meeting the needs of disabled
students in the general education classroom. The study found that “many teachers were
not prepared to plan and make adaptations for students with disabilities. Many
acknowledged that their teacher preparation programs did not include intensive
instruction on how to teach students with disabilities” (p. 172).
In a study conducted by Wishart and Manning (1996), it was found that 96%
(N=231) of teacher trainees did not believe their student teaching training had prepared
them to meet the challenges of the special education student in the general education
classroom. Another study conducted by Lombard, Miller, and Hazelkorn, 1998, found
that throughout 45 states, respondents felt ill prepared to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in the general education classroom.
A study of 48 post-secondary schools showed that many of the schools failed in
attempts to prepare regular education instructors to meet the needs of special education
students in the general education classroom during their pre-service or in-service training.
(Trump & Hange, 1996). Rojewski & Pollard (1993) reported that secondary education
teachers frequently responded that their undergraduate teacher certification programs did
not effectively prepare them to teach students with disabilities in their classrooms.
Singh, (2001) focused on determining if general educators are prepared to teach
students with physical disabilities. Findings showed that “regular education teachers do
not have adequate knowledge about the disability specific characteristics and health care
needs of children with physical disabilities” (p. 20). Only 40% (N=50) felt competent
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and prepared to teach students with disabilities in the general education classroom
(Singh, 2001). Many teachers in general and special education have been ill-prepared to
meet the needs of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. (Sindelar,
1995).
Lombardi and Hunka (2001) found that 25% (n=72) of students felt neither
competent nor confident to teach special needs students in the general education
classroom, after near completion of their fourth year in a five year B.A./M.A. program at
West Virginia University. Second year students in the program reported that 48% lacked
both competence and confidence in teaching students with disabling conditions. This
study found that the fifth year, which includes the student teaching experience, will
become essential in providing the suitable point of preparedness for working with special
needs students in the general education classroom. Students who minored in special
education did not differ significantly from peers with other minors. This study
recommended more hands-on experience with special education students for general
education teachers and suggested that the student teaching experience may meet those
needs. Lombardi and Hunka (2001) also recommended that a course be designed in
particular for general educators rather than to use current special education courses that
are designed for students majoring or minoring in special education.
Previous research has suggested that teacher education programs embrace a
knowledge base of disabilities, as well as research-based instructional strategies for
teaching students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Reiff, Evans, &
Case, 1991).
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One longitudinal study conducted by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) reported that after
28 trials to investigate the perceptions of general educators regarding inclusion that were
performed between the years of 1958 and 1995, only 29.2% of the general educators felt
that they had the adequate knowledge and skill to implement inclusive services in the
general education classroom. DeBettencourt (1999) found that the instructional strategies
general educators used to teach special needs students in the general education classroom
increased with the number of education credits in special education courses taken by the
teacher. The study noted that 41.5% of those enrolled in teacher certification programs
did not take courses regarding special education during their programs.
Rojewski and Pollard (1993) conducted another study to identify the perceptions
of secondary general education teachers about inclusion. They found that a statistical
significant difference existed between education level and pre-service and in-service
training (N=437). The more special education courses a student had, the more confident
they felt about meeting the needs of a special education student. The results also showed
evidence that teaching different academic subjects did not significantly change
perceptions about teaching special education students within the general education
classroom, however teacher’s perceptions were influenced by the type and frequency of
instruction they received regarding teaching students with disabilities.
Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) found that participants’ (N=135)
confidence in implementing a student’s IEP decreased significantly as the special
education needs for the student increased. Female participants were more confident
about implementing IEP’s than male participants. The study reported that participants
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would like to receive: (a) more knowledge of diverse disabling conditions and diverse
strategies for meeting the needs of special education students; (b) more experience with
special education students during their training; (c) additional support; (d) more guidance
on managing behavior for students with emotional/behavior disorders; (e) a stronger
special education department, (f) new school policies concerning inclusion along with
more collaboration and assistance for new staff (Avramids, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000).
Rao and Levan (1999) reported that there was a statistically significant positive
correlation between knowledge acquired in elective courses and individual competence in
teaching students with disabilities. A recommendation was made that student teachers
need instruction to improve in the areas of teaching efficacy, attitudes, and competence in
teaching students with special needs in the general education classroom.
Special Education Standards for Agricultural Education
As a leading organization for educators, Interstate New Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium, 2000 (INTASC) has provided educational standards for all
beginning classroom teachers on the topics of knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed
to effectively teach students with special needs in general education classrooms.
INTASC states that “model core standards for licensing teachers represent those
principles which should be present in all teaching, regardless of the preparation and
professional development” (p. 2). The statement on the next page refers to competencies
for all beginning teachers working with disabled students in classrooms regardless of the
subject taught.
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The INTASC task force standards for a common core of
teaching knowledge and skills should be acquired by all new
teachers, the standards were developed in response to five
major propositions that guide the National Board's standardsetting and assessment work: (1) Teachers are committed to
students and their learning. (2) Teachers know the subjects they
teach and how to teach those subjects to diverse learners. (3)
Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student
learning. (4) Teachers think systematically about their practice
and learn from experience; and (5) Teachers are members of
learning communities. The teacher knows about areas of
exceptionality in learning, including learning disabilities, visual
and perceptual difficulties, and special physical or mental
challenges. (INTASC, 2000, p. 2 ).
The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE, 2002),
provides standards for all teacher certification programs. NCATE-accredited universities
go through NCATE reviews every five years. The standard that addresses teaching
special needs students is standard four: diversity, which states, “The unit designs,
implements, and evaluates curriculum and experiences for candidates to acquire and
apply the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary to help all students learn. These
experiences include working with diverse higher education and school faculty, diverse
candidates, and diverse students in P-12 schools” (NCATE, 2002). NCATE standards
emphasize the word all in every standard, indicating that each standard requires the
teacher certification program to meet the needs of the general education students and
special education students in every classroom.
The American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE, 2001) National
Standards for Teacher Education in Agriculture states that all agricultural education
programs should provide for teacher candidates to acquire and develop the pedagogical
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and professional understandings and skills needed to work with all students. Included in
the standards, a pedagogical and professional understanding of teaching and serving
students with exceptionalities is included.
Summary
The laws and amendments discussed in this paper provide the basis of required of
special education laws and the expectations for new and veteran educators in agricultural
education. The information discussed is also a determining factor of whether new and
veteran educators have the knowledge of dealing, on a daily basis with students with
disabling conditions. If the educator is unprepared to meet the needs of the special needs
student, then the next course of action by a parent or guardian is to remedy these
inequities in a court of law. Judicial proceedings cost school districts and state
educational agencies both money and time.
Today’s emphasis on inclusion means that it is important for agricultural
educators to be aware of special education laws and what is expected of them in order to
accommodate special needs students. Information on special education law strategies to
meet the needs of the special education students be included within all teacher
certification curricula. This information is critical if each future educator is to be aware
of the expectations that they will face in the academic world.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the confidence level and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) recognizing disabling conditions and special education laws.
Research Objectives
The objectives of this study were to:
1. Describe demographics of pre-service teachers in the southern region during the
Spring Semester 2005.
2. Describe agricultural education student teacher’s confidence in teaching special
needs students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
3. Describe agricultural education student teacher knowledge of disabling conditions
and special education laws regarding meeting the needs of the special education
student(s) in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
4. Describe the relationship between students’ confidence scores and knowledge
scores regarding meeting the needs of special education students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories.
5. Determine if there is a linear relationship between confidence level and selected
demographic variables.
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6. Determine if there is a linear relationship between knowledge level and selected
demographic variables.
Population and Sample
The population for this study was a census of student teachers (N=335) in the
Southern Region of the American Association of Agricultural Education (AAAE). At the
time, subjects were participating in a student teaching experience during the spring
semester of 2005 for teacher certification. The AAAE Southern Region consists of 13
states and 40 academic institutions that offer teacher certification in agricultural
education. States within this study include: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia.
Forty universities in the Southern Region are listed with AAAE while 32
universities had one or more student teachers during the Spring 2005 Semester. Twentysix universities chose to participate in this study. Each student teacher coordinator was
contacted by phone explaining the project. Student teacher coordinators supplied the
researcher with student teacher email addresses. Three universities stated that they were
not allowed to give student email addresses and agreed to send the email to access the
instrument to their student teachers. Table 3.1 shows cooperating universities and
response rate from each university.
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Table 3.1
Number of Respondents from each Participating University.
University
f
%
Arkansas State University
1
.4
Clemson University

2

.7

Middle Tennessee State University

1

.4

Mississippi State University

2

.7

Morehead State University

3

1.1

Murray State University

15

5.5

North Carolina A&T University

1

.4

North Carolina State University

19

6.9

Oklahoma State University

29

10.6

Sam Houston State University

15

5.5

Stephen F. Austin State University

8

2.9

Tarleton State University

24

8.8

Tennessee Technological University

1

.4

Texas A&M University

47

17.2

Texas A&M University Commerce

9

3.3

Texas A&M University Kingsville

13

4.7

Texas State University

3

1.1

Texas Tech University

19

6.9

University of Arkansas

6

2.2

University of Florida

10

3.6

University of Georgia

22

8.0

University of Kentucky

6

2.2

University of Tennessee

3

1.1

University of Tennessee at Martin

3

1.1

Western Kentucky University

4

1.5

Virginia Tech University

8

2.9

Total

274
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100.0

Instrumentation
The instrument was created using the Word Pad program. Instrument questions
and the design were created through html coding. Data were collected automatically on a
Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and later transferred to SPSS for data analysis. Student
teachers participated by completing an on-line instrument. Each student teacher that
completed the instrument was entered into a random drawing for a $100.00 gift certificate
from Amazon.com. The instrument was divided into two sections. The first section
sought to determine confidence levels related to teaching special needs students in
agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Items in this section were designed to
determine confidence in teaching students that possess the following recognized
disabilities of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA); learning disabled, mildly
mentally handicapped, attention deficit disorder, deaf or hearing impaired, blind or
visually impaired, emotional/behavior disorder, and physically impaired. Other
confidence questions focused on the participants’ knowledge in special education law,
providing the least restrictive environment (LRE), participating in Individual Education
Program (IEP) development, and providing an appropriate and challenging curriculum
for all students. Section two involved three multiple-choice questions for each IDEA
recognized disability described above in the confidence section. The instrument
consisted of a total of 11 confidence questions, 33 multiple choice questions in
knowledge, and 11 demographic questions.
Section one of the instrument was a Likert-type instrument used to gather
confidence of student teachers in meeting the needs of special education student in the
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agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. The Likert-type instrument used was
adapted from a study titled: The Training Needs of Vocational Teachers for Working
with Learners with Special Needs (Cotton, 2000). Section two involved a multiple
choice achievement test. Questions for the achievement test were gathered from the test
bank to accompany Exceptional Lives: Special Education in Today’s Schools by
Turnbull R., Turnbull A., Shank, M., and Smith, S. (2004). Two questions were altered
to fit this study.
To address internal validity concerns, demographic data were gathered from all
participants to determine if student teachers were similar. Randomization of the
participants did not occur for a census study. Demographic data gathered on student
teachers consisted of age; gender; experience with a person of special needs outside of an
academic setting; courses taken involving topics of teaching special needs students in the
general education classroom; whether the student teacher had an individual education
program (IEP) during their enrollment in high school; and their overall perception
containing a question about whether the student teacher feels prepared to teach special
needs students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
Instrument Reliability
The Likert-type instrument for demographics, comfort level, and the achievement
test was pilot tested on January 27, 2005, using a group of agricultural education students
from two different universities. Students in the pilot test were in their junior year of their
university education. Students at Texas Tech University and West Texas A&M
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University took part in the pilot test. Students who participated in the pilot test were not
participants in final data collection.
Pilot test data were analyzed using the Statistical Package of Social Sciences
(SPSS). A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the total instrument (44
questions) from the pilot test resulting in an overall reliability of .80. Upon final data
collection and entry, an additional Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for a total
instrument reliability of .79. A total of 11 questions measured the confidence level of
student teachers regarding meeting the needs of special education students and had a
reliability of .88. A total of 33 questions measured the knowledge of disabilities and
educational law for a total reliability of .61.
The instrument designed for confidence assessment was developed from an
instrument designed for a study assessing the training needs of vocational teachers for
working with learners with special needs (Cotton, 2000). The instrument used to assess
student teacher knowledge of special education disabilities and special education law was
adapted from the test bank that accompanies Exceptional Lives: Special Education in
Today’s Schools (Turnbull R., Turnbull A., Shank, M., & Smith, S. 2004). A panel of
12 experts in the field of special education selected appropriate questions from the book
regarding IDEA recognized disabilities and special education laws.
Data Collection
Data were collected during the spring semester of 2005. The instrument was
activated February 1, 2005 via the World Wide Web. Agricultural education teacher
certification professors were contacted by phone to explain the study and to ask if their
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teacher education program would be willing to participate. Professors from participating
universities provided the researcher with email addresses of their student teachers. Three
professors noted that they were not allowed to release student email addresses and sent
the reminders from their own email accounts. The researcher was provided with email
addresses of the student teachers for nearly 70% (n = 235) of the participants. The
instrument was located at www.ag-communicators.org/surveys/specialneeds.asp. The
goal of the study was to release the instrument while students were in pre-service teacher
education before they left the university for their individual student teaching experience.
Weekly email reminders were sent to non-respondents for six weeks. After six attempts,
mailed instruments were sent to each university for non-responders to complete during
their end of the semester meeting on campus. The total response rate for instrumentation
was 83% from the population. Five instruments were deemed unusable so the total
response rate of 82%
Interpretation of Data
Data were collected, coded, and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 12. A significance level of .05 was set as a priori.
Mean scores on the comfort level scale were interpreted as 1.00 – 1.5 = Not Qualified ,
1.51 – 2.5 = Marginally Qualified , 2.51 – 3.5 = Adequately Qualified, 3.51 – 4.5 = Fairly
Qualified, and 4.51 – 5.0 = Very Qualified (Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2
Mean Score Interpretations for Confidence
1.00 – 1.5 = Not Qualified
1.51 – 2.5 = Marginally Qualified
2.51 – 3.5 = Adequately Qualified
3.51 – 4.5 = Fairly Qualified
4.51 – 5.0 = Very Qualified

Knowledge scores were calculated using percentages and were interpreted as
Below 60% = Not Qualified, 69.9 – 60% = Marginally Qualified, 79.9 – 70% =
Adequately Qualified, 89.9 – 80% = Fairly Qualified, and 90 – 100% = Very Qualified
Table 3.2). A total of 33 knowledge questions existed giving each question a value of 3.0
points. Knowledge score interpretations are based upon the percentage of correct
responses to questions involving disabling conditions and special education laws. (Table
3.3)
Table 3.3
Knowledge Percentage Score Interpretations.
Below 60% = Not Qualified
69.9 – 60% = Marginally Qualified
79.9 – 70% = Adequately Qualified
89.9 – 80% = Fairly Qualified
90 – 100% = Very Qualified
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Table 3.4
Pearson Product Moment Correlation
Interpretations Designed by Davis, 1971_____
.70 or higher
Very strong relationship
.50 to .69

Substantial relationship

.30 to .49

Moderate relationship

.10 to .29

Low relationship

.01 to .09

Negligible relationship

Analysis of Data
1. Describe demographics of pre-service teachers in the Southern Region during the
Spring Semester 2005.
Frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations and ranges (where appropriate)
were used to describe demographic characteristics of student teachers.
2. Describe agricultural education student teachers’ confidence level of meeting the
needs of special education students in the agricultural education laboratory and
classroom.
Frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations were used to describe
agricultural education student teachers’ confidence levels in meeting the needs of special
education students in the agricultural education classroom and laboratory.
3. Describe agricultural education student teacher knowledge of special education
and meeting the needs of the special education student in the agricultural
education laboratory and classroom.
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Frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations were used to describe
agricultural education student teachers’ knowledge disabling conditions and special
education law.
4. Describe the relationship between students’ total confidence scores and
knowledge criterion scores regarding meeting the needs of special education
students in the agricultural education laboratory and classroom.
A Pearson product moment correlation was calculated to determine whether student
teacher confidence is useful in predicting special education knowledge.
5.

Determine if there is a linear relationship between confidence level and
selected demographic variables.

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well student teacher
demographics predict total confidence regarding special education disabilities and special
education law. R, R square, B, Standard error, and Beta were used to describe the linear
relationship.
6. Determine if there is a linear relationship between knowledge level and
selected demographic variables.
A multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well student teacher
demographics predict total knowledge regarding special education disabilities and special
education law. R, R square, B, Standard error, and Beta were used to describe the linear
relationship.

48

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the confidence and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) recognized disabling conditions and special education laws.
Student teachers (N=274) in the Southern Region as defined by AAAE participated in
this study by completing an instrument containing 11 questions on confidence concerning
disabling conditions and special education law. Thirty-three questions were designed to
evaluate student teacher knowledge of disabling conditions and special education law.
Eleven additional questions were administered to describe student teacher demographics.
Data were collected and analyzed to answer the following objectives.
Research Objective One
Objective One was to describe demographics of student teachers in the Southern
Region during the Spring Semester 2005. Data were collected from student teachers
pertaining to: gender, ethnicity, age, whether they took a course that dealt with special
education issues, level of education, whether the student teacher had an Individual
Education Plan (IEP) while enrolled in high school, and has the student teacher spent
time with someone of special needs outside of the academic setting.
Over half 52.63% (n=144) of the student teachers were female. The remaining
46.7% (n=128) were male (Table 4.1).

The majority 93.1% (n=255) were Caucasian.

Two student teachers (.7%) were African American. Twelve student teachers (4.2%)
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were Hispanic American. One student teacher (.7%) responded as multiracial. The
remaining respondent .7% (n = 1) selected the other category for ethnicity. Three
students did not report ethnicity (Table 4.2).
Table 4.1
Student Teacher’s Gender.
Gender
f
Female
144
Male
Missing
Total

%
52.6

128

46.7

2

0.7

274

100.0

Table 4.2
Student Teacher’s Ethnicity.
Ethnicity
f
White/Caucasian
255

%
93.1

African American

2

.7

Hispanic American

12

4.2

Multi-racial

1

.4

Other

1

.4

Missing

3

1.1

274

100.0

Total

The majority 90.4% (n=245) were between the ages of 20-25. Approximately
5.2% (n=14) were between ages 26-30. Six, (2.2%) were between the ages of 31-35. Few
0.8% (n=2) were between the ages of 36-40. The remaining 1.4% (n=4) were above the
age of forty. The mean age for student teachers was 23.36 with a standard deviation of
3.88. The range was reported as 28. Two student teachers did not report age (Table 4.3).
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Table 4.3
Student Teacher’s Age.
Age in Years
f
20-25
245

%
90.4

26-30

14

5.2

31-35

6

2.2

36-40

2

0.8

> 40

4

1.4

Total
271
100.0
Note: Mean 23.36, SD = 3.88, Range 28
Over half 58.1% (n=162) of the student teachers reported that they took a course
while enrolled in college that had some curriculum regarding teaching special needs
students. Most 57.3% (n=157) student teachers participated in a required course that
contained information regarding teaching special needs students. Few 5% (n=5) of the
student teachers took a course that included information on teaching special needs
students. Ninety, (32.8%) student teachers reported that they have never taken a course
containing information regarding teaching special needs students.

Twenty-two student

teachers did not report if they have or have not taken a course with information regarding
teaching special needs students (Table 4.4).
Table 4.4
Course(s) Taken in Special Education.
Course
%
f
Required
157
57.3
Elective

5

1.8

Never

90

32.8

Missing

22

8.0

151

100.0

Total
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Most 79.9% (n=219) of the student teachers were working towards receiving a
Bachelor of Science degree. Approximately 10.2% (n=28) had a Bachelor of Science
degree plus 10 additional hours. Fourteen, (5.1%) of the student teachers had a Master of
Science degree while the remaining 1.1% (n=3) had their Masters degree plus 10
additional hours. Ten student teachers did not report their level of education (Table 4.5).
Table 4.5
Student Teacher’s Level of Education.
Education
%
f
B.S.
219
79.9
B.S. + 10 hours

28

10.2

M.S.

14

5.1

3

1.1

10

3.6

274

100.0

M.S. + 10 hours
Missing
Total

Most 82.5% (n=226) reported that they did not have an individual education plan
(IEP) while enrolled in high school. Approximately 10.9% (n=30) reported that they had
an IEP while enrolled in high school. Eighteen student teachers did not report if they did
or did not have an IEP while enrolled in high school (Table 4.6).
Table 4.6
Did Student Teacher Have an IEP While
Enrolled in High School.
IEP
%
f
No
226
82.5
Yes

30

10.9

Missing

18

6.6

274

100.0

Total

52

Participants reported if they have spent time with a person with special needs
outside of the academic setting. Approximately 42.1% (n=113) had no contact with a
person of special needs outside of the classroom. Over half 55.8% (n=153) reported that
they have spent time with a person of special needs outside of the classroom. Eight
student teachers did not report if they have spent time with a person of special needs
outside of the academic setting. (Table 4.7).
Table 4.7
Has Student Teacher Spent Time With a
Person of Special Needs Outside of an
Academic Setting.
Time
%
f
No
113
42.1
Yes
Missing
Total

153

55.8

8

2.9

274

100.0

Student teachers that spent time with a person of special needs classified their
relationship to the special needs person into 10 different categories. The categories
reported are, friend 55.8% (n=95), relative 24.1% (n=41), volunteer work 8.8% (n=15),
neighbor 5.3% (n=9), child or sibling of friend 2.4% (n=4), babysitter 1.2% (n=2),
significant other 1.2%, (n=1), and self 1.2% (n=2). One hundred and seventy
relationships with a person of special needs were reported. It should be noted that several
student teachers reported two or more relationships with a person of special needs outside
of the classroom (Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8
Relationship of Special Needs Person that Student Teachers
Spent Time With Outside of the Academic Setting.
Relationship
%
f
Friend
95
55.8
Relative

41

24.1

Volunteer work

15

8.8

Neighbor

9

5.3

Child or sibling of friend

4

2.4

Self

2

1.2

Babysitter

2

1.2

Significant other

2

1.2

170

100.0

Total

An additional item regarded whether the student teachers felt prepared to teach
special needs students in the general education classroom. Approximately 21.5% (n=59)
reported that they did not feel prepared to teach special needs students. The majority
75.2% (n=206) reported that they felt prepared to teach special needs students in the
general education classroom. Eight students did not report if they felt prepared or not to
teach special needs students in the general education classroom (Table 4.9).
Table 4.9
Does the Student Teacher Feel Prepared to
Teach Special Needs Students.
Prepared
%
f
No
59
21.5
Yes
Missing
Total

54

206

75.2

8

2.9

274

100.0

Research Objective Two
Objective Two was to describe agricultural education student teacher’s
confidence level in teaching special needs students in agricultural education classrooms
and laboratories. Student teachers rated their confidence level regarding teaching special
needs students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Eleven disability
categories were explored including: learning disabled, mildly and mentally handicapped,
attention deficit disorder, deaf or hearing impaired, blind or visual impairment,
emotional/behavior disorder, physical impairments. Four additional questions involved
special education laws, least restrictive environment, individual education programs, and
providing a challenging curriculum for all students.
Student teachers rated their confidence level in teaching students with learning
disabilities. Few 1.1% (n = 3) did not feel confident. Approximately 13.1% (n = 36) felt
marginally confident. Eighty-three student teachers felt adequately confident. The
majority, 44.9% (n = 123) were fairly confident while the remaining 10.6% (n = 29) felt
very confident teaching learning disabled students in agricultural education classrooms
and laboratories (Table 4.10). The mean score was 3.51 with a standard deviation of .890
(Table 4.10). The mean score of 3.51 would be placed in the adequately confident
category.
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Table 4.10
Confidence Levels in Teaching Learning Disabled Students in
Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
3
1.1
1.1
Marginally Confident

36

13.1

14.2

Adequately Confident

83

30.3

44.5

Fairly Confident

123

44.9

89.4

Very Confident

29

10.6

100.0

274

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.51, SD = .890

Student teachers rated their confidence in teaching mildly and mentally
handicapped students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Twelve
students (4.4%) felt that they were not confident teaching mildly and mentally
handicapped students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
Approximately 21.5% (n = 59) felt marginally confident. Most 39.8% (n = 109) felt
adequately confident. Seventy-five student teachers (27.4%) felt fairly confident while
the remaining 6.9% (n = 19) felt very confident teaching mildly and mentally
handicapped students. The mean score was 3.11 with a standard deviation of .966 (Table
4.11). The mean score of 3.11 would be placed in the adequately confident category.
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Table 4.11
Confidence Levels in Teaching Mildly and Mentally Handicapped
Students in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
12
4.4
4.4
Marginally Confident

59

21.5

25.9

Adequately Confident

109

39.8

65.7

Fairly Confident

75

27.4

93.1

Very Confident

19

6.9

100.0

274

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.11, SD = .966

Confidence in teaching attention deficit disorder students in the agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories were gathered. Few 1.1% (n = 3) reported that
they were not confident. Twenty-five (9.1%) student teachers were marginally confident.
Approximately 30.7% (n = 84) were adequately confident. Most 42% (n = 115) were
fairly confident while the remaining 17.2 % (n = 47) were very confident. The mean sore
was 3.65 with a standard deviation of .907 (Table 4.12). The mean score of 3.65 would
be placed in the fairly confident category.
Table 4.12
Confidence Levels in Teaching Attention Deficit Disorder Students
in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
3
1.1
1.1
Marginally Confident

25

9.1

10.2

Adequately Confident

84

30.7

40.9

Fairly Confident

115

42.0

82.8

Very Confident

47

17.2

100.0

274

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.65, SD = .907
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Confidence in teaching deaf or hearing impaired students in agricultural education
classrooms and laboratories were gathered. Fifty-four (19.8%) student teachers noted
that they did not feel qualified. Approximately 33% (n = 90) reported that they were
marginally confident. Slightly more than one-fourth (26.4%) were adequately confident.
Forty-four (16.1%) of the student teachers felt fairly confident while the remaining 4.8%
(n = 13) were very confident in teaching deaf or hearing impaired students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories. The mean score was 2.53 with a standard
deviation of 1.12 (Table 4.13). The mean score of 2.53 is placed in the adequately
confident category.
Table 4.13
Confidence Levels in Teaching Deaf or Hearing Impaired Students
in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Levels
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
54
19.8
19.8
Marginally Confident

90

33.0

52.7

Adequately Confident

72

26.4

79.1

Fairly Confident

44

16.1

95.2

Very Confident

13

4.8

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 2.53, SD = 1.12

Confidence levels in teaching blind or visually impaired students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories were gathered. Over one-fourth (27.4%) noted
that they do not feel confident. Most, 32.8% (n = 90) were fairly confident. Slightly over
one fourth 25.2% (n = 69) felt adequately confident. Approximately 12.4% (n = 24) felt
fairly confident while the remaining 2.2% (n = 6) felt very confident. The mean score
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was 2.29 with a standard deviation of 1.07 (Table 4.14). The mean score of 2.29 is
placed in the marginally confident category.
Table 4.14
Confidence Levels in Teaching Blind or Visually Impaired Students
in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
75
27.4
27.4
Marginally Confident

90

32.8

60.2

Adequately Confident

69

25.2

85.4

Fairly Confident

34

12.4

97.8

Very Confident

6

2.2

100.0

274

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 2.29, SD = 1.07

Confidence in teaching emotional/behavior disorder students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories were gathered. Few, 6.2% (n = 17) did not feel
confident in their abilities to teach emotional/behavior disorder students. Approximately
21.2% (n = 58) felt marginally confident. The majority 38.1% (n = 104) were adequately
confident. Over one fourth 27.5% (n = 75) were fairly confident with the remaining 7%
(n = 19) were very confident. The mean score was 3.08 with a standard deviation of 1.01
(Table 4.15). The mean score of 3.08 is placed in the adequately confident category.
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Table 4.15
Confidence Levels in Teaching Emotional and Behavior Disorder
Students in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
17
6.2
6.2
Marginally Confident

58

21.2

27.5

Adequately Confident

104

38.1

65.6

Fairly Confident

75

27.5

93.0

Very Confident

19

7.0

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.08, SD = 1.01

Confidence levels in teaching physically impaired students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories were collected. Few 3.7% (n = 10) did not feel
confident in teaching physically impaired students. Thirty-six (13.2%) student teachers
felt marginally confident. Nearly one-third, (31.1%) felt adequately qualified. Ninetynine (36.3%) student teachers felt fairly confident while the remaining 15.8% (n = 43)
felt very confident in teaching physically impaired students in agricultural education
classrooms and laboratories. The mean score was 3.47 with a standard deviation of 1.03
(Table 4.16). The mean score 3.47 is placed in the adequately confident category.
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Table 4.16
Confidence Levels in Teaching Physically Impaired Students in
Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
10
3.7
3.7
Marginally Confident

36

13.2

16.8

Adequately Confident

85

31.1

48.0

Fairly Confident

99

36.3

84.2

Very Confident

43

15.8

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.47, SD = 1.03

Student teacher’s confidence levels in understanding special education law were
gathered. Twenty-two (8.1%) student teachers did not feel confident in understanding
special education law. Over one-fourth (25.3%) felt marginally confident. Most, 33.7%
(n = 92) were adequately confident in understanding educational law. Seventy-one
(26%) of the student teachers felt fairly confident while the remaining 7% (n = 19) were
very confident in understanding special education law. The mean score was 2.99 with a
standard deviation of 1.06 (Table 4.17). The mean score of 2.99 is placed in the
adequately confident category.
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Table 4.17
Confidence Levels in Understanding Special Education Law.
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
22
8.1
8.1
Marginally Confident

69

25.3

33.3

Adequately Confident

92

33.7

67.0

Fairly Confident

71

26.0

93.0

Very Confident

19

7.0

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 2.99, SD = 1.06

Confidence levels for providing the least restrictive environment for all students
were gathered. Few, 2.9% (n = 8) did not feel confident providing the least restrictive
environment for all students. Thirty-nine student teachers felt marginally confident.
Over one fourth, (28.2%) of student teachers felt adequately qualified. Most 43.2% (n =
118) felt fairly confident while the remaining 11.4% (n = 31) felt that they were very
confident in providing the least restrictive environment. The mean score was 3.46 with a
standard deviation of .97 (Table 4.18). The mean score of 3.46 is placed in the fairly
confident category.
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Table 4.18
Confidence Levels in Providing Least Restrictive Environment for
all students in Agricultural Education Classrooms and Laboratories.
Confidence Levels
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
8
2.9
2.9
Marginally Confident

39

14.3

17.2

Adequately Confident

77

28.2

45.4

Fairly Confident

118

43.2

88.6

Very Confident

31

11.4

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.46, SD = .97

Confidence levels in participating in student individual education program
development were collected. Eleven (4%) felt that they were not confident in developing
individual education programs. Approximately 16.5% (n = 45) felt marginally confident.
Under one-third, 30% (n = 82) felt adequately confident. Ninety-six (35.2%) student
teachers felt fairly confident while the remaining 14.3% (n = 39) were very confident in
developing individual education programs. The mean score was 3.39 with a standard
deviation of 1.05 (Table 4.19). The mean score of 3.39 is placed in the adequately
qualified category.
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Table 4.19
Confidence Levels in Developing Individual Education Programs.
Confidence Level
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
11
4.0
4.0
Marginally Confident

45

16.5

20.5

Adequately Confident

82

30.0

50.5

Fairly Confident

96

35.2

85.7

Very Confident

39

14.3

100.0

273

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.39, SD = 1.05

Confidence levels in providing an appropriate and challenging curriculum for all
students were gathered. Very few, (3%) did not feel confident providing an appropriate
and challenging curriculum for all students. Over one-tenth, (10.6%) felt marginally
confident. Slightly over one-fourth, (25.5%) felt adequately confident. Most, 40.9% (n =
112) felt fairly confident while the remaining 21.9% (n = 60) felt very confident in
providing an appropriate and challenging curriculum for all students. The mean score
was 3.72 with a standard deviation of .96 (Table 4.20). The mean score of 3.72 is placed
in the fairly qualified category.
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Table 4.20
Confidence Levels in Providing an Appropriate and Challenging
Curriculum for all Students.
Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
f
Not Confident
3
1.1
1.1
Marginally Confident

29

10.6

11.7

Adequately Confident

70

25.5

37.2

Fairly Confident

112

40.9

78.1

Very Confident

60

21.9

100.0

274

100.0

Total
Note: Mean 3.72, SD = .960

Overall, mean scores show that the majority of student teachers felt marginally
confident in teaching blind or visually impaired students. Student teachers felt
adequately confident teaching special needs students diagnosed as/with: learning
disabled; mildly and mentally handicapped; attention deficit disorder; emotional/behavior
disorder; and physically impaired.
Student teachers noted that they feel fairly confident in providing the least
restrictive environment and providing an appropriate and challenging education for all
students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Student teachers felt
adequately confident in understanding special education laws and in developing
individual education programs.
Research Objective Three
Objective Three was to describe agricultural education student teacher knowledge
of disabling conditions and special education laws regarding meeting the needs of special
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education students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Student
teachers were given a knowledge achievement test. Thirty-three test questions existed
allowing three questions for each disabling condition and each special education criteria.
Knowledge questions involved the following (IDEA) recognized disabilities: learning
disabled; mildly mentally handicapped; attention deficit disorder; deaf or hearing
impaired; blind or visually impaired; emotional/behavior disorder; and physically
impaired. Other confidence questions focused on the participants’ knowledge of special
education law, providing the least restrictive environment (LRE), participating in IEP
development, and providing an appropriate and challenging curriculum for all students.
Percentages of correct and incorrect questions regarding knowledge of disabling
categories and special education law are reported in table 4.21.
The average mean score for the knowledge assessment was 57%. The range of
scores was 73 percentage points. The lowest percentage was 15% with the highest
percent at 88%. The knowledge exam was graded as a regular classroom exam would be
graded with equal weights to each question. The mean score of 57% would be a failing
average for an exam. The highest percentage (88) would result in the letter grade of a
“B”. The scores indicate that approximately 57% (n = 156) of the population had a
failing average for the exam. Approximately 27% (n = 73) of the population of student
teachers received a grade of a “D”. Forty-three student teachers (approximately 16%)
would receive the grade of “C” while only two students achieved the grade of a “B”.
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Table 4.21
Knowledge Questions on Special Education Disabilities and Special Education Law – Percentages Correct and Incorrect.
Multiple Choice Question
% Correct % Incorrect
Which of the following tends to characterize students with learning disabilities?
59.5
40.5
If Billy has dysgraphia, which of the following tasks would be especially difficult for him?
39.8
60.2
What percentage of all students served under Individuals with Disabilities Education Act are
29.6
70.4
identified with a learning disability?
Which educational setting does Individuals with Disabilities Act give preference to for
52.9
47.1
educating students with mental retardation?
What is the name of a plan written for a student who does not require special education services
26.6
73.4
but needs some accommodations in the general education classroom?
Which one of the following describes current thinking about the brain functions of those with
23.0
77.0
AD/HD?
Which behavioral description refers primarily to not finishing homework assignments, missing
58.8
41.2
details in work, and does not listen when being spoken to
Which behavioral description refers primarily to blurting out answers, interrupting others, and
50.7
49.3
intruding on others during activities?
What seems to be the major cause of a student’s low academic achievement?
15.0
85.0
What percentages of individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing are educated in the public
19.7
80.3
schools?
How is intensity of sound measured?
81.8
18.2
What is the single most difficult challenge for children who are hard of hearing?
59.5
40.5
What one characteristic do all students with visual impairments share?
65.3
34.7
The IDEA definition of blindness indicates that the visual system must adversely affect the
52.2
47.8
child’s.
How much time (recommended) should Edwin, a student with visual impairments, be allowed
27.0
73.0
to take a test that others (with adequate vision) take in 2.0 hours?
What is the most common childhood disorder?
39.4
60.6
What percent of students with emotional and/or behavioral disorders drop out of high school?
44.9
55.1
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Table 4.21 Continued
Which of the following is a characteristic of a universally designed classroom designed to meet
the needs of students with emotional or behavioral disorders?
In which educational setting do most students with physical disabilities spend most of their
instructional time?
Which term refers to “any item” that increases, maintains, or improves the functional capacities
of a child with disabilities.
What percent of all students with physical disabilities attend regular schools?
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act use the same descriptions to define a disability.
The Individuals with Disabilities Act does not require regular education teachers to participate
in a student’s IEP development.
Most students with disabilities and other special needs should be placed in general education
classrooms for a portion of their day at school
Least Restrictive environment applies to non-academic areas (such as sports) as well as
academic programs.
A student with a disability should be provided with "supplementary aids and services” as
needed to enable him or her to succeed in the least restrictive environment
A special needs student should always be placed in a special education classroom to provide the
most appropriate and least restrictive environment.
An IEP describes the type and extent of special education services, which will be provided to a
student with a disability.
The special needs student should not be involved in the development of his or her own IEP.
An IEP should list appropriate supplementary aids and services that the student needs in the
general education classroom.
A special needs student should always have a modified exam in the agricultural education
classroom.
Extended time may be given to a student with special needs to complete an assignment.
The instructor should not have high academic expectations for special needs students
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73.7

26.3

42.0

58.0

51.8

48.2

25.9
36.1

74.1
63.9

75.9

24.1

85.4

14.6

72.6

27.4

92.3

7.7

77.0

23.0

89.4

10.6

74.5
89.4

25.5
10.6

64.6

35.5

89.8
78.1

10.2
21.9

Research Objective Four
Objective four was to describe the relationship between students’ confidence
scores and knowledge scores regarding meeting the needs of special education students in
agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Correlation coefficients were
computed between total confidence and total knowledge. Additional correlation
coefficients were computed among total confidence and knowledge criteria. A p-value of
.05 was required for significance. Correlations were interpreted using the interpretation of
correlation coefficient developed by Davis (1971).
The relationship between total confidence and total knowledge showed a
correlation of .02, which shows a negligible relationship between total confidence and
total knowledge. Knowledge criteria shows that questions regarding: learning disabilities
(-.01); mildly mentally handicapped (-.05); attention deficit disorder (.01); deaf or
hearing impaired (-.02); blind or visually impaired (-.05); emotional behavior disorder
(.07); physically impaired (.03); special education law (-.01); individual education
programs (.05); and providing an appropriate and challenging education for all students
(-.01), also show a negligible relationship towards total confidence. Least restrictive
environment (.10) shows a low relationship towards total confidence.
The results of the correlation analysis presented in table 4.22 show that all
correlations calculated did not show statistically significant relationships. The
correlations of knowledge and knowledge criteria were shown to be negligible or low
relationships regarding total confidence. In general, the results say that there is little or
no relationship between student confidence in teaching special needs students in the
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agricultural classroom and the knowledge of special education disabilities and special
education law.
Table 4.22
Correlations Between Total Confidence, and Total Knowledge, and Total
Knowledge Criterion.
Total Confidence
Total Knowledge
.02
Learning Disabilities
-.01
Mildly Mentally Handicapped
-.05
Attention Deficit Disorder
.01
Deaf or Hearing Impaired
-.02
Blind or Visually Impaired
-.05
Emotional Behavior Disorder
.07
Physically Impaired
.03
Special Education Law
-.01
Least Restrictive Environment
.10
Individual Education Programs
.05
Providing an Appropriate & Challenging Education for all.
-.01
* p < .05
Research Objective Five
Objective five was to determine if there is a linear relationship between
confidence levels and selected demographic variables. A multiple regression analysis
was performed to evaluate how well student teacher demographics measure total
confidence. Teacher demographics were gender, age, education, feels prepared, time
spent, course(s) taken, and whether the student teacher had an IEP in high school. The
criterion variable was the total confidence level. The linear combination of
demographics was significantly related to total confidence, F (7, 216) = 9.68, p < .05.
The sample multiple correlation coefficient was .49, indicating that approximately 24%
of the variance of the total confidence in the sample can be accounted for by the linear
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combination of student teacher demographics. Preparedness, time spent with a person of
special needs, and whether the student teacher had an IEP while enrolled in high school
can be counted towards 83% of the total variance explained. Strength of relationships in
demographics and total confidence are shown in Table 4.23. A statistically significant
relationship occurred in student teachers confidence scores and selected demographics. If
student teachers felt prepared to teach special education students in agricultural
classrooms and laboratories, and if the student teacher had spent time with a person of
special needs prior to their student teaching experience showed statistically significant
positive relationships with confidence levels.
Table 4.23
Summary of Linear Regression Analysis for Demographic
Variable Predicting Total Confidence in Teaching Special
Education students in the Agricultural Education Classrooms
and Laboratories.
Demographic
SE B
β
B
Gender
0.08
0.08
.06
Age
0.02
0.01
.11
Education
-0.10
0.16
-.04
Feels Prepared
0.62
0.10
.38*
Time Spent
0.21
0.09
.15*
Course Taken
-0.04
0.08
-.03
IEP High School
0.25
0.13
.11
2
Note. * p < .05, R = .24.
Research Objective Six
Objective six was to determine if there is a linear relationship between knowledge
levels and selected demographic variables. A multiple regression analysis was conducted
to evaluate how well student teacher demographics measure total knowledge. Teacher
demographics were gender, age, education, feels prepared, time spent, course taken, and
71

whether the student teacher had an IEP in high school. The criterion variable was total
knowledge. The linear combination of demographics was significantly related to total
knowledge, F (7, 222) = 3.17, p < .05. The sample multiple correlation coefficient was
.30, indicating that approximately 9% of the variance of total knowledge in the sample
can be accounted for by the linear combination of selected student teacher demographics.
Gender, age, and time spent with a person of special needs can be accounted for nearly
100% of the total variance explained. Strength of relationships in demographics and
total knowledge are shown in Table 4.24.
Table 4.24
Summary of Linear Regression Analysis for Demographic
Variable Predicting Total Knowledge in Teaching Special
Education students in the Agricultural Education Classrooms
and Laboratories.
Demographic
SE B
β
B
Gender
-1.10
0.50
-.15*
Age
0.14
0.07
.13*
Education
0.81
0.94
.06
Feels Prepared
0.97
0.59
.11
Time Spent
0.99
0.50
.13
Course Taken
0.78
0.50
.10
IEP High School
-0.02
0.76
-.00
Note. * p < .05, R2 = .09.

A statistically significant relationship occurred in student teacher special
education knowledge scores and selected demographics. Student’s gender and age
showed statistically significant relationships with knowledge scores. Female student
teachers showed a higher knowledge score than male students. As age increased,
knowledge of disabilities and special education law increased. Though not statistically
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significant, students that spent time with a person of special needs prior to their student
teaching experience also showed and increase in knowledge scores over students that had
not previously spent time with a person of special needs.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the confidence and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of recognized disabling conditions as
identified in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) recognized disabling
conditions and special education laws. This chapter will summarize the findings and
present discussion of the data.
The population for this study was a census of student teachers (N=335) in the
Southern Region of the American Association of Agricultural Education (AAAE). At the
time of the study, subjects were participating in a student teaching experience during the
spring semester of 2005 to gain their teacher certification. The AAAE Southern Region
consists of 13 states and 40 academic institutions that offer teacher certification in
agricultural education. States within this study include: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia. The review of relevant literature included in Chapter II
indicated that student teachers often feel unprepared to meet the challenges of teaching
special needs students in general education classrooms.
Two-hundred seventy four student teachers in the southern region completed a
questionnaire designed to evaluate the confidence and knowledge regarding special
education disabilities and laws. Section one of the instrument was a Likert-type
instrument used to gather confidence of student teachers in meeting the needs of special
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education student in the agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. The Likerttype instrument used was adapted from a study titled: The Training Needs of Vocational
Teachers for Working with Learners with Special Needs (Cotton 2000). Section two,
involved a multiple choice achievement test. Questions for the achievement test were
gathered from the test bank to accompany Exceptional Lives: Special Education in
Today’s Schools by Turnbull R., Turnbull A., Shank, M., and Smith, S. (2004).
Conclusions
The following research objectives and hypothesis were tested:
1.

Describe demographics of student teachers in the Southern Region during
the Spring Semester 2005.

Two hundred seventy four student teachers completed the instrument to gather
interpretations of confidence and knowledge regarding disabling conditions and special
education laws involving teaching special education students in agricultural education
classrooms and laboratories. Over 52% of the population was female while 47% were
male. Student teachers were mainly Caucasian (93.1%). Most student teachers were
between the ages of 20-25 with an age range of 28 years. The mean age was 23. Most
students have or were receiving their Bachelors degree, 17 students have or were
receiving their Masters degree. The majority (n = 162) of student teachers have taken a
course involving special education issues. Ninety students noted that they have never
taken a course that involved special education issues. DeBettencourt, (1999) found that
41.5% of those enrolled in teacher certification programs did not take courses regarding
special education.
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Over half (55.8%)of the student teachers have spent time with a person of
special needs while 42.1% noted that they had no contact with a person of special needs
outside of an academic setting. Thirty, (11%) student teachers had an Individual
Education Program while enrolled in high school. Overall 75.2% of the student teachers
within this population felt prepared to teach special needs students in agricultural
education classrooms and laboratories. Over, 20% noted that they did not feel prepared
for inclusion challenges.
2.

Describe agricultural education student teacher’s confidence level in
teaching special needs students in agricultural education classrooms and
laboratories.

Overall, mean scores show that the majority of student teachers felt marginally
confident in teaching blind or visually impaired students. Student teachers felt
adequately confident teaching special needs students diagnosed as/with: learning
disabled; mildly and mentally handicapped; attention deficit disorder; emotional/behavior
disorder; and physically impaired.
Student teachers noted that they feel fairly confident in providing the least
restrictive environment and providing an appropriate and challenging education for all
students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories. Student teachers felt
adequately confident in understanding special education laws and in developing
individual education programs.
In a study conducted by Cotton, (2000), similar results were found. Cotton
studied the confidence level of veteran teachers teaching agri-science with the mean years
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of experience of 16.69. Eighty-six Agri-Science teachers participated in this study that
included a total population of 499. Teachers felt the least confident in teaching students
who were visually and hearing impaired. Within both studies the highest rated
confidence level was in teaching learning disabled students. This data has produced
similar results, however the mean scores of confidence were higher in this current study.
Mean scores may have been higher because student teachers have not spent as much time
in the classroom and have not experienced teaching special needs students first hand.
Lombardi and Hunka (2001) found that 25% (n=72) of students felt neither competent
nor confident to teach special needs students in the general education classroom, after
near completion of their fourth year in a five year B.A./M.A. program at West Virginia
University.
3.

Describe agricultural education student teacher knowledge of disabling
conditions and special education laws regarding meeting the needs of the
special education student(s) in agricultural education classrooms and
laboratories.

The average mean score for the knowledge assessment was 57%. The range of
scores was 73 percentage points. The lowest percentage was 15% with the highest
percent at 88%. The knowledge exam was graded as a regular classroom exam would be
graded with equal weights to each question. The mean score of 57% would be a failing
average for an exam. The highest percentage (88) would result in the letter grade of a
“B”. The scores indicate that approximately 57% (n = 156) of the population had a
failing average for the exam. Approximately 27% (n = 73) of the population of student
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teachers received a grade of a “D”. Forty-three student teachers (approximately 16%)
would receive the grade of “C” while only two students achieved the grade of a “B”.
Relevant research in Chapter II relates to these findings greatly. Many argue that
teachers are ill prepared to meet the needs of special education students in general
education classrooms. Many teachers in general and special education have been illprepared to meet the needs of students with disabilities in the general education
classroom. (Sindelar 1995; Welch, 1996). A longitudinal study conducted by Scruggs
and Mastropieri (1996) reported that after 28 trials between 1958 and 1995, investigating
perceptions of general educators regarding inclusion found that only 29.2% of the general
educators felt that they had adequate knowledge and skill to implement inclusive services
in the general education classroom.
Schumm and Vaughn (1995) conducted a study with 775 general educators
concerning their perceptions, knowledge, and skills in meeting the needs of disabled
students in the general education classroom. The study found that “many teachers were
not prepared to plan and make adaptations for students with disabilities. Many
acknowledged that their teacher preparation programs did not include intensive
instruction on how to teach students with disabilities” (p. 172).
In a study conducted by Wishart and Manning (1996), it was found that 96%
(n=231) of teacher trainees did not believe their student teaching training had prepared
them to meet the challenges of the special education student in the general education
classroom. Another study conducted by Lombard, Miller, and Hazelkorn, (1998) found
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that throughout 45 states, respondents felt ill prepared to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in the general education classroom.
Results from the instrument designed for this study to assess the knowledge level
of student teachers regarding disabling conditions and teaching special education students
in the general education classroom did show that our student teachers may be ill-prepared
to meet the challenges of accommodation during classroom and laboratory activities in
the agricultural education classroom.
Surprisingly, data in this study showed that student teacher did have adequate
knowledge on special education law. Elbert and Baggett, 2003 suggested that teachers
of agricultural education in Pennsylvania need more knowledge of special education law
that includes providing the least restrictive environment and in designing individual
education programs. It is important though to remember that Ebert and Baggett surveyed
veteran teachers and this study involved student teachers. Student teachers have not
experienced extended time teaching special needs students. Cotton also found that
veteran vocational teachers wanted additional training regarding least restrictive
environment and providing an appropriate curriculum for all student within their
classrooms.
4.

Describe the relationship between students’ confidence scores and
knowledge scores regarding meeting the needs of special education
students in agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.

The results of the correlation analysis show that all correlations calculated did not
show statistically significant differences. The correlations of knowledge and knowledge
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criteria were shown to have negligible and low relationships regarding total confidence.
In general, the results say that there is little or no relationship between student confidence
in teaching special needs students in the agricultural classroom and the knowledge of
special education disabilities and special education law.
Rao and Levan (1999) reported that a statistically significant positive correlation
existed between knowledge acquired in elective courses and individual competence in
teaching students with disabilities. They recommended that student teachers need
instruction to improve in the areas of teaching efficacy, attitudes, and competence in
teaching students with special needs in the general education classroom.
5.

Determine if there is a linear relationship between confidence level and
selected demographic variables.

A statistically significant difference occurred in student teachers confidence
scores and selected demographics. If a student teacher felt prepared to teach special
education students in agricultural classrooms and laboratories, and if a student teacher
had spent time with a person of special needs prior to their student teaching experience
showed statistically significant positive relationships with confidence levels.

6.

Determine if there is a linear relationship between knowledge level and
selected demographic variables.

A statistically significant difference occurred in student teacher special education
knowledge scores and selected demographics. Student’s gender and age showed
statistically significant relationships with knowledge scores. Female student teachers
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showed a higher knowledge score than male students. As age increased, knowledge of
disabilities and special education law increased. Though not statistically significant,
students who spent time with a person of special needs prior to their student teaching
experience also showed and increase in knowledge scores over students that had not
previously spent time with a person of special needs.
Recommendations
Based on this study’s findings and discussion, the following recommendations for
further action can be made.
Recommendations for Improvement of Practice
The research presented within this study indicates that student teachers in the
Southern Region as defined by American Association of Agricultural Education feel
adequately confident in teaching special needs students in agricultural education
classroom and laboratories. Knowledge levels of disabling conditions and special
education laws had a mean score of 57%. It is important to determine whether student
teachers in agricultural education are prepared to teach special education students in
agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.
Faculty at universities offering teacher certification in agricultural education
should make efforts to include information on special education laws. Information
should also describe disabling conditions that their future students may have. While this
study showed that students feel adequately confident teaching special needs students in
agricultural education classrooms, knowledge scores did not show positive results about
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disabling conditions and special education laws. This information should be taken into
account by instructors when they are designing their teacher certification courses.
Recommendations for Further Research
The creation of a knowledge assessment instrument is needed for all areas of
education no matter the teacher certification title. Questions for this study were
generated from the test bank to accompany Exceptional Lives: Special Education in
Today’s Schools by Turnbull R., Turnbull A., Shank, M., and Smith, S. (2004).
Instrument reliability of .61 can be improved. Future instrumentation should be created
through a factor analysis to identify appropriate questions to create a truly reliable
instrument to assess teacher’s knowledge of disabling conditions and special education
laws.
The original objectives of this research did not include an effort to measure longterm outcomes of this study. Research in this area should include an objective to
deliberately collect long-term data for reporting. Repeated studies within the same
population would be beneficial to agricultural education programs. It would be
interesting to see if these student teachers confidence and knowledge levels were equal to
the results of this study in five and ten years.
Given these guidelines, the researcher suggests the following:
1.

Replicate this study on populations outside the limited geographical
scope of this project.

2.

Create an instructional unit to describe disabling conditions and special
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education laws to be introduced in teacher preparation courses.
3.

Conduct a study to identify the number of special education students served in
agricultural education classrooms and laboratories.

4.

Conduct testing of special education knowledge in an effort to determine if
student teachers understand disabling conditions and special education laws.

5.

Provide in-service training to our current teachers at state agricultural education
teacher conferences.

6.

Design a graduate level course about educational law that includes topics about
special education, including liabilities in areas of negligence that can occur in all
agricultural education classroom and laboratory activities.

7.

Create an assignment for student teachers that would require them to evaluate a
special needs student during classroom visitations before the student teaching
experience begins.
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Teaching Agricultural Education Students with Special
Needs:
A Regional Study
The purpose of this study is to assess the confidence and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of educational law
and teaching special needs students.
Required Information:
Use the drop-down list to record your current college/university:
Select from Below

The following questions provide an opportunity to state your confidence levels in
working with special needs students in the agricultural education classroom. If you are
unsure about an area, click the definition located next to the area for a pop-up window
containing a brief description. All statements in this section refer to the following scale:
NC = Not Confident
MC = Marginally Confident
AC = Adequately Confident
FC = Fairly Confident
VC = Very Confident
1. Click the radio button to describe your confidence level in working with each
special needs area below.
Special Needs Area

NC

a. Learning Disabled
b. Mildly Mentally Handicapped
c. Attention Deficit Disorder
d. Deaf or Hearing-Impaired
e. Blind or Visually-Impaired
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MC

AC

FC

VC

f. Emotional/Behavior Disorder
g. Physically-Impaired
h. Understanding Special Education Law
i. Providing least restrictive environment for all
students
j. Participating in IEP development
k. Providing an appropriate and challenging
curriculum for all students
l. Providing an appropriate and challenging
curriculum for all students

Please select the best answer for each question by clicking the appropriate button.
2. Which of the following tends to characterize students with learning disabilities?
a. They all have poor handwriting.
b. They all have below average intelligence.
c. They all have below average academic skills.
d. They all have social problems.
3. If Billy has dysgraphia, which of the following tasks would be especially difficult for
him?
a. Performing math calculations
b. Segmenting sounds in words
c. Making new friends
d. Writing alphabet letters or words

4. What percentage of all students served under Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act are identified with a learning disability?
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a. 75%
b. 50%
c. 25%
d. 12%

5. Which educational setting does Individuals with Disabilities Act give preference to for
educating students with mental retardation?
a. The general education classroom
b. The resource room
c. The special education classroom
d. The special education school
6. What is the name of a plan written for a student who does not require special
education services but needs some accommodations in the general education
classroom?
a. 504 plan
b. 405 plan
c. IEP
d. IFSP
7. Which one of the following describes current thinking about the brain functions of
those with AD/HD?
a. The brain has difficulty filtering out competing stimuli.
b. The brain has an inability to inhibit responses to stimuli.
c. The brain has a preferred verbal learning style.
d. The brain has difficulty with segmenting sounds.

8. Which behavioral description refers primarily to not finishing homework assignments,
missing details in work, and does not listen when being spoken to.
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a. Inattention
b. Hyperactivity
c. Lazy
d. Impulsivity
9. Which behavioral description refers primarily to blurting out answers, interrupting
others, and intruding on others during activities?
a. Inattention
b. Hyperactivity
c. Lazy
d. Impulsivity
10. What seems to be the major cause of a student’s low academic achievement?
a. Uninvolved parents
b. The student’s reading ability
c. Inappropriate classroom instruction
d. The student’s attitude toward learning

11. What percentages of individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing are educated in the
public schools?
a. 64%
b. 74%
c. 84%
d. 94%

12. How is intensity of sound measured?
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a. In vibrations
b. In decibels
c. In intensities
d. In frequencies
13. What is the single most difficult challenge for children who are hard of hearing?
a. Learning to read
b. Learning language
c. Learning music
d. Learning writing

14. What one characteristic do all students with visual impairments share?
a. Average or above average intellectual abilities
b. Tunnel vision
c. Limited opportunities for spiritual growth
d. Limited ability to learn incidentally from the environment
15. The IDEA definition of blindness indicates that the visual system must adversely
affect the child’s:
a. Social skills
b. Educational performance
c. Self esteem
d. Independence

16. How much time (recommended) should Edwin, a student with visual impairments, be
allowed to take a test that others (with adequate vision) take in 2.0 hours?
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a. 2.0 hours
b. 3.0 hours
c. 4.0 hours
d. 5.0 hours
17. What is the most common childhood disorder?
a. Depression
b. Anxiety disorder
c. Eating disorder
d. Mood disorder
18. What percent of students with emotional and/or behavioral disorders drop out of high
school?
a. 25%
b. 50%
c. 75%
d. 100%
19. Which of the following is a characteristic of a universally designed classroom
designed to meet the needs of students with emotional or behavioral disorders?
a. The classroom would have few rules.
b. The classroom would be rather unstructured.
c. The classroom would have predictable routines.
d. The classroom teacher would consistently comment on student behavior.

20. In which educational setting do most students with physical disabilities spend most
of their instructional time?
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a. In a separate facility
b. At home or in the hospital
c. In the special education classroom
d. In the general education classroom
21. Which term refers to “any item” that increases, maintains, or improves the functional
capacities of a child with disabilities.
a. General education curriculum
b. Assistive technology
c. Alternative methodologies
d. Augmentative communication systems
22. What percent of all students with physical disabilities attend regular schools?
a. 60-65%
b. 70-75%
c. 80-85%
d. 90-95%
Turnbull, Ann P. Exceptional Lives 4/e© 2004, Test Bank questions. Reprinted by permission of Pearson
Education Inc., Upper Saddle River, New Jersey.

23. How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements based
on your knowledge of special education law?
Strongly
Strongly
DisagreeDisagree Agree Agree
Statements
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a. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
use the same descriptions to define a disability.
b. The Individuals with Disabilities Act does not
require regular education teachers to participate in a
student’s IEP development.
c. Most students with disabilities and other special
needs should be placed in general education
classrooms for a portion of their day at school
d. Least Restrictive environment applies to nonacademic areas (such as sports) as well as academic
programs.
e. A student with a disability should be provided with
"supplementary aids and services” as needed to
enable him or her to succeed in the least restrictive
environment.
f. A special needs student should always be placed in a
special education classroom to provide the most
appropriate and least restrictive environment.
g. An IEP describes the type and extent of special
education services which will be provided to a student
with a disability.
h. The special needs student should not be involved in
the development of their own IEP.
i. An IEP should list appropriate supplementary aids and
services that the student needs in the general education
classroom?
j. A special needs student should always have a modified
exam in the agricultural education classroom.
k. Extended time may be given to a student with special
needs to complete an assignment.
l. The instructor should not have high academic
expectations for special needs students in the
agricultural education classroom.

Demographics: Please complete the following information.

100

What is your gender?

Male

Female

What is your age?
Which category best describes your ethnicity?
White/Caucasian
African American
Hispanic American
Multi-racial
Other, please specify
What is your current level of education?
B.S.
B.S. + 10 hours
M.S.
M.S. + 10 hours
Please list all disciplines (other than Agricultural Education) that you will be certified to
teach upon completion of your degree.

Do you feel prepared to teach and meet the needs of special needs students?

Yes

No
If you have taken a “special needs” course, provide the school name where taken:
Have you spent time with a special needs' person outside an academic setting?

Yes

No
If yes, to the above question what was your relationship (neighbor, friend, etc.) with that
person?

If you have taken a special needs course in college, the course was:
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Required
An elective
I have never taken a course that deals with special needs population
Did you have an Individual Education Program (IEP) while enrolled in secondary
education?

Yes

No

Who should be responsible for providing information about special needs students? (may
check more than one choice)

College of Education
Department of Agricultural Education
School District
Other, please specify

For your time and effort in completing this survey, a $100 gift certificate from
Amazon.com will be awarded to one randomly selected participant. Please provide your
e-mail address in the textbox below to enter the random drawing.
E-mail Address:

Thank you for your time and participation!
Submit

Reset
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Teaching Agricultural Education Students with Special Needs:
A Regional Study
The purpose of this study is to assess the confidence and knowledge of
agricultural education student teachers in the area of educational law and
teaching special needs students.

Required Information:
Please write down the name of your
university_________________________________________________________
The following questions provide an opportunity to state your confidence levels in
working with special needs students in the agricultural education classroom. All
statements in this section refer to the following scale:
NC = Not Confident
MC = Marginally Confident
AC = Adequately Confident
FC = Fairly Confident
VC = Very Confident
Special Needs Area
NC MC AC FC VC
a. Learning Disabled
b. Mildly Mentally Handicapped
c. Attention Deficit Disorder
d. Deaf or Hearing-Impaired
e. Blind or Visually-Impaired
f. Emotional/Behavior Disorder
g. Speech or Language-Impaired
h. Physically-Impaired
i. Understanding Special Education Law
j. Providing least restrictive environment for all
students
k. Participating in IEP development
l. Providing an appropriate and challenging
curriculum for all students
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Please select the best answer for each question by filling in the appropriate button.
2. Which of the following tends to characterize students with learning disabilities?
a. They all have poor handwriting.
b. They all have below average intelligence.
c. They all have below average academic skills.
d. They all have social problems.
3. If Billy has dysgraphia, which of the following tasks would be especially difficult for
him?
a. Performing math calculations
b. Segmenting sounds in words
c. Making new friends
d. Writing alphabet letters or words
4. What percentage of all students served under Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act are identified with a learning disability?
a. 75%
b. 50%
c. 25%
d. 12%
5. Which of the following skills or abilities may be affected by the presence of a learning
disability?
a. Thinking
b. Reading
c. Writing
d. All of the above
6. Which of the following helps an individual with mental retardation by teaching job
skills that facilitate successful employment?
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a. Occupational therapist
b. Job coach
c. Employment specialist
d. Job shadow
7. Which of the following may be impacted by reduced intellectual skills?
a. Memory skills
b. Ability to generalize
c. Motivation
d. All of the above

8. Which educational setting does Individuals with Disabilities Act give preference to for
educating students with mental retardation?
a. The general education classroom
b. The resource room
c. The special education classroom
d. The special education school
9. What is the name of a plan written for a student who does not require special
education services but needs some accommodations in the general education
classroom?
a. 504 plan
b. 405 plan
c. IEP
d. IFSP

10. Which one of the following describes current thinking about the brain functions of
those with AD/HD?
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a. The brain has difficulty filtering out competing stimuli.
b. The brain has an inability to inhibit responses to stimuli.
c. The brain has a preferred verbal learning style.
d. The brain has difficulty with segmenting sounds.

11. Which behavioral description refers primarily to not finishing homework
assignments, missing details in work, and does not listen when being spoken to.
a. Inattention
b. Hyperactivity
c. Lazy
d. Impulsivity
12. Which behavioral description refers primarily to blurting out answers, interrupting
others, and intruding on others during activities?
a. Inattention
b. Hyperactivity
c. Lazy
d. Impulsivity
13. What seems to be the major cause of a student’s low academic achievement?
a. Uninvolved parents
b. The student’s reading ability
c. Inappropriate classroom instruction
d. The student’s attitude toward learning

14. What percentages of individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing are educated in the
public schools?
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a. 64%
b. 74%
c. 84%
d. 94%
15. How is intensity of sound measured?
a. In vibrations
b. In decibels
c. In intensities
d. In frequencies
16. What is the single most difficult challenge for children who are hard of hearing?
a. Learning to read
b. Learning language
c. Learning music
d. Learning writing

17. What one characteristic do all students with visual impairments share?
a. Average or above average intellectual abilities
b. Tunnel vision
c. Limited opportunities for spiritual growth
d. Limited ability to learn incidentally from the environment

18. The IDEA definition of blindness indicates that the visual system must adversely
affect the child’s:
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a. Social skills
b. Educational performance
c. Self esteem
d. Independence
19. How much time (recommended) should Edwin, a student with visual impairments, be
allowed to take a test that others (with adequate vision) take in 2.0 hours?
a. 2.0 hours
b. 3.0 hours
c. 4.0 hours
d. 5.0 hours
20. What is the most common childhood disorder?
a. Depression
b. Anxiety disorder
c. Eating disorder
d. Mood disorder
21. What percent of students with emotional and/or behavioral disorders drop out of high
school?
a. 25%
b. 50%
c. 75%
d. 100%

22. Which of the following is a characteristic of a universally designed classroom
designed to meet the needs of students with emotional or behavioral disorders?
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a. The classroom would have few rules.
b. The classroom would be rather unstructured.
c. The classroom would have predictable routines.
d. The classroom teacher would consistently comment on student behavior.

23. In which educational setting do most students with physical disabilities spend most
of their instructional time?
a. In a separate facility
b. At home or in the hospital
c. In the special education classroom
d. In the general education classroom
24. Which term refers to “any item” that increases, maintains, or improves the functional
capacities of a child with disabilities.
a. General education curriculum
b. Assistive technology
c. Alternative methodologies
d. Augmentative communication systems
25. What percent of all students with physical disabilities attend regular schools?
a. 60-65%
b. 70-75%
c. 80-85%
d. 90-95%
Turnbull, Ann P. Exceptional Lives 4/e© 2004, Test Bank questions. Reprinted by permission of Pearson
Education Inc., Upper Saddle River, New Jersey.
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26. How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements based
on your knowledge of special education law?
Strongly
Strongly
DisagreeDisagree Agree Agree
Statements
a. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
use the same descriptions to define a disability.
b. The Individuals with Disabilities Act does not
require regular education teachers to participate in a
student’s IEP development.
c. Most students with disabilities and other special
needs should be placed in general education
classrooms for a portion of their day at school
d. Least Restrictive environment applies to nonacademic areas (such as sports) as well as academic
programs.
e. A student with a disability should be provided with
"supplementary aids and services” as needed to
enable him or her to succeed in the least restrictive
environment.
f. A special needs student should always be placed in a
special education classroom to provide the most
appropriate and least restrictive environment.
g. An IEP describes the type and extent of special
education services which will be provided to a
student with a disability.
h. The special needs student should not be involved in
the development of their own IEP.
i. An IEP should list appropriate supplementary aids
and services that the student needs in the general
education classroom?
j. A special needs student should always have a
modified exam in the agricultural education
classroom.
k. Extended time may be given to a student with
special needs to complete an assignment.
l. The instructor should not have high academic
expectations for special needs students in the
agricultural education classroom.

Demographics: Please complete the following information.
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What is your gender?

Male

Female

What is your age?
Which category best describes your ethnicity?
White/Caucasian
African American
Hispanic American
Multi-racial
Other, please specify
What is your current level of education?
B.S.
B.S. + 10 hours
M.S.
M.S. + 10 hours
Please list all disciplines (other than Agricultural Education) that you will be certified to
teach upon completion of your degree.
Do you feel prepared to teach and meet the needs of special needs students?

Yes

No
If you have taken a “special needs” course, provide the school name where taken:
Have you spent time with a special needs' person outside an academic setting?

Yes

No
If yes, to the above question what was your relationship (neighbor, friend, etc.) with that
person?
If you have taken a special needs course in college, the course was:
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Required
An elective
I have never taken a course that deals with special needs population
Did you have an Individual Education Program (IEP) while enrolled in secondary
education?

Yes

No

Who should be responsible for providing information about special needs students? (may
check more than one choice)

College of Education
Department of Agricultural Education
School District
Other, please specify

For your time and effort in completing this survey, a $100 gift certificate from
Amazon.com will be awarded to one randomly selected participant. Please provide your
e-mail address in the textbox below to enter the random drawing.
E-mail Address:

Thank you for your time and participation!
Please return this instrument back to the student teaching coordinator
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Texas Tech University
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Office of Research Services
203 Holden Hall/MS 1035
742-3884
Richard P. McGlynn, Chair
Protection of Human Subjects Committee
January 26, 2005
Dr. David Lawver
Ag Ed & Communications
Mail Stop: 2131
Regarding: 100292 An assessment of student teachers' confidence and knowledge base in
agricultural education: Teaching special needs students
Dr. David Lawver:
The Texas Tech University Protection of Human Subjects Committee approved your
claim for an exemption for the proposal referenced above on January 24, 2005.
Exempt research is not subject to continuing review, but any modifications that (a)
change the research in a substantial way, (b) might change the basis for exemption, or (c)
might introduce any additional risk to subjects should be Reported to the IRB, before
they are implemented, in the form of a new claim for exemption or a proposal for
expedited or full board review.
Extension of exempt status for exempt projects that have not changed is automatic. You
should inform the Secretary of the Committee when the exempt research is completed (at
least via response to yearly reminders) so that the file can be archived.
Best of luck on your project.

Richard P. McGlynn, Chair
Protection of Human Subjects Committee
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Teaching Agricultural Education Students with Special Needs: A Regional
Study

Information and Consent Form
Teaching agricultural education students with special needs is a research study conducted
by John Kessell under the direction of Dr. David Lawver at Texas Tech University. The
purpose of this study is to assess the confidence and knowledge of agricultural education
student teachers in the area of educational law and teaching special needs students.
This study consists of completing an online survey that should take about 30 minutes to
complete. All responses will remain anonymous and will be recorded in a secure
database. Participant’s names will not be used in any publications resulting from this
research. There will be 325 participants in this study.
Participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty. There are no foreseeable risks, benefits or discomforts to participants or
others.
Dr. David Lawver will answer any questions you have about the study. For questions
about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact the Texas
Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office
of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call
(806) 742-3884.
I understand that if I want a copy of this consent form, I may use my Internet browser to
print a copy. This consent form is not valid after December 31, 2005.
I agree to the information above; I want to Enter the Survey with my Password:
Sign In

I do not agree to the information above and want to Return Home.

Contact Information: Dr. David Lawver, david.lawver@ttu.edu or 806-742-2816.
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