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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
The Problem
The requirement that handicapped children be placed for
educational purposes in the least restrictive alternative
setting is focused on specifically by Public Law 93-38 0, the
Education Amendment of 1974. Abeson, Bolick, and Hass
(1975) state that this law requires that, in order to retain
eligibility to receive federal funds for the education of
the handicapped, a state must develop a plan to be approved
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

Within the contents

of this plan must be procedures to insure that, to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children are educated
with children who are not handicapped, and that special
classes, separate schooling, or other removal of handicapped
children from the regular education environment occurs only
when the nature or the severity of the handicap is such
that education in the regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
Aside from the legal mandate of education for all children, there is the philosophical aspect inherent in the
foundations of American education.

People of America have

always been adamantly verbal in their desire for equal education for all.
Funds for the establishment of the policy of educational opportunity for all children have been provided by
Congress in a $630 million one year emergency act for 1975
in the form of an entitlement to assist states in the initiation, expansion, and improvement of programs and projects
to educate handicapped children from the level of preschool
through the secondary school level in order to provide full
educational opportunities.

As an example of the possible

amount of money which could be made available, Texas' share
would increase from approximately $3 million to approximately $36 million (Abeson, 1974).

The Office of Education

was concerned enough to award $200 million for the education
of the handicapped in 1976.

Of that amount, $100 million is

for the states to use in planning, implementing, and improving programs for handicapped children; and $37.7 million is
for colleges, universities, and state educational agencies
to prepare educational personnel for the handicapped (Newsfront, 1975).
Thus a major change in special education philosophy
can be noted in the move away from special classes for
mildly handicapped children such as the educable mentally
retarded, emotionally disturbed, and learning disability
children, and a move toward reintegration of these mildly

handicapped children into the mainstream of regular education
programs (Kaufmann, Semmel, & Agard, 1973; Lilly, 1970).
Martin (1974) reports that efforts to provide training and
experiences for the regular teachers are not keeping pace
with the efforts to mainstream handicapped children and that
much of the existing training is skill oriented and fails to
respond to the feelings and attitudes issues that are so important in working with children who are handicapped.
Reynolds and Balow (1972) state that "training programs for
teachers and other educators of the handicapped should be
made specific to instructional systems rather than to categories of children" (p. 365).
The changes in emphasis from the handicapping conditions to the educational needs of each child and from the
self-contained special class to mainstream facilities involve much preparation in the attempt to answer the
challenge.
The legal, philosophical, and monetary trends for the
provision of the education of exceptional children with nonexceptional children places great responsibility on the part
of educators to see that the rights of handicapped children
are fully provided in a judicious manner.

The inclusion of

handicapped children into the mainstream of education brings
with it the necessity to provide adequate training for educators who are to fulfill the needs of the children.

Research Problem
Barriers to effective education of handicapped children
in the mainstream of education can be identified in the
areas of attitudes of teachers toward the handicapped children, and competencies for teaching the children through
knowledge of disabilities, special methods, and materials.
Many good teachers feel insecure when confronted with handicapped children in the regular classroom.

As an example,

Sosnowsky and Coleman (1971) reported that the trend with
emotionally disturbed children was removal from the school
setting rather than amelioration of the children's behaviors,
In a study by Shotel (1972), teachers from schools without
resource room programs expressed concern at the prospects of
integrating educable mentally retarded children into their
regular classrooms.

Barngrover's (1971) and Phelps' (1974)

studies have yielded information that regular classroom
teachers more often favor retention of mildly handicapped
children in special classes than do the support personnel.
Gorelick (1973), a director of a teacher training project,
stressed the need for all teachers to learn to assess each
child and plan individual programs as well as to overcome
prejudiced attitudes concerning human differences.
Haring, Stern, and Cruickshank (1958) reported that
although successful educational programs for exceptional
children seem to be largely dependent on the attitudes of

the classroom teachers, the attitudes of teachers toward
classroom integration of exceptional children have not been
adequately explored.
Giles (Note 1) stresses that opportunities and assistance for all educators to develop awareness of and competencies for dealing with exceptional students will play a
crucial role in the influencing of teacher attitudes toward
exceptional children.

Giles developed a model for inservice

training of educators in Colorado which was designed to involve administrators, classroom teachers, supportive personnel, paraprofessionals, and parents in the process of
improving services for exceptional children.
Purposes and Objectives
The objective of this study was to evaluate the classroom teacher component of the Giles Continuity Model for
Inservice Training of Educators (Giles, Note 1). The general
intent of this investigation was to determine the effectiveness of this approach to inservice education in modifying
felt needs and attitudes regarding exceptional children.
The specific objectives of the study were:
1.

To determine if there was a difference between the
scores of classroom teachers on a pretest and a
posttest measuring felt needs for improvement in
teaching exceptional children.

2.

To determine any significant interaction of the
years of teaching experience and the assigned
grade level on the change of felt needs for
improvement.

3.

To determine if there was a difference between the
scores of classroom teachers on a pretest and a
posttest measuring attitudes about teaching exceptional children.

4.

To determine any significant interaction of the
years of teaching experience and the assigned grade
level on the change in attitudes of classroom
teachers.
Need for the Study

In Baring's (1958) statement that the attitudes of
teachers toward classroom integration of exceptional children
have not adequately been explored, he is suggesting that the
theory should be substantiated with research finds. Another
study, by Jordan and Proctor (1968), emphasizes that "knowledge without experience is not necessarily effective in
altering attitudes" (p. 434).
Choat (1958) says that since the first stage in the
formation of an attitude is a perceptual one, therefore,
whenever a judgment is made based on a perception, an attitude is born.

Knowledge of principles of educational

psychology, child development, and child behavior were significantly related to teacher attitudes as measured on the
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory in a study conducted
by LaBue (1959).

He stated that to a great extent, "the

attitudes of a person toward objects, persons, and processes
have been shown to be dependent on the amount and quality of
information he possesses with respect to them" (p. 433).
Jordan and Proctor (1969) avow that the values one holds
may be considered as determinants of attitudes, since the most
important categories one holds are a personal set of values
to live by and for.

Most important research has dealt with

attitudes toward personal characteristics of exceptional
children, rather than toward the educational placement of
such children.

Teachers' felt needs are reflected in their

attitudes and clarification of values about exceptional
children.
Educational theorists. Peck and Tucker (1973) assert.
Teacher education can no longer remain in a
happily ignorant, ineffectual state consisting of
romanticized lectures, on the one hand, and fuzzy
or unplanned 'practical' experience on the other.
We are genuinely in sight of the theoretical principles, the operational measures, and even the
developmental technology for moving onto a
performance-based method of appraising teaching.
A great deal of research remains to be done to discover additional theoretical principles which would
lead to more effective training. Even more extensive and more expensive evaluative research will
be absolutely necessary in order to test and refine
instructional systems so that we can be sure they
will have beneficial effects under carefully specified, differentiated conditions of application. The
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day is still quite a long way off, but it is no
longer merely wishful thinking to foresee a
performance-based system for the certification of
teachers. More importantly, we can foresee an objective, extremely helpful system of continuing,
life-long development for all members of the profession who want to keep improving their skills.
(p. 967)
With the present emphasis on mainstreaming exceptional
children who are mildly handicapped, Martin (1974) stressed
the necessity for affective and practical inservice training
to aid educators in the mainstreaming process.

Attention

must be focused on overcoming negative attitudes concerning
admitting exceptional children to the regular classroom, on
fulfilling the teachers' needs to feel competent in instructing exceptional learners, and on planning and evaluating
students' progress.

Many models have been developed to pro-

vide inservice training for teachers who are responsible for
exceptional children in their classrooms.

One of the models,

designed by Dr. Marian T. Giles, was highly successful in
Colorado.

Since the educational philosophy of Texas differs

somewhat, a need existed to study the effects of a specific
inservice training model in Texas schools with teachers committed to the philosophy of the state educational plan.

The

problem of this study was to determine the extent to which
changes were brought about in teachers in rural West Texas
by the utilization of the Giles Continuity Model for Inservice
Training of Educators (Note 1).

Limitations
This study was limited in the following ways:
1.

The population was limited to certain volunteer public school elementary teachers who teach mainstream
and mildly disabled children in rural West Texas.

2.

The subjects of the study were teachers of a culturally defined population in that the experimental
group was teaching in a predominantly Anglo school,
while the control group was teaching in a predominantly Mexican-American school.

3.

The validation of the Needs Assessment was limited
to item analysis by a panel of experts.

4.

The validation of the Attitude Scale was assumed
according to research done by Haring, Stern, and
Cruickshank (1958) in the development of a workshop
directed toward the modification of the attitudes
of 141 teachers toward exceptional children.

5.

The validation of the findings of the study depended
on such factors as:
a.

Adequate understanding on the part of the subjects concerning the method of coding used on
the answer sheets which accompanied the
instrument.

b.

The quality of the instrument items.
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c.

The provision of adequate time allowance for
the completion of the instruments.
Scope of the Study

This study examines the effects of an inservice training model involving regular classroom teachers on felt needs
and attitudes regarding exceptional children.

The subjects

were 48 regular classroom teachers of grades kindergarten
through six in the Canyon Independent School District,
Canyon, Texas, and in the Abernathy Independent School District, Abernathy, Texas.

The Canyon, Texas, teachers par-

ticipated in the inservice training model during the 19751976 school year.
Other investigators were conducting studies of this
inservice model during the time that this study was being
researched.

A companion study, by Carol D. Haire (1976) ,

was being performed to determine the effectiveness of the
Giles approach to inservice education which involved supportive personnel's felt needs, information, and attitudes
regarding exceptional children; and to determine if a difference existed in degree of attitude changes between special
education supportive personnel and nonspecial education
supportive personnel.

Another study was being conducted to

evaluate the inservice education training model by examining
the improvement in the academic performance of the children
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selected by the regular classroom teachers for screening,
testing, and instructional programing.
Definition of Terms
In an effort to effect understanding, selected terms
were defined as follows:
Least Restrictive Alternative Setting:

To the maximum

extent appropriate, disabled children are educated with
children who are not handicapped.

Special classes, separate

schooling, or other removal of disabled children from the
regular education environment occurs only when the nature or
severity of the handicap is such that education in regular
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services
cannot be achieved satisfactorily (Public Law 93-380, Title
VIB, Sec. 612 [d] [13B] in Abeson, 1976).
Due Process of Law:

The required procedures that the

schools consider all program alternatives and to select that
setting which is least restrictive for the handicapped child
also means that school officials must be prepared to accept
the burden of proof for their recommendations.

Due process

is the mechanism created to assure that the educational program is appropriate for the child and to allow hearings if
there is doubt concerning placement.

Due process is equal

provision for parents and educators to effectively meet the
educational needs of the child.

The provision is inherent

that action will be taken in the best interest of the child.
Exceptional Children:

Individuals between the ages of

12
3 and 21 years who have educational handicaps of a physical,
mental, emotional, or learning disability nature (Texas Education Agency, 1973).

Although gifted and talented children

are nationally included in the rubric of exceptional children, the assignment of the gifted children has been delegated to the Assistant Commissioner for Special Occupations
and Populations rather than Special Education in Texas.
Mildly Handicapped;

Individuals who are educably

mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, physically handicapped, speech handicapped, or learning disabled to a moderate degree so that for the most part, they can function in
the mainstream of education with appropriate modifications
in programing.
Mainstream Teachers:

Teachers who have been given the

responsibility of instructing and programing for the normal
children in the classroom as well as those handicapped children who are considered able to profit from learning with
regular students without detriment to either group (Today's
Education, 1976) .
Regular Teachers:
Model:

Mainstream teachers.

A system of delivery or a method which is not

necessarily the content or curriculum of the inservice.
Inservice Team;

Administrators, specialized teachers,

special education personnel, and other people trained to
work with individual regular teachers through the inservice
training.
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Attitudes:

"Organized reactions of an individual

toward something in his environment (object, person, process, or idea) as a result of previous knowledge and/or
experience which comprise the individual's value system"
(Jordan & Proctor, 1969, p. 433).
Felt Needs:

Sensed requirements or necessities which

make a teacher feel less than adequate to perform an instructional task.
Hypotheses
These hypotheses, stated in the null form, were tested;
1.

There will be no significant difference in felt
needs in skills for working with exceptional children between mainstream teachers completing the
Giles Continuity Model and mainstream teachers
without this experience.

The differences will be

tested not only in regard to the experimental group
and a control group, but also in regard to the following subgroups:
a.

There will be no significant difference in felt
needs in the experimental group and control
group as a result of the teachers having 10
years or less of teaching experience and teachers having more than 10 years of teaching
experience.

b.

There will be no significant difference in felt
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needs in the experimental group and control
group as a result of the teachers' assigned
grade level of kindergarten through third grade
or the teachers' assigned grade level of fourth
grade through sixth grade.
2.

There will be no significant difference in attitudes
toward exceptional children between mainstream
teachers completing the Giles Continuity Model and
mainstream teachers without this experience.

The

differences will be tested not only in regard to
the experimental group and a control group, but also
in regard to the following subgroups:
a.

There will be no significant difference in attitudes in the experimental group and control
group as a result of the teachers having 10
years or less of teaching experience and teachers having more than 10 years of teaching
experience.

b.

There will be no significant difference in attitudes in the experimental group and control
group as a result of the teachers' assigned
grade level of kindergarten through third grade
or the teachers' assigned grade level of fourth
grade through sixth grade.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH
Strong influence on professional preparation programs
has been exerted through the criteria established by the
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped in allocating training grants to the nation's colleges and universities which
make committment to special education.

The competency based

teacher education movement is viewed by Massanari (1971),
Houston and Howsam (1972), and Rosner (1973) as one with
cooperative responsibility of universities, local education
agencies, professional organizations, and independent consultants in the decisions making regarding which attitudes,
knowledge, and skills are needed for teachers.

The concern

which each discipline has for the teaching profession and
the children involved in the teaching process have caused
several directions to emerge.
Trends
Teacher educators, in their awareness of the mandate
to educate children in the best possible setting, are
attempting to prepare teaching personnel for a variety of
roles.

Many of the new descriptive jobs include a broaden-

ing of the preparatory base of regular education to intersect with areas of exceptionality in children.

Interdepart-

mental program planning, inservice education, and involvement
15
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of regular educators in work with handicapped children are
quickly becoming the rule rather than the exception.
Some of the trends described by Connor (1976) are the
development of child study centers on university campuses,
the establishment of the Teacher Corps whereby regular
classroom teachers with disabled pupils and special educators work side by side in the community schools, the creation of Leadership Training Institutes, Instructional
Materials Centers, and Special Study Institutes in which
educators can obtain assistance in working with specific
programs and pupils.
Other trends reported by Coffing and Cooper (1973),
Yates (1973) , and Adelman (1972) advocate the retraining of
older special educators and regular classroom teachers preparing to work with exceptional children.

That type of pro-

gram is seen as a measure of accountability and a means of
lending needed support to the inservice teacher while the
child's learning is upgraded by his teacher's acquisition of
new knowledge, techniques and attitudes regarding exceptional
children.

The demand is for broadly based preparation of

educators in order to meet the challenge of individual instruction of all students.
As a result of the national mandate to seek out and
find previously unserved handicapped individuals, special
educators will be required to spend more and more of their
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efforts in the education of severely and profoundly handicapped who are virtually without educational and training
experience.

Consequently, the mildly handicapped will be

served less restrictively in the mainstream classroom with
more normal students.
Inservice Education
In Massachusetts, the state teachers' association was
concerned with the effects of Massachusetts' comprehensive
special education law, which is quite similar to the Texas
law.

Teachers were formally oriented and trained to iden-

tify potential special-needs students, teach in a diverse
classroom environment, and address the individual needs of
students.

Some schools in Massachusetts reported more than

100 planned activities to prepare their personnel for the
implementation of comprehensive education.

The average

number of training activities over a 10 month period was
21 activities, according to Yates (1976).

When the teachers

viewed mainstreaming as simply another kind of individualization, Manopoli (1976) says that it was approached with
less trepidation.

The teacher, involved in the mainstreaming

process, further says that it was soon learned that individualization would not be effective unless a clear structure
and sequence for each student's learning were provided.
The Massachusetts Teachers' Association (MTA) Special
Education Committee designed a booklet to help teachers
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examine their feelings and attitudes toward the law and to
help them assess its consequences for curriculum and instruction.

The committee prepared training teams, gathered con-

sultants from the state education agency, colleges, MTA,
and private organizations to prepare a series of three booklets designed to do the following things:
1.

Enable teachers to identify students likely to
have special needs.

2.

Provide basic information and skills practices
in formal and informal classroom screening
techniques.

3.

Introduce teachers to the procedures and personnel
required by law.

4.

Emphasize the teacher's role in planning how to
help a child.

5.

Emphasize the team approach as a solution to many
doubts about mainstreaming.

The MTA held introductory meetings in each of four
regional areas in the state of Massachusetts.

MTA assisted

local education systems with teacher training in workshops,
mini-courses, and conferences.

The booklets the MTA pre-

pared were used as texts in graduate credit courses in
teacher training colleges.

Still, teachers felt that in-

service education and training resources authorized in the
law were inadequate to prepare the regular education

19
personnel to work with youngsters with special needs.

In

general, Yates (1976) reports it was felt that training
should be provided before the inclusion of exceptional children into the mainstream classes.
Vermont's consulting teacher program was described by
Egner and Lates (1975) as a teacher training-based model
which provides special education in mainstream classrooms
for those students who have been labeled as mildly retarded,
emotionally disturbed, neurologically impaired or learning
disabled.

It is based on the assumption that all teachers

can learn to effect behavioral change for their learners.
Since only about 30% of Vermont's handicapped youngsters are
provided for in a special education delivery system such as
institutions and special classes, the greater preponderance
are educated in mainstream classrooms in public schools. A
consulting teacher provides training and support for the
regular teachers who must overcome the sterotypes of how
exceptional youngsters learn.

Teachers are reinforced so

that they can effect changed behavior in exceptional children through implementing the behavioral model of education.
Through a step-by-step consultation process in which the
teachers were taught reinforcing techniques by themselves
being reinforced, 800 teachers successfully implemented
individualized programs for 1088 exceptional learners in
their mainstream classrooms.

The Vermont teachers knew that
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intervention programs were helping children by defining an
instructional objective-based system to evaluate effectiveness rather than using achievement tests once or twice a
year.

A small portion of a child's day was begun within

the concentration of changing behavior, and gradually the
amount of time of focus on change in behavior was increased.
A set of critical minimal objectives was sequenced.

Such a

system was helpful in identifying children who needed special
services.

Teachers began to look at the management of their

instructional time in relation to the learners' performance.
Faust (1975) says of the Vermont program that "it is the
teacher who can change the child . . . , not the consultant"
(p. 57).
Dunn (1968) avows that there is little evidence that
inclusion in self-contained classes for handicapped children
has helped the majority of the children for which the classes
were intended.

Findings of studies on the efficacy of self-

contained special education classes for the mildly retarded
constitute an argument for change.

Kirk (1964), Hoelke

(1966) , and Smith and Kennedy (1967) stress that the results
of the findings suggest that retarded children make as much
or even more progress in the regular grades as they do in
self-contained special education.

Johnson (1962) summarizes

the situation of mentally retarded children:
It is indeed paradoxical that mentally handicapped
children—having teachers especially trained, having
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more money (per capita) spent on their education,
and being [enrolled in classes with a few children and a program] designed to provide for their
unique needs, should be accomplishing the objectives of their education at the same time or at
lower level than similar mentally handicapped
children who have not had these adventages and
have been forced to remain in the regular grades.
(p. 66)
Dunn (1968) further states that studies on selfcontained special education classes for the emotionally
disturbed reveal the same results.

It was found that dis-

turbed children did as well in the mainstream classes as in
special education classes.
Keith Beery (1972) emphasizes the essentials of interrelationships among building staff, supportive personnel,
parents, and children in order to bring about an environment
which is conducive to the establishment of a comprehensive
mainstream program.

He states that we cannot provide ade-

quately for children unless we provide adequately for our
own continuous growth as educators of exceptional children.
Jordan and Proctor (1969) reported in a study undertaken to determine the relationships between knowledge of
handicapped children, kind and amount of experience with
them, and the teachers' attitudes toward integration of
exceptional children into regular classrooms, that teachers
scored significantly higher on assessments of general knowledge, and showed negative attitudes toward classroom intetration.

The amount of experience was not determined to
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be related to either knowledge of exceptional children or
attitudes toward their classroom integration.
The University of New Mexico, in the summer of 1970,
implemented a program which concentrated on the affective
domain of teachers involved in the training program.

Brooks

and Bransford (1971) state that the results indicated that
a concentrated effort to acquaint regular classroom teachers
with attitudinal and behavioral aspects of exceptional children is beneficial.

In Texas, Klinger (1971) and Hafner

(1972) report the Shift of Emphasis Project was funded by
the U.S. Office of Education for five years beginning with
the 1970-1971 school year to train educational teams, to
develop training models which could be useful to other school
districts, and to develop innovative classrooms.
The provision of inservice education and training projects have brought about significant positive changes in
attitudes of teachers toward working with exceptional children in research done by Lombardi (1972) , Doerr (1974), Glass
(1972) , and Haring, Stern, and Cruickshank (1958).

Through

inservice training in projects around the country, the
amount of special education information possessed by teachers
increased as it did with experiences of working with exceptional children, according to studies made by Jordan and
Pittman (1974), Yates (1973), and Adelman (1972).

Shotel

(1972), Orlando (1974), and Adelman (1972) state that as a
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result of the general knowledge possessed by the teachers,
competencies in the use of materials, techniques, and methods
have increased after inservice training.
In Colorado, Abeson (1974) reports that the legislature
included as a state reinbursement expenditure the inservice
training of regular classroom teachers to provide education
services within regular classrooms through House Bill 1164
in 1973.

To be assured that the intent of inservice would

become practice, a specific appropriation of $2 million was
funded.

Giles (Note 1) states that an additional $1.7 mil-

lion was funded to continue the inservice projects during
1974 and 1975.

Giles developed an inservice model and pro-

vided data for several school districts indicating that
teacher attitudes and information changed positively in the
school districts which used the Giles Continuity Model for
Inservice Training of Educators.

CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY
This study used a quasi-experimental research design
which was a nonequivalent control group method, in that
neither the control group nor the experimental group were
randomly selected from a larger population (Turney & Robb,
1971).

All subjects were intact groups of volunteers, thus

indicating no assumption of equivalence prior to the experiment.

The purpose of the study was to ascertain whether

significant differences in felt needs and in attitudes
regarding exceptional children were produced in the two
groups of regular elementary teachers as a result of an
inservice model for educators.

One group of teachers,

termed experimental, received their inservice training in
a field-based setting.

The subjects in the experimental

group were teachers in two elementary schools in the same
school district.

The control group was composed of teachers

in one school in another district who did not receive the
inservice training.

Concomitantly, the teachers were re-

grouped on their years of teaching experience and the grade
level to which they were assigned.
The differences studied were those differences in needs
for skills and information as described and measured by the
Needs Assessment (see Appendix B).
24

Another set of differences
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which were studied were those differences in attitudes regarding teaching exceptional children in the regular classroom.

The Attitude Scale (see Appendix C) measured attitude

differences of the participants in the study.

Both measures

will be described later in the chapter.
Selection of the Subjects
Teachers in the elementary schools in Canyon, Texas,
were volunteer subjects of the experimental group.

The

participants were given the option of receiving college
credit in the spring semester of 1976 from West Texas State
University in Canyon, Texas (see Appendix O ) , for completion
of the inservice training.

The experimental group had only

regular classroom teachers as subjects.
The volunteers in the control group were regular elementary classroom teachers in Abernathy, Texas.

The sub-

jects of both groups lived in similar rural communities of
the same proximity to state universities where the subjects
could avail themselves of the opportunity to obtain advanced
knowledge of teaching children who are handicapped.
There were 48 regular classroom teachers involved in
the study which was investigated during the academic year
1975-1976.

Of this number, 35 teachers were participants

in the experimental group and 13 teachers were participants
in the control group.

When the 48 participants were re-

grouped, 19 were in the group that had teaching experience
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of from zero years to 10 years; 16 were in the group that
had more than 10 years teaching experience.

The detailed

breakdown is shown in Table 1.
TABLE 1
CLASSIFICATION BY SUBJECTS' YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Group
Experimental Group
Control Group
Total

10 Years
or Less

More Than
10 Years

Subtotals

19

16

35

6

7

13

25

23

48

The second regrouping, which was according to assigned
grade level of the teachers, indicated that there were 19
kindergarten through third grade teachers and there were
16 fourth through sixth grade teachers, as shown in Table 2
TABLE 2
CLASSIFICATION BY SUBJECTS' ASSIGNED GRADE LEVEL

Group
Experimental Group
Control Group
Total

K - 3rd
Grade

4th - 6th
Grade

Subtotals

19
3

16
10

35
13

22

26

48
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Design
The primary independent variable in this study, the
Giles inservice training model, is considered to be a possible cause of the dependent variables.

Those dependent

variables are changes in felt needs and attitudes about
teaching exceptional children.

The covariates are the

teachers' number of years of teaching experience and their
assigned grade level.

Pretests serve as control variables.

The procedure used in this study was the measurement
of a pretest and a posttest on the needs and attitudes
regarding teaching exceptional children.

An experimental

treatment, the inservice education training, was applied to
the experimental group only.
Instruments
Two instruments were used for both pretesting and posttesting (Note 2). The pretest was administered in late
September of 1975 to the experimental group and in early
October of 1975 to the control group.

The posttest was

administered in late February of 1976 to the experimental
group and in early March to the control group.

The sub-

jects made responses to the items on computer forms on the
Needs Assessment and the Attitude Scale.

Both instruments

were designed with a Likert technique scale.

Lipscomb

(1966) reassures us that the use of Likert techniques is
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often used in an effort to encourage every subject to respond to each item without a great deal of time required in
composing statements of thought.

This method of testing

also provides a clearer range of specific replies for each
situational problem.
Need Assessment for Teachers
The first instrument administered was a 25-item assessment of felt needs for the improvement of skills, information, and management techniques in dealing with exceptional
children.

The scale, designed by the investigator, allowed

the subjects to rank their felt need on each item from a
low of 1 to a high of 5 on a Likert technique scale.

There

are no correct or incorrect responses on the scale, as it
is an opinion ranking scale with a range of possible scores
from 25 to 125.

The lower the score, the lower was the felt

need for improvement.

When the score was high, the greater

was the felt need for improvement.
Validation of the instrument concerning needs was
achieved by the expert jury method.

A validation jury of

eight educators representing various phases of special education examined and critically reviewed an early draft of
the Needs Assessment.

Highly professional and skilled

people with a great deal of knowledge of children and teachers were asked to be the jury.
educators composed the jury;

The following professional
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Mary Frances Holly, a consultant for the Lubbock Public
Schools, Lubbock, Texas, holds a B.A. from the University of
Texas and a M.Ed, from Texas Tech University.

She has

teaching certificates in seven areas of education, a variety
of teaching experience and supervisory experience from the
early childhood level to university teaching.
Wayne C. Starch is Director of Special Education in
the cooperative school districts surrounding Abernathy,
Texas.

He has B.S., M.Ed., and M.S. degrees and teaching

certificates in six fields of education.

His experience

encompasses teaching on the secondary level and counseling
on the elementary and secondary level.

His experiences in

supervision are also extensive.
Robbie Lee Adkisson is an instructor of education at
Sul Ross State University in Alpine, Texas.

Her degrees are

a B.A. and a M.Ed, from Texas Woman's University.

She is

presently working toward a doctorate in education at Texas
Tech University.

She has seven teaching certificates and

has extensive experience in teaching and supervising in
elementary school and on the university level.
Lucinda P. Randall is a special education consultant
for the Texas Education Agency in Austin, Texas.

Her de-

grees are a B.S. and a M.Ed.; her experiences include being
a mainstream teacher, a teacher for the gifted and talented,
and a special education teacher.

She is certified in three
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areas of education and has a wide range of supervisory
experiences.
Dr. Stanley E. Fudell, who is Director of Special
Education at the Texas Department of Mental Health and
Mental Retardation in Austin, Texas, has three degrees and
seven certifications.

His experiences vary from a public

school teaching career to university teaching.

He is

highly skilled in supervision and administration.

He has

served as consultant and conducted many workshops for
educators.
Barbara Reese, Director of Milam Children Training
Center in Lubbock, Texas, has a B.S. from Abilene Christian
University and a M.Ed, from Texas Tech University.
certified to teach in seven areas.

She is

Her teaching experi-

ences are varied and she is experienced in supervision and
administration.
Debbie Gafford is a teacher of learning disabled secondary students in Lubbock, Texas.
M.Ed, from Texas Tech University.

She holds a B.S. and a
She is certified in

three areas and is quite experienced in teaching.
Dr. Jack Adkisson is Associate Professor of Education
and in charge of the special education component at Sul Ross
State University in Alpine, Texas.
B.D., M.R.E., and Ed.D.

He has degrees in B.A.,

He has six teaching certificates

and his teaching experiences are varied.

They include
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public school experiences and teaching experience at North
Texas State University where he served as Assistant Professor and Director of the Laboratory Experience Program.
Attitude Scale
The second instrument administered was an assessment of
attitudes regarding placing children with special needs in
mainstream classrooms (see Appendix C).

The scale was an

adaptation of Dr. George G. Stern's "Classroom Integration
Inventory" in Haring, Stern, and Cruickshank (1958).

The

study required that the scale be reduced from 60 to 50 items
in consideration of the demands placed on the subjects' time
and because some of the original items were irrelevant to
the nature of the project.

In selecting the items for use

on the Attitude Scale, the investigator attempted to present
a variety of problem causes involving intellectual, emotional,
visual, auditory, speech deficits, and motor disorders.

The

form adapted for the study covers 10 areas of exceptionality.
They are:
1.

Behavior disorders

2.

Emotional disorders

3.

Hearing impairment

4.

Speech impairment

5.

Retarded and superior intellectual ability

6.

Orthopedic and health disorders

7.

Physical attractiveness
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8.

Seizures

9.

Visual impairment

10.

Bowel and bladder incontinence

There are no correct or incorrect responses on the
Likert-type rejection or acceptance scale.

The subjects

rated each of 50 behavioral descriptions of exceptional
children from 1 to 5, dependent upon the programing the
subjects recommended for individual children regarding
the concept of mainstreaming the children.

Subjects were

asked to respond to each behavioral situation according to
the following scale from Haring, Stern, and Cruickshank
(1958) ;
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

If you feel you could handle such a student
in your regular classroom without any fundamental change in your present procedures.
If you feel you could handle such a student
in your regular classroom provided that advice
from a specialist or consultant were occasionally made available to you whenever you felt a
need for such aid in dealing with some particular problem.
If you feel you could handle such a student
in your regular classroom provided that a fulltime specialist were available at your school
who could provide supplementary training for
the student and frequent consultation with you.
If you feel that such a student would benefit
most by being assigned to a special class or
school.
If you feel that such a child cannot be handled
profitably within the context of regular or
special public education, (p. 33)

The Attitude Scale has a range of from 50 to 250 as a
possible score.

The greater the score, the lower was the
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level of attitudes of acceptance.

If the score were low,

the level of attitudes of acceptance was greater.
The original "Classroom Integration Inventory" (Haring,
Stern, & Cruickshank, 1958) was validated during the construction of a workshop held in Syracuse, New York, in which
141 teachers were involved.
Enrollment Information
The teachers were instructed to complete an enrollment
form (see Appendix A ) .

At that time an introductory de-

scription of the inservice training model was presented by
Dr. Marian T. Giles, developer of the inservice training
model for educators.

In addition to the data from the above

instruments, important information was collected from each
subject to enable the investigator to know the amount of
teaching experience and the assigned grade level of the
teachers.
Treatment
The subjects in the experimental group, along with the
school's inservice team of special education personnel,
administrative personnel, and specialized teachers, participated in the inservice training experience.

The inservice

model (Giles, Note 1) was designed to provide educators,
paraprofessionals, and parents with techniques, methods,
information, and knowledge of materials which would be
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beneficial in teaching students with learning and/or emotional problems.

The model also aimed at providing schools

with a sequential continuum of inservice training that
develops administrative leadership and organizing the
service delivery system for exceptional children.
The inservice program stressed individualized instruction for teachers in their classrooms with group faculty
meetings before school one
of six weeks.

morning each week for a period

During the six weeks of intensive training,

the inservice team was to be closely involved with their
assigned teachers during the inservice training so that they
might be able to be of assistance to them (see Appendix G ) .
The training period encompassed such things as lectures
by the model developer on learning theories, demonstrations
and practice sessions with screening and diagnostic instruments, discussion and experience related to the interpretation of screening and diagnostic instruments, and development
and implementation of educational plans for the children in
the classrooms.

In addition, there were also question and

answer sessions, discussion conferences, films, selections
of reference books and materials, demonstration teaching, a
materials fair, and meetings with parents who were interested in the inservice training which involved their children
(see Appendix E ) .
After all experimental group participants were pretested
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during the initial meeting, a consultant presented the overview of the inservice model (see Appendix D ) , gave an informative talk on "How We Learn," and demonstrated the pupil
production portions of the three levels of the Individual
Learning Disabilities Classroom Screening Instruments (CSI):
1.

Preschool/Kindergarten Level (Giles, 1973).

2.

Elementary Level, Grades 1 through 3 (Meier,
Cazier, & Giles, 1970).

3.

Adolescent Level, Grades 4 through 12 (Giles, 1973).

During the remainder of the week, the inservice team helped
the teachers secure parent consent forms to test (see
Appendix F ) , assisted in the screening on pupil productions
of all students for whom the school had permission to test,
and select three students who seemed to be having greater
difficulty than the others.

The three selected students

were further tested during the week with instruments such
as the Slosson Intelligence Test for Children and Adults
(Slosson, 1963) and the Peabody Individual Achievement
Tests (Dunn & Markwardt, 1970).
Questions concerning the screening procedures were
answered during the second week, and a film pertaining to
visual perception and lack of learning success was shown and
discussed.

Those teachers who were unable to complete their

screening and testing were assisted with their problems and
allowed to complete their assignment during the week.

Forms
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were provided for requesting supportive service personnel to
give assistance in the classroom for the teachers to have
release time to confer with inservice team members and the
consultants (see Appendix J ) .
The third weekly meeting dealt with the interpretation
of screening and testing data.

Supportive personnel and

consultants met with the teachers by grade level to discuss
the results of the testing.

Pupil referral forms (see

Appendix K) were distributed to teachers who felt that they
had students who needed to be referred to special services
for more comprehensive appraisals which the teachers were
not qualified to give.
The fourth week was a time in which the consultant was
concerned with teaching the participants the procedure for
writing educational plans based on the results of the screening and diagnostic testing.

With help from the inservice

team members, the teachers wrote educational plans (see
Appendix L) for the three students which the teachers had
selected for testing.

A materials fair was also included in

the day's activities.

The purpose of the fair was to ac-

quaint the teachers with new and different teaching material
than that which the teachers had been using.
A film about reading problems was shown during the
fifth weekly session.

The consultant demonstrated some

teaching techniques to the teachers.

Selected teachers and
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the inservice team also demonstrated some specific teaching
techniques and methods.
During the sixth weekly inservice training session,
implementation of educational planning was further discussed
and a film was shown regarding teaching.

The teachers were

observed in their classrooms working with the children by
the consultants and inservice team (see Appendix N ) .
The school's inservice team conducted 10 weeks of
follow-up work in the classrooms with the teachers after the
consultants had concluded the six weeks of intensive inservice education.

The posttest was administered at the con-

clusion of the 10 weeks of follow-up.
The control group did not receive the inservice training
model as a treatment, but participated only in the pretesting
and the posttesting (see Appendix P ) .
Collection of Data
The study was designed to measure the effects of three
independent variables of the involvement in the Giles inservice model, the years of teaching experience, and the assigned grade level upon the dependent variables of felt
needs and attitudes.

These needs and attitudes were defined

and measured by Likert-type scales (see Appendices B and C ) .
The obtainment of the measures was accomplished by a pretestposttest nonequivalent control group design intensified by a
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regrouping of the subjects in order to effect a concomitant
study of the two additional independent variables.
The experimental and control group members were elementary mainstream teachers.

The content of the treatment

for the experimental group was designed to improve attitudes
and to increase feelings of adequacy in teaching exceptional
children in the mainstream classroom.

The control group had

no special inservice of a similar type during the year other
than individual attention from the special education support
staff.
During the initial day of inservice training for the
experimental group, pretests were administered.
were also administered to the control group.

Pretests

These pretests

served as controls in the statistical analysis of the data.
During the final day of inservice training for the experimental group, posttests were administered.

The control

group also took the posttests.
Treatment of the Data
When the relationship between a criterion variable and
more than one independent variable (represented by subgroups
in this study) is considered, multiple-classification analysis of covariance is employed (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975) .

It is possible to test for group

differences on the independent or main effect variables, as
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well as for significant interactions between the independent
variables.

The multiple classification analysis of covari-

ance allows such tests to be conducted, while adjusting for
differences between the independent variable groups with
respect to the controls considered to be relevant to the
criterion.

Such adjustment for differences was necessary

because the studied groups were intact and could not be considered equal.

Cornett and Beckner (1975) state that

when random assignment is not possible . . . analysis of covariance . . . . allows us to use intact
groups and to equate the groups statistically on
one or more variables that we feel will make a difference on the dependent variable, (p. 181)
Thus analysis of covariance is a particularly valuable
analytical aid for educational and psychological researchers
who must frequently study groups in which subjects cannot be
matched or assigned randomly.

Campbell and Stanley (1963)

further state that the
'leveling' on pretest scores and the analysis of
covariance with pretest scores as the covariant
are usually preferable to simple gain-score comparisons . . . . since the greater preponderance
of educational experiments show no significant differences, (p. 23)
The level of significance for treating the null hypotheses
in this study was set at p = .05.

CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Data gathered for this study were categorized into two
parts in order to facilitate the description.

The first

section. Presentation of the Findings, describes the responses of the two groups of subjects to the test instruments concerned with needs felt by the teachers and attitudes of the teachers regarding teaching handicapped children
in their classrooms.

Consideration was given to the teach-

ers' years of experience and to the assigned grade level of
the teachers.

The results of the single and multiple class-

ification analyses of covariance statistical techniques
indicate the use of the Felt Needs Assessment pretest scores
and the Attitude Scale pretest scores as control variables.
The second section. Interpretation of the Findings, gives
indications of the statistical analyses.
All hypotheses were tested using the appropriate subprograms from SPSS:

Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences, 2nd edition (Nie et al., 1975).

The F ratios ob-

tained in the analyses of covariance techniques were taken
to the F tables to determine their significance.

They were

considered to be not significant (designated as NS in the
ensuing tables) if the mean square ratios did not exceed the
.05 level of probability significance.
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Acceptance of the
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null hypotheses occurred when the F rations were not significant.
Presentation of the Findings
In the absence of random sampling to equate groups,
the employment of covariates allows the use of intact groups
while effecting equivalence.

Scores are adjusted by measur-

ing the variables known to be relevant to a criterion variable.

Since it is sometimes a matter of interest to know

the unadjusted means for the scores made by the members of
the experimental and control groups on the various subgroups
(representing the subhypotheses) on the Felt Needs Assessment posttest and the Attitude Scale posttest, they are
presented in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Table 3 shows the

unadjusted cell means for teachers assigned to grades kindergarten through 3rd grade, and 4th grade through 6th grade on
the experimental and control groups when the dependent variable was the Felt Needs Assessment posttest.

The control

group expressed greater needs than the experimental group.
TABLE 3
UNADJUSTED GRADE CELL MEANS FOR FELT NEEDS POSTTEST
Group
Experimental
Control
Mean

Grades K-3
114.0
125.9
120.0

Grades 4-6
115.4
125.2
120.3

Mean
114.7
125.5
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Reported in Table 4 is the unadjusted means for the
teachers' years of experience designated as 10 years and
less, and more than 10 years.

The computation was based

on the experimental and control groups' means when the
dependent variable was the posttest on felt needs of the
teachers.

It was noted that the control group felt that

their needs were greater on the unadjusted cell means than
did the experimental group.
TABLE 4
UNADJUSTED YEAR CELL MEANS FOR FELT NEEDS POSTTEST
10 Years
and Less

Group

More Than
10 Years

Mean

Experimental

111.2

118.7

115.0

Control

122.5

128.1

125.3

Mean

116.9

123.4

Shown in Table 5, when the dependent variable was the
Attitudes Scale posttest, is the unadjusted cell means for
teachers assigned to grades kindergarten through 3rd grade,
and 4th grade through 6th grade in the experimental and
control groups.

The control group scored higher on the

Attitudes Scale means than did the experimental group.
Table 6 shows the unadjusted cell means for the teachers' experience classified as 10 years and less, and more
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TABLE 5
UNADJUSTED GRADE CELL MEANS FOR ATTITUDES POSTTEST
Group

Grades K-3

Grades 4-6

Mean

Experimental

110.6

111.4

111.0

Control

118.0

119.3

118.7

Mean

116.5

115.4

than 10 years.

The table, based on the experimental and

control groups, indicates that the dependent variable was
the posttest on attitudes.

The computation shows that the

control group scored higher on the unadjusted means for
attitudes than did the experimental group.
TABLE 6
UNADJUSTED YEAR CELL MEANS FOR ATTITUDES POSTTEST

Group

10 Years
and Less

More Than
10 Years

Mean

98.9

117.6

108.2

Control

111.7

124.6

118.2

Mean

105.3

121.1

Experimental

Felt Needs Assessment
Since means for the experimental group and the control
group were utilized, the control variable for the groups,
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the needs pretest, was also averaged.

Table 7 shows the

SPSS (Nie et al., 1975) Subprogram Anova results.

The actual

mean scores on the experimental and control groups were adjusted statistically to compensate for differences on the
control variable of the Felt Needs Assessment pretest.

Such

equating is necessary and helpful, particularly since there
was such diversity in the group sizes.
TABLE 7
FELT NEEDS ASSESSMENT MEANS CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST

Group

N

Criterion
Needs Posttest
Adjusted
Unadjusted

Control
Needs Pretest

Experimental

35

62.09

61.83

79.50

Control

13

77.30

78.00

82.00

The single classification analysis of covariance technique described by Cornett and Beckner (1975) was used to
compare the adjusted means scores by identifying the amount
of variance resulting from differences between the groups.
An F ratio was produced which was referred to the F distribution table for determination of the significance of F^.
Table 8 shows the results of the Subprogram Anova from SPSS
(Nie et al., 1975).

The computation shows that there was a

significant difference at the .01 level among mean scores
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for the experimental group and the control group on the Felt
Needs Assessment posttest.

It was notable that in Table 7

the mean of the control group, even after adjustment, exceeded the mean of the experimental group on the criterion
variable.
TABLE 8
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR GROUP SCORES ON
FELT NEEDS ASSESSMENT
Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

1

2176.618

2176.618

9.542
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10264.945

228.110

df

Between
Within

.01

A multiple classification analysis of covariance was
utilized in comparing the adjusted mean scores on the needs
posttest of the groups, the years of experience of 10 years
and less experience or more than 10 years teaching experience, and the interaction.
evaluated for significance.

F ratios

were produced and

As reported in Table 9, there

was found a significant difference at the .01 level among
the mean scores for the experimental group and the control
group when the groups were statistically adjusted to compensate for the differences on the control variable of a
needs pretest.

No significant difference was found between
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the means for years of teaching experience of either subgroup of 10 years and less or more than 10 years of teaching
experience.

No significant difference was found for the

interaction.
TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE BY GROUP AND YEARS ON FELT NEEDS
ASSESSMENT SCORES CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST SCORES

df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

P

Group

1

2088.018

2088.018

9.014

.01

Years

1

185.130

185.130

.799

ns

Interaction

1

119.206

119.206

.515

ns
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9960.609

231.642

Source of
Variance

Within

Table 10 reveals the multiple classification analysis of
covariance technique using two-way classification Subprogram
Anova from SPSS (Nie et al., 1975).

Considered are the ad-

justed mean scores of the experimental and control groups,
the assigned grade level of either kindergarten through 3rd
grade or 4th grade through 6th grade, and the interaction.
F ratios

were produced and evaluated for their significance.

It was found that there was a significant difference between
the means for the experimental group and the control group
at the .01 level.

There was, however, no significant
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difference in the means for the grade levels assigned or in
the interaction.
TABLE 10
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE BY GROUP AND GRADE ON FELT NEEDS
ASSESSMENT SCORES CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST SCORES
Source of
Variation

df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

P

Group

1

2136.218

2136.218

10.287

.01

Grade

1

725.789

725.789

3.495

ns

Interaction

1

609.555

609.555

2.935

ns

43

8929.605

207.665

Within

Attitude Scale
Table 11 shows that the mean scores on the experimental
and control group were adjusted statistically to compensate
for the differences of the pretest on the Attitude Scale.
TABLE 11
ATTITUDE SCALE MEANS CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST

Group

N

Criterion
Needs Posttest
Adjusted
Unadjusted

Control
Needs Pretest

Experimental

35

112.43

110.94

114.63

Control

13

114.62

118.61

125.54
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Introductory Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences
(Cornett & Beckner, 1975) describes the single classification analysis of covariance technique used in Table 12 to
compare the adjusted mean scores of the experimental and
control groups on the Attitude Scale posttest.

After con-

sulting the F distribution table for significance, the
results show that there was a significant difference at the
.01 level in the experimental and control groups on the
posttest regarding the teachers' attitudes about teaching
exceptional children.

It is notable, in consulting Table 11,

that the control group had higher mean scores on the posttest even after adjustment.
TABLE 12
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR GROUP SCORES ON
ATTITUDE SCALES
Source of
Variation
Between
Within

df .

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

P

.169

ns

1

42.165

42.165

45

11226.750

249.483

Table 13, a multiple classification analysis of covariance technique Subprogram Anova from SPSS (Nie et al., 1975),
shows that there was no significant differences in the means
for the groups, the subgrouping of the means for the
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experience years, or the interaction on the Attitudes Scale
posttest.

The groups were statistically adjusted to compen-

sate for the differences on the control variable of the
Attitudes Scale pretest.
TABLE 13
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE BY GROUP AND YEARS ON ATTITUDE
SCORES CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST SCORES
Source of
Variance

df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

P

Group

1

36.650

36.650

.154

ns

Years

1

980.917

980.917

4.019

ns

Interaction

1

5.516

5.516

.023

ns

43

1024.320

238.147

Within

Employed in the comparison of the adjusted mean scores
on the groups, the assigned grade level, and the interaction,
was the multiple classification analysis of covariance technique from Subprogram Anova of SPSS (Nie et al., 1975).
Again, the F table was consulted after F values were produced
in computation.

Table 14 shows that in the two-way classifi-

cation analysis there was no significant difference found
between the means for the groups, the means for grade level
assigned, or the interaction when the groups were adjusted
statistically to compensate for the differences on the control variable. Attitudes Scale, which served as a pretest.
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TABLE 14
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE BY GROUP AND GRADE ON ATTITUDES
SCORES CONTROLLING FOR PRETEST SCORES
Source of
Variation

df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

P

Group

1

42.231

42.231

.162

ns

Grade

1

3.379

3.379

.013

ns

Interaction

1

5.837

5.837

.022

ns

43

11217.535

206.873

Within

Interp:retation of the Findings

1.

After statistically adjusting cell means, the mean

of scores of the felt needs of teachers who received the
Giles Continuity Training Model did differ significantly from
the scores of the teachers who were without the training.
The level of significance was .01 on the Needs Assessment
posttest.
2.

The teachers who were without the Giles Training

Model expressed a greater felt need on the posttest for
advanced training in skills and knowledge of exceptional
children than did the teachers who were participants in the
inservice training.
3.

There was a significant difference in the mean

scores on the felt needs posttest of the teachers with the
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Giles training experience and the teachers without the training.

A mean of 71.30

for the control group teachers proved

to be significant beyond the .01 level when compared to the
mean of 62.09 attained by the teachers of the experimental
group.
4.

After adjusting statistically, the mean of scores

on the felt needs posttest was not significant for the years
of teaching experience the teachers had.
5.

There was no significant interaction between the

group the teachers participated in and the number of years
of teaching experience possessed by the teachers on the felt
needs posttest.
6.

There was no significance in the assigned grade

level of the teachers on the mean of scores on the felt
needs posttest.
7.

No significant interaction occurred between the

group the teachers were in and the assigned grade level on
the felt needs posttest.
8.

After statistically adjusting cell means, the mean

of scores on the attitudes posttest of the teachers who received the Giles training model did not differ significantly
from the scores of the teachers who were without the training
model.
9.

The teachers who were without the Giles model scored

higher on the assessment of attitudes posttest than did the
teachers who were involved with the model.
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10.

There was no significance in the number of years

of teaching experience on the mean of scores on the Attitudes
Scale posttest.
11.

Significant interaction between the group the

teachers participated in and the number of years of teaching
experience did not exist on the attitudes posttest.
12.

There was no significance in the assigned grade

level of the teachers on the attitudes posttest.
13.

No significant interaction was noted in the group

to which the teachers belonged and the grade level to which
they were assigned.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare difference in
the felt needs and in the attitudes of mainstream teachers
who participated in the Giles Continuity Inservice Model for
Educators (Note 1) and teachers who were without the inservice model concerned with teaching the educators to deal
with exceptional children in the mainstream classroom.

The

inservice training was in the areas of learning theory,
diagnosis, screening, and individualizing for the improved
instruction of handicapped youngsters in the environment
which is less restrictive than self-contained special education classrooms.

The design of the inservice model was

the inclusion of supportive personnel as an inservice training team who assisted the consultant in instruction and
guidance for the teachers.

A need for this type of inservice

training exists and is recognized because of the federal mandates requiring states to provide education for handicapped
individuals in the least restrictive alternative setting.
Limited research has been done in the area of inservice
training of regular teachers to teach exceptional children
in their classrooms.

Effective ways must be found to give

assistance to the mainstreaming concept.
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The subjects for this study were 48 mainstream teachers
in the Canyon Independent School District, Canyon, Texas,
and in the Abernathy Independent School District, Abernathy,
Texas.

Each subject elected to be a participant in the

research program.

Teachers in the Canyon, Texas, schools

had the option of receiving university credit in the spring
semester for full participation in the inservice training
model.

There were 35 teachers involved in the inservice

training during the year.

In Abernathy, Texas, the 13

teachers were pre-posttested with the same instruments
which the inservice participants used.

They received no

special inservice training during the year other than the
inservice education which the entire school had and the
individual attention of the supportive staff of the special
education component of the school.
At the conclusion of the six weeks of intensive training and 10 weeks of follow-up, the 48 subjects were posttested to determine whether or not felt needs and attitudes
regarding exceptional children were different in the participants in the inservice model and the teachers in the
group which did not participate in the inservice model.
Data were analyzed using SPSS Subprogram Anova for
single classification analysis of covariance and two-way
classification analysis of covariance.

Mean scores of the

participants were also recorded for the subgrouping of the
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teachers according to their years of teaching experience and
the assigned grade level in which the teachers were working.
The study covered a period extending from September 1975
to March 1976.
The statistical technique of analysis of covariance was
used to effect equalization of the independent variable
groups.

Statistical adjustments were made based on the

controls of Felt Needs Assessment and Attitudes Scale
pretests.
Two null hypotheses were tested in the study.

Each

hypothesis had two subhypotheses related to the major hypotheses.

Statistical analyses produced F ratios which

were then evaluated to determine significance.

The results

are summarized in Table 15.
TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSES OF THE
NULL HYPOTHESES

Null Hypotheses
1.

Level of
Significance

There will be no significant difference
in felt needs in skills for working with
exceptional children between mainstream
taachers completing the Giles Continuity
Model and mainstream teachers without
this experience.

.01

la. There will be no significant difference
in felt needs of the mainstream teachers

NS
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TABLE 15—Continued

Null Hypotheses

Level of
Significance

in the experimental group and mainstream
teachers in the control group as a result
of the teachers having 10 years or less
of teaching experience and teachers having more than 10 years of teaching experience.
lb. There will be no significant difference
in felt needs of the mainstream teachers
in the experimental group and mainstream
teachers in the control group as a result
of the teachers' assigned grade level of
kindergarten through 3rd grade or the
teachers' assigned grade level of 4th
through 6th grade.

NS

There will be no significant difference
in attitudes toward exceptional children
between mainstream teachers completing
the Giles Continuity Model and mainstream
teachers without this experience.

NS

2a. There will be no significant difference
in attitudes of the mainstream teachers
in the experimental group and mainstream
teachers in the control group as a result
of the teachers having 10 years or less
of teaching experience and teachers having more than 10 years of teaching experience.

NS

2b. There will be no significant difference
in attitudes of the mainstream teachers
in the experimental group and mainstream
teachers in the control group as a result
of the teachers' assigned grade level of
kindergarten through 3rd grade or the
teachers' assigned grade level of 4th
grade through 6th grade.

NS
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Conclusions and Implications
Subject to the limitations and assumptions which were
necessary for this study, analysis of the data seems to
justify the following conclusions:
1.

The inservice education experience of the Giles

Continuity Model seemed to prove to be effective in modifying mainstream teachers' felt needs for improvement according to the stated opinion of the teachers who participated
in the training.

The experimental group indicated in both

the pretest and the posttest that their needs were less than
the expression of need by the control group.

The reflection

of needs on the part of the experimental group may have been
the result of attitudes that the members of the group held
about themselves.

The personal values may have led to a

self-concept which influenced the subjects' expectations of
future achievement, whereas the control group did not have
the inservice training to reinforce their self-concepts.
2.

The number of years that teachers have been pursu-

ing their profession does not appear to influence their
feelings about their abilities to teach children who have
handicapping conditions.

The experiences, or lack of expe-

riences, V7ith many types of learning styles found in children did not seem to influence the teachers' feelings about
their classroom needs.
3.

The assigned grade level of the teachers did not
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appear to affect their opinion of their needs in dealing
with exceptional children in their classrooms.
4.

The Giles model of inservice education was not per-

ceived as making a significant difference in regards to the
teachers' attitudes concerning the treatment of handicapped
children in their classrooms.

The control group, in fact,

scored higher on both the pretest and the posttest on attitudes than the experimental group did.

The indication was

that, from the beginning, the teachers in the Abernathy,
Texas, school had attitudes about exceptional children which
were more consistent with the mainstreaming concept which
prevails today.
5.

Attitudes which were held by the teachers appeared

to be unaffected by the amount of years the teachers had
spent in the teaching profession.
6.

The gaade level to which the teachers were assigned

for their instructional responsibilities seemed to be nonsignificant in changing or improving attitudes concerning
teaching exceptional children after participating in the
Giles training model.
7.

The implications are that the Giles Continuity

Model for Inservice Training of Educators (Note 1) is ineffective, as it is now, in making a significant difference
in mainstream teachers' attitudes regarding the placing of
exceptional children in the teachers' mainstream classrooms
for an educational program.
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8.

If this study is replicated, the inservice train-

ing should be evaluated in school systems which have not
been so extensively involved with special education as the
two school sites studies in this research.
9.

This study should be replicated only in school

districts that allow release time for the participants of
the inservice model so that there will be more time to
individualize the training.
10.

It is recommended that colleges and universities

should consider the use of similar preservice and inservice
training after carefully evaluating the needs of college
students in field-based training and teachers' needs for
on-the-job training in teaching the exceptional children in
their classrooms.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made in regard to the
study;
1.

For a better study, a more thorough inservice train-

ing should include more knowledge and information content in
order to aid in the concepts teachers have about their needs
and attitudes.
2.

The study should not be replicated as the inservice

training model is now, but rather when the model is more
explicit in the goals the teachers are to reach and in the
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objectives which the teachers are to obtain during the
training.
3.

A study of an inservice training model, like that

designed by Giles, should be implemented over a lengthened
period of inservice training time for the teachers.
4.

In similar studies of the Giles model, the sup-

portive personnel should be trained and instructed in a
period of time which precedes the teacher's inservice training period.

Such planning would possibly facilitate the

ease of assistance to the teachers by the staff.
5.

In similar investigations, the instructors should

be proficient in setting and using behavioral objectives,
in using diagnostic evaluations, in implementing observational techniques, and in suggesting techniques which match
the exceptional child's needs.
6.

In further studies of the inservice model, more

time should be allowed to individualize training to fit the
teachers' needs in dealing with exceptionalities as well as
group instruction.

REFERENCE NOTES
1.

Giles, M. T. The Giles continuity model for inservice
training of educators. Unpublished manuscript, 1975.

2.

Giles, M. T. Test booklet: Needs assessment, attitude
scale, information scale, growth and additional needs
assessment. Unpublished manuscript, 1975. (Available
from P.O. Box 1156, Fort Collins, Colorado 80512).
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APPENDIX A:

ENROLLMENT FORM—TEACHING PERSONNEL

NAME
TITLE:
SCHOOL
DATE OF BIRTH (Month, day, year) ;
MARITAL STATUS:
DEGREES (Date, institution):

CERTIFICATIONS

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCES (Dates):

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS:

SEX:
CHILDREN
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APPENDIX B;

NEED ASSESSMENT FOR TEACHERS

Please rate your present level of need for improvement on
the follov/ing items.

Use the answer sheet.

1 2
Low

3

4

5
High

1.

Effectively using screening instruments to identify
students who may have specific needs.

2.

Using assessment instruments and other methods to
determine a student's strengths, weaknesses, and needs.

3.

Participating in the functions and team approach for
determining the placement and programing for a student.

4.

Evaluating the progress of special students.

5.

Modifying special students' programs.

6.

Cooperating with other classroom teachers and supportive
personnel to provide each child with a program with
continuity.

7.

Preparing and using individual student and classroom
information for the improvement of programs for special
students.

8.

Interviewing, informing, and counseling parents as
necessary.

9.

Being familiar with techniques and methods for special
students.

10.

Being familiar with instructional materials or equipment
for use with students who have special needs.

11.

Utilizing skills of other teachers.

12.

Managing student behavior.

13.

Knowledge of resources available outside the classroom.

14.

Effecting good human relations among school personnel
and other professionals.
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15.

Observing students in various situations to gain needed
information.

16.

Understanding your own role in the provision of services to all children, including special children.

17.

Understanding the roles and skills of supportive personnel.

18.

Keeping accurate and complete records.

19.

Referring students to supportive personnel in special
education.

20.

Understanding the role of the speech therapist and
utilizing his skills.

21.

Understanding the role of the counselor and utilizing
his skills.

22.

Understanding the role of the educational diagnostician
and utilizing his skills.

23.

Understanding the role of the resource room teacher and
utilizing his skills.

24.

Understanding the provisions of the state plan of education for children with special needs.

25.

Being familiar with professional organizations and
journals concerned with the education of special students and the advancement of knowledge of the education
of students with special needs.
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APPENDIX C:

ATTITUDE SCALE

Please read each item and mark the correspondingly numbered
space on the answer sheet as follows:
(1) If you feel you could handle such a student in your
classroom without any fundamental change in procedures.
(2) If you feel you could handle such a student in your
classroom provided advice from a specialist or consultant was occasionally made available to you whenever
you felt a need for such aid in dealing with some particular problem.
(3) If you feel you could handle
classroom provided there was
available at your school who
training for the student and
you.

such a student in your
a full-time specialist
could provide supplementary
frequent consultation with

(4) If you feel that such a student would benefit most by
being assigned to a special class or school.
(5) If you feel that such a child cannot be handled profitably within the context of regular or special public
education.

1.

Alfred is defiant and stubborn, likely to argue with
the teacher, be willfully disobedient, and otherwise
interfere with normal classroom discipline.

2.

Barbara wears thick glasses, and her eyeballs jerk
spasmodically from side to side; she can't see the
blackboard very well, and reads poorly.

3.

Chuck can get about only in a wheelchair; someone must
move it for him, or carry him in their arms, because
he is unable to control any of his limbs.

4.

Donald is six years old and does not speak very much;
what he does say is indistinct and childish, with many
missing or incorrect sounds.

5.

Earl is eight and wears cowboy boots to class because
he hasn't learned to tie his own shoelaces; he is
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generally cheerful and well-behaved, but talks very
little and is incapable of following any but the most
simple instructions.
6.

Florence is immature and oversensitive, likely to
burst into tears at the least provocation.

7.

When Alice wears her hearing aid, she hears as well as
any other youngster; her voice sounds flat and hollow,
and is somewhat unpleasant to hear.

8.

Suzy frequently gets so excited she loses control and
wets the floor.

9.

Ruth is very much like other eleven-year-olds in most
respects, but occasionally, during the day, a rhythmical
quiver will pass over her face and she becomes totally
oblivious for a few seconds.

10.

Roger's face was severely disfigured in an auto accident; although he is completely recovered physically,
the surgeons do not expect to be able to make his
appearance more acceptable for many years.

11.

Alan wears a leg brace and walks with the aid of
crutches; he gets along well by himself though, and
ordinarily needs no help from anyone.

12.

Bernard is a bully, given to teasing other children
and provoking fights with them.

13.

Cora is supposed to have a hearing loss, but she seems
to hear all right when she sits at the right end of the
front row of seats.

14.

Debby cannot use bathroom facilities unless someone is
there to help her; she is perfectly capable of making
her needs known in ample time to avoid accidents.

15.

Clara has a noticeable scar on her upper lip; her
speech seems to be coming through her nose, and she is
hard to understand.

16.

Dotty is eight; she has difficulty following the class,
and doesn't seem able to learn to read at all.

17.

Every few weeks, without any warning, Stella will have
a violent physical convulsion during which she nay bite
her tongue or lose control of her sphincters; after
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several minutes she returns to consciousness with a
severe headache, nausea, and acute feelings of depression.
18.

Flora has neither bladder nor bowel control and must
be taken to the bathroom at frequent intervals.

19.

David squints through his eye-glasses, even when he
sits at the front of the room, and cannot read the
blackboard or his book quite as rapidly as many of
the other children.

20.

Occasionally Edward will repeat a sound two or three
times before he seems able to go on; he speaks v;hen
called on, but does not volunteer much.

21.

Chuck doesn't seem to catch on to things as quickly as
most, and needs to have things explained over and over
again; eventually, though, he appears to learn everything the others do even though it has taken longer.

22.

Doris is slow, absent-minded, and a daydreamer; she
seems unusually quiet and withdrawn, avoids others,
and is inhibited and restrained in her behavior.

23.

Fred can feel the vibrations of loud music from a radio
or phonograph, knows when a door has been slammed, but
does not hear speech unless it is shouted.

24.

Greg tires easily and needs frequent opportunities to
rest; excessive stimulation or excitement must be
avoided.

25.

Harold is a capable student but has a physical defect
which appears to evoke laughter, ridicule, avoidance
and rejection from the other children.

26.

Jane can tell the direction from which the sunshine
enters her classroom; she cannot read the letters in
an ordinary book.

27.

Albert does not pronounce all of his speech sounds
correctly, but can be understood.

28.

Betty is only a little over seven, but she can read
the fifth grade reader very well; however, her handwriting is poor and she is about average in most other
things.
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29.

Chester is deceitful, tells lies, and cheats in school
and at play; he has been involved in several thefts,
and is a persistent truant.

30.

Jerry does perfectly good work as long as he is left
along; he becomes extremely tense and anxious, however,
whenever an adult speaks to him.

31.

Virginia rubs and blinks her eyes occasionally when
reading, and seems to find it difficult to distinguish
between certain letters of the alphabet.

32.

Andy hears most, but not everything, that is said in
class even though he wears a hearing aid.

33.

Stan's walk is a slow shuffle; he gets along on level
surfaces or moderate inclines quite well, but is unable
to manage stairs at all.

34.

Bert could play songs with one finger on the piano when
he was four; now, in first grade, he has begun composing little melodies to which he gives names like "Rainy
Day," "Bert's Bike," or "Juice Time."

35.

Laura's speech is laboriously slow, tortured, jerky and
indistinct; her voice is m.onotonous in pitch and she
cannot control its intensity.

36.

Harry sulks, and sometimes gets quite noisy, whenever
he loses the direct attention of the teacher.

37.

William can't hear anything with his left ear, but he
gets along fairly well if he can sit in one row by the
window, in a room on the quiet side of the building,
with the class to his right.

38.

Ben is unable to walk and has been confined to a wheelchair; he manages this very skillfully and needs very
little help.

39.

Les was born with a malformed left hand which is
withered and misshapen up to the elbow.

40.

When Terry was five he was run over, losing both of his
legs and genitals; he gets around quite well now, but
his bladder discharges into a bag which must be emptied
several times a day.
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41.

Once or twice during the year Peter has complained of
a peculiar feeling in his stomach; about a minute
afterwards he has lost consciousness and his body has
been first rigid and then convulsed for several minutes.

42.

John has no difficulty on the playground or at the
blackboard, but he gets quite uncomfortable when he
has to use his eyes at close range for any length of
time.

43.

Hugh eventually mutilates or destroys everything he
gets into his hands; his books are marked and torn, his
desk ink-stained and scarred, and he has managed to
crack a blackboard panel.

44.

When anything happens to John, the whole school knows
it. A bump on the playground produces tears and wailing; an "A" for an exam brings on unrestrained shrieks
of delight.

45.

Sam moves about somewhat awkwardly and his limbs are
in a slight, but continual, tremor that becomes pronounced only when he is nervous or excited.

46.

Arnold is an extremely bright nine-year-old who is far
ahead of the rest of the class in most subjects; he
spends a good deal of his time working on a mathematical system he calls "kinestatics."

47.

Bill has difficulty in starting to talk, grimaces and
strains, and repeats sounds on about half the words he
says in class.

48.

Kate weights enough for two children her age; it is
almost impossible for her to squeeze into the standard
desk.

49.

A hearing aid produces no help for Harriet; she lipreads fairly well, and can hear when she is not facing
the speaker if shouted at.

50.- Helen's right hand may sometimes begin to tremble uncontrollably; during the next few minutes the spasmodic
movement spreads along her arm, shoulder, and head
before it finally stops.
The items on the Attitude Scale were taken from the
"Classroom Integration Inventory" in Attitudes of Educators
Toward Exceptional Children (Haring, Stern, & Cruickshank,
1958) .
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APPENDIX D:

AN OPEN LETTER TO INSERVICE PARTICIPANTS

Dear Classroom Teachers,
As we begin this period of inservice, I hope you can
consider it a refresher course. Our purpose is to provide
the opportunity for you to take a fresh new look at your
most difficult youngsters.
If you are like me, you became a teacher because you
loved children and saw the importance of education in the
lives of children and our society. Perhaps someone, maybe
one of your own teachers, inspired you to become a teacher.
Maybe you weren't too happy about your education courses
in college and you may have been scared to death that first
day of school but went to work with energy and enthusiasm.
Your first year of teaching was undoubtedly a mixture of
joy, pain, and a tremendous amount of hard work. Chances
are that you became very concerned about several children
in your room who were "hard to reach" academically or emotionally. Probably you made various attempts to get help
for these children. You might have felt that your education
courses didn't really train you well enough to be adequate
with these few. It is more than likely that the people you
were reaching out to for help didn't have the solutions,
either. In fact, some may have twisted the behaviors around
unknowingly and left you and the child and of course the
parents more confused and troubled than before. You may
have finally closed your door to the outside world, gritted
your teeth and done the best that you could by yourself. It
is not unlikely that you may have sent children to special
classes as these became more available—to be able to give
these children a little help and partly to maintain your own
sanity.
Now we have gone full circle—it is clear to most of us
that children are being fragmented in so many "special"
situations. These are the very children who need the most
stable and consistent programs. You, like many others, have
known this for a long time, but it has been extremely hard
to overcome the regimentation imposed by teacher training,
administrative expectations, parental expectations and—
perhaps most important--availability of classroom management techniques for individualizing instruction.
The inservice program which has been designed for your
district will attempt to maximize communication between
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classroom teachers and supportive personnel in each building.
It is designed to provide you with a more "scientific" method
of screening, appraising, and modifying the programs of exceptional children in your classrooms. It is designed to
enable your administrators to implement a service delivery
system that really works. This is why it is called a Continuity Model.
All professional educators need to help and to learn
from each other and this project will create an organized
method for working constructively together.
Sincerely yours.

Marian T. Giles, Ed.D.
Director, Giles Institute for
Educational Research
Professor of Education
Texas Tech University
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APPENDIX E:

AN OPEN LETTER TO PARENTS

October 1, 1975

Dear Parents,
During the next few weeks, your child's teachers will
be participating in an inservice training program which
will give them some assistance with screening and curriculum planning for children who are not doing as well as
they should in school.
We are interested in sharing these findings with you,
if you are interested. We would also be pleased if you
stopped by the school to see some of the new materials we
will be using.
A team of educators from Texas Tech University will
be training our personnel in this project. We will be
receiving course credit from West Texas State University.
Our objective will be the same as always—that of
providing all our children with the best possible education
upon which to build their futures.
Sincerely yours.

Your Child's School
and
The Giles Institute of
Educational Research
Marian T. Giles, Ed.D.
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APPENDIX F:

CANYON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
PARENTS' CONSENT FORM

Special Services Department

I authorize the examination of
and request that confidential information be released only
to professional individuals or agencies as directed by the
Canyon Independent School District, its professional staff
and consultants.

Date

Parent, Guardian, Other (Relationship)
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APPENDIX H:

MEMO TO CANYON INDEPENDENT

SCHOOL DISTRICT STAFF
From:
Date:
Re:

1.

Dr. Marian Giles
October 13, 1975
Instructions for use of the enclosed items are as
follows:

Observation Form - Complete information at top of form.
List the children you plan to screen under "children
observed."

Give a few descriptive comments, e.g.,

red hair, very thin, etc., in order for us to identify
your three better when we are in the classroom.
2.

Request for Supportive Services - Use this form for
your team and the Tech Team so that we can give you
more assistance when we are here on Mondays.

3.

Pupil Referral Form - Use when you are ready to do
any further testing by the nurse, diagnostician, or
counselor.

4.

Educational Plan - Wait until we do this as a group on
October 27th, but we suggest you become aware of it
and its contents.

We are so happy that you are involved in this researchoriented inservice training!
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APPENDIX I:

INSERVICE OBSERVATION FORM

GILES INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Giles Continuity Model
for
Inservice Training of Educators
DATE:
TEACHER:
GRADE LEVEL
OBSERVER:
Children Observed:
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APPENDIX J:

REQUEST FOR SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

GILES INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Giles Continuity Model
for
Inservice Training of Educators
To:____

From:

Purpose:

Most convenient time

Place:

Date:

School;
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APPENDIX K:

PUPIL REFERRAL FORM

GILES INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Giles Continuity Model
for
Inservice Training of Educators
To:

Date:

From:

Pupil's
Name

School:

Birth
Date

Grade

1st copy to Principal/Counselor
2nd copy to Consultant/Trainer
3rd copy to Resource Teacher

Referring
Source

Comments
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Staffing Committee Action:

Terminate

Additional Testing Needed:
Resource Class:
Comments:

^Yes

No

Date:

Continue

_^__
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APPENDIX M:

PERMANENT RECORD FORM

GILES INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Giles Continuity Model
for
Inservice Training of Educators
Name:

Grade;

School

Birthdate:

CA;

Sex:

Parent:
City:

Address;
State

Regular Class Teacher:
Resource Teacher:
Referral Source:
Reason for Referral

Completed Screening (date)
Instrument Received by:
Instrument in File:
Staffing Requested with_
Date Staffing Completed
Initial Parent Conference Date
Parent Consent for Appraisal (date)
Sociological Information Collected:

Staffing Committee:

Phone
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APPENDIX N;

OBSERVATION GUIDE'

GILES INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Giles Continuity Model for
Inservice Training
of Educators
School_
Teacher
Observer
Date
This guide is meant to be used for conferences between
teachers and inservice trainers concerning decisions for instructional guidance of handicapped students. A consistent,
structured approach to this task will be most beneficial to
all concerned.
each visit.

The observer may not complete every item at

Observations should be objective.

Feel free to

add comments where needed.
1.

Classroom Management
a.

b.

c.

Arrangement of furniture
meets needs of individualism.
0

I

2

3

M

5

0

1

2

3

k

5

0

1

Materials are easily accessible for instructional tasks.
There is flexibility in
room arrangement.
2

3

"^This guide is adapted from materials developed by
Goose Creek Consolidated Independent School District, Texas,
1/10/1972.
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d.

Room arrangement provides
for the physical comforts
for the students.

e.

There is maximum use of
instructional materials.

f.

The teacher maintains
control and handles his
own routine discipline
problems.

0

1

2

3

«•

5

0

1

2

3

U

5

0

1

2

3

"^

1

0

1

2

3

«•

5

1

2

3

^

5

0

1

2

3

H

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

»•

5

0

1

2

3

»•

5

0

1

2

3

«•

5

1

2

3

«•

5

* Is firm and consistent
but friendly.
* Is self-confident in
the management of
pupils.
2.

Preparation and Planning
a.

The teacher provides for
the purposeful use of
each pupil's time
throughout the teaching
block.

b.

There are long-term and
short-term objectives
for each child.

c.

These objectives emphasize sequential development of fundamental
skills.

d.

The teacher keeps a
daily record of the
child's progress.

e.
f.

Educational plans are
being implemented.
The teacher exhibits
understanding of socioeconomic differences
and how these influence
learning.
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g.

h.
i.

j.

Materials are used to meet
individual needs according
to instructional plans.
0

1

2

3

^

5

0

1

2

3

k

5

0

1

2

3

li

5

0

1

2

3

k

5

0

1

2

3

1+

5

0

1

2

3

k

5

0

1

2

3

1+

5

0

1

2

3

h

5

Teacher-made materials
are in use.
An orderly arrivaldismissal of the class
is evidenced.
A form of positive reinforcement is demonstrated.

Pupil-Teacher Relationships
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

The teacher is fair
and impartial.
The teacher sets an example and encourages socially acceptable behavior;
e.g., dress, correct usage
of speech and manner.
The teacher maintains an
atmosphere conducive to
freedom of thought and
creative expression, and
shows respect for pupil
opinions and suggestions.
The teacher recognizes
and
worth and dignity.
A balance of teacher-pupil
interaction appropriate
to short-term objectives
is evidenced.

f.

The teacher handles behavior problems without
emotional

a.

The student exhibits interest in the classroom
proceedings.
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Each student seems aware
of the purpose of his instructional programing and
how he fits into the plan.
0

1

2

3

1*

5

0

1

2

3

i|

5

0

1

2

3

<f

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

>t

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

1

2

3

"t

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

3

>*

5

Each student demonstrates
the ability to use instructional materials.
Some learning activities
are student initiated.
Students are involved in
group discussions.
Students are free to
move about in the room
while working.
g
h

Students are working
independently.
The students score
their own work then
experience follow-up

The students work in small
groups based on individual
needs.
5.

Pacing
Each student is proceeding
at his own rate of speed
but is not moving unusually
slowly.
Each learner apparently
succeeds at what he is
doing before he enters
a new activity.
The assistance and support
given by the teacher appears to be appropriate
to the learner's needs.

...

1

2

_
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d.

Different activities are
provided for each student.

Differentiation of Assignment
a.

Students are working on
different tasks.

b.

Students are working with
different materials.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.
h.

0

1

2

3

>t

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

»t

5

0

1

2

3

»t

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

0

1

2

3

it

5

0

1

2

3

It

5

2

3

^

5

There are opportunities
to recycle tasks where
student's understanding
is insufficient to go on
to new material.
The teacher's expectations
seem to be based upon
ability and previous practice of each student.
The teacher varies directions and assistance for
different students.
Students in the same program are pursuing individual objectives.
Activities appear to be
geared to each student.
Some learning activities
are student selected.

The Team
The resource teacher and
the regular classroom
teacher plan together the
instructional objectives
for the pupils.
The resource teacher
works closely with the
principal and keeps him
informed of progress.
An aide works regularly
with students in the
resource center.
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Follow-up Conference
Date
Participants

Comments;
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APPENDIX O:

WEST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY

COURSE DESCRIPTION
REQUEST FOR OFFERING ORGANIZED COURSES* UNDER SPECIAL TOPICS,
READINGS, OR PROBLEM TITLES
For undergraduate course, please submit in triplicate; for
graduate course, quadruplicate.
Department;

Elementary

Catalog &
Section No. 55912.1

^

Catalog
Title

Educational Work Conference

Special
Title
Plan a Practicum for Classroom Teachers
Sem Hrs
Credit

Lab
Fee

3

Suggested title abbreviation (not over 20 spaces)_Pract_icum_
for Plan_A_
Semester & Year Taught
Prerequisites

Spring 1976

Graduate standing & 12 hrs, adv. ed.

Instructor's
Name

Will course be
Specially Scheduled? / x /Yes

/

7NO

COURSE INFORMATION:
A.

Goals:

To aid in the implementation of training some
special education children in the regular
classroom.

B.

Syllabus (150-300 words)
This is a course designed to provide resource
and regular classroom teachers practicum experiences to
expedite the management and training of handicapped children within the regular classroom setting as described
under Plan A Special Education Program in Texas. The
Giles Inservice Model will be the guide for this practicum.
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Each student will be responsible for screening
and evaluating three children. These evaluations will
be followed by demonstration teaching and by implementation of a plan for management and training of the
child.
The major objectives of the course will be:
1) awareness of handicapping conditions, 2) screening,
3) interpretations, 4) assessment, 5) programing,
6) demonstration, 7) implementation, 8) materials, and
9) evaluation.
The physical plants, the sites for the course,
will be the Gene Howe and Rex Reeves Elementary Schools
in Canyon. The teachers enrolled will meet the instructor regularly once a week for an hour, at which time the
major objectives for that week will be explained and
discussed. The instructor will then visit the rooms
and demonstrate principles and techniques in the assessment and management of handicapped.
C.

Specify plan of evaluation, number, and kinds of tests,
etc.
Pretests and posttests are a part of the model.
An essay test will be given at the end of the course.

Date
/ /

Signature of Department Head
Approved

/ /

Dean
/ /

Approved

Signature
/ /

Graduate
Dean
/

/ Approved

Curriculum
Committee
R: 6:75

Disapproved

Disapproved
Signature

/

Date

Date

/ Disapproved
Signature

Date
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APPENDIX P:

MEMO TO ABERNATHY INDEPENDENT

SCHOOL DISTRICT STAFF
To:

All Elementary Teachers

From:

The Elementary Principal

Date;

October 7, 197 5
This year Abernathy and Canyon, Texas, schools will be

participating in a joint research effort concerning the
education of exceptional children.

Our contribution to the

project will involve filling out two questionnaires.

The

first will be given by Dr. Giles and her staff from Texas
Tech this Thursday afternoon.
Dr. Giles is new to the Texas Tech faculty, but a
native to this area.

I think you will agree that she is

a definite asset to our West Texas school team.
We will meet according to the following schedule:
Thursday 2:00 - 2:40, 5th Grade Teacher's - Office
Thursday 3:15 - 4:00 All teachers grades k - 4 in Elementary
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APPENDIX Q:

VALIDATION JURY CREDENTIALS

Name:
Present Position:
Texas Teaching Certificates

Degrees Held:

Teaching Experiences

Administrative or Supervisory Experiences:

The dates the certificates, degrees, or experiences were
acquired are unimportant.
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APPENDIX R;

VALIDATION JURY COMMENTS

CONCERNING INSTRUMENTS
1.

Needs Assessment for Teachers

2.

Attitude Scale

