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Abstract:

The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) is an instrument the purpose of which is
to determine the principles of fairness that teachers use in deciding how to distribute the benefits of
education among students with and without disabilities. The eight dilemmas which constitute the
instrument are based upon realistic situations which juxtapose the needs of a student with disabilities
against the needs of the other students in the classroom. Each dilemma invites the respondent to
consider four possible options for dealing with the situation; these options represent applications of
three different principles of distributive justice, Hierarchical, Collaborative, and Liberal, and an "other"
category which presents divergent options following no particular standard. The respondent is asked to
arrange the options in order from the most fair to the least fair solution to the problem. Information
from this instrument provides insight into the principles respondents use to determine what is equitable
and the degree to which they see the accommodation of the special needs of students with disabilities
as fair.

Evaluation of the validity and reliability of the IDEAS instrument through jury review, pilot testing,
field testing, participant interviews, and test-retest procedures indicates that the instrument has
construct and content validity, but the reliability of the instrument fails to reach the generally accepted
minimum level of .70. Field testing of IDEAS with 204 individuals showed that the teachers in the
field-test sample preferred the Collaborative and Liberal solutions over the Hierarchical and Other
categories and that the teachers sampled selected Collaborative and Liberal solutions in almost equal
numbers. Data collected from the field-test participants and national jury members indicates that,
despite its weak reliability, IDEAS has potential for use as an assessment tool in qualitative research, a
self assessment instrument, a vehicle for teacher training on core values in public education, and as a
stimulus for discussion among individuals and groups with a stake in public education.
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This paper is dedicated to my father, Robert Willard Alcorn, who understands
well the human art of reflection. '

. . . the greatest danger of our time is that the calculating way of
, thinking that is part of the technical revolution will become the
“ dominating and exclusive way of thinking. Why is this so
dangerous? Because then we would find, together with the
highest and most successful development of our thinking on the
calculating level, an indifference toward reflection and a
complete thoughtlessness . . . then humanity would have
renounced and thrown away what is most its own, its ability to
reflect. What is at stake is to save the essence of humanity.
What is at stake is to keep alive our reflective thinking.

Heidegger, M. (1959). Gelassenheit. Verlag Gunther Neske, Pfulingen, p. 25.
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ABSTRACT

The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) is an
instrument the purpose of which is to determine the principles of fairness that
teachers use in deciding how to distribute the benefits of education among
students with and without disabilities. The eight dilemmas which constitute
the instrument are based upon realistic situations which juxtapose the needs
of a student with disabilities against the needs of the other students in the
classroom. Each dilemma invites the respondent to consider four possible
options for dealing with the situation; these options represent applications of
three different principles of distributive justice, Hierarchical, Collaborative, and
Liberal, and an "other" category which presents divergent options following no
particular standard. The respondent is asked to arrange the options in order
from the most fair to the least fair solution to the problem. Information from
this instrument prowdes insight into the principles respondents use to
determine what is equitable and the degree to which they see the
accommodation of the special needs of students with disabilities as fair.

Evaluation of the validity and reliability of the IDEAS instrument through
jury review, pilot testing, field testing, participant interviews, and test-retest
procedures indicates that the instrument has construct and content validity,
but the reliability of the instrument fails to reach the generally accepted . ,
minimum level of .70. Field testing of IDEAS with 204 individuals showed that
the teachers in the field-test sample preferred the Collaborative and Liberal
solutions over the Hierarchical and Other categories and that the teachers
sampled selected Collaborative and Liberal solutions in almost equal
numbers. Data collected from the field-test participants and national jury
members indicates that, despite its weak reliability, IDEAS has potential for
use as an assessment tool in qualitative research, a self assessment
instrument, a vehicle for teacher training on core values.in public education,
and as a stimulus for discussion among individuals and groups with a stake
in public education.




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The Problem

Regular classroom teachers have to cope with a broader range of
student abilities and behaviors than they did prior to the passage of the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) in 1975. Both federal and
state law require classroom teachers to follow the individualized Education
Programs (IEPs) of special education students and to make accommodations
for their individual differences which may entail modifying assignments, |
tolerating extra equipment in the classroom, grading students on different
scales, or employing differeht discipline policies for somé students.
Resistance toward bending standards or treating students differently is strong
among classroom teachers because aCcomrﬁodating individual differences
seems to fly in the face of what many teachers view as the fair or right thing
to do (Martin, 19?4; Salend, 1984).

In their classrooms, téachers have control over a variety of |
opportunities and benefits of education.. These benefits include: access to
knowledge and oppdrturﬁties to generate l;nowledge, ihdividualization of

instruction, distribution of teacher time and attention, access to materials and
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equipment, opportunities to participate in activities and socialize with others,
chances to exercise leadership, access to privileges (e.g:, free time, choice of
activities), and distribution of praise and recognition. By virtue of their status
as authbrity figures in the educational reélm, teachers have the power to
distribute the material benefits of education and ‘to ensure that students with
disabilities are not denied educational opbortunities because of neglect,
discrimination, or prejudice. How teachers decide to allocate resources and _
in what ways they choose to prote'ct fhe rights of the individual depends upon

“their understanding of their duties as professionals, their internalizatio-n of the

" school system’s standards for teacher cohdqct, and their personal principles
of fairness as they are applied to their students.

Special education law which governs, in part, the treatment of s’gudents '
with disabilities by their teachérs, establishes a standard of fairness ba!sed
upon the accommodation of indi\)idual differences. This standard says that
the individual needs of students with disabilities are to be accommodated in
the classroom in order to compensate for the barriers that disabilities pose,
and further that these studehts, despite their disabilities, are to be provided
with equal access to the-opbortunities to pérticipate and learn (Turnbull,
‘1986).. The principle of écco'mmodation does not guarantee ;co special
. education students greater educational benefits than may be afforded
nondisabled students (e.g., the "best.possible" education) nor does it

mandate that students with disabilities be guaranteed the achievement of the
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‘same outcomes’ as may be achieved by other students, but it does imply that
special education students will be provided whatever supports and
modifications may be necessary to allow them access to the benefits of the
educatioﬁal process (Rothstein, 1990).

Depending upon the _qircumstan_ces of the situation and their own
experienées, values and ‘péféeptions of'."c'ﬁeir du;ties, teachers may or may not
choose to utilize or apply consistently the principle of accommodation as a
principle of fairness in their classrooms. Certainly, there are other principles
that may be used. Barry in his analysis of Rawls’ explanation of the liberal
theory of justice (1973) has suggested fhéfc fhere are three basic models for
- social justice which in a bgical sense exhaust the available possibilities.
These models are identified by Barry as hierarchical, liberal and altruistic
| (1973, p. 167). In simple dyadic terms, these models can be applied to the
accommodation of individugl differences in the following way: A will
accommodate the needs of B (a) because B merits, deserves or earns
accommodation (hierarchy), (b) because B is disadvantaged and this
disadvantage is to be redressed so that the greatest benefit is provided to the
least advantaged (liberalism), or (c) because A wanté to help B (altruistic).

The principle of éc,colmmodation which underlies the special education
law is an instance of the liberal model of social jﬁstice. It is based on the
premise that the distribution of talents, abilities and physical attributes is

unequal. Individuals with disabilities have been disadvantaged in their ability
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to access the opportunities.of public education because they ‘lack certain
skills and abilities which others have as birthrights. The privilege of access to
public educatio'n has been offered by the states to children as a mevang for
preparing them to accept their roles as citizens in a democracy and to
become productive m'emberg of society (Dewey, 1916). Prior to the
enactment of t‘he'Educ_ationl for All Hand'iéépbed. Children Act, access to
public education was denied to children with disabilfties on the basis of their

status as individuals who lacked certain physical, cognitivef‘é‘rﬁ;‘;gehavioral
characteristics. Thg federal special education law represenlfg liagn effort to
redress previous harm done by' denying children an opportunity to participate
in public educatibn and to guarantee in the future that children with disabilities
would continue to enjoy such participation (Martin, 1974).

But the law goes one step fufther than providing access. It also says
that children with disabilities have a righ_t to certain accommodations and
services which compensate for their disabilities and aI'Ic_)w them to benefit from l.
their education (Rothstein, '1990).  In other words, not only does the law open
the‘ doors to public schools for studen'ts with disabilities; it also guarantees .
that once inside these students will have an equal chance to participate in
and ‘benefit from education. This compensatorylclause of special education
law is an application of what Rawls (1972) has called the Maximin Criterion of

the liberal theory of justice. The Maximin Criterion says that social and

economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are to the greatest
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‘benefit of the least advantaged.

‘5 )

In the case of students with “disabilities,
application of the liberal Maximin Criterion suggests that social inequalities
repre§enté6 by differences in ph;/sic‘al, behavioral’and cognitive characteristics
are to be redressed, utilizing whatever means necessary and without regard
to cost, so that students with disabilities are able to benefit to "thia greatest -
extent pdssible‘ from educatibq despite v'\}ha'cever3 éarriers their disabilities
present (T urnbtJII, 1986). | |

Classroom teachers find themselves in the position of-applying the

o o

principles of the special education law in an arena in which resources for all

stujdebntms are limited and in which thers’are multiple demands on teachers’

‘time, energy, and good will. In addition, most regular classrocm teachers

have little experi%qce with and training in tHe accommodation of ifdividual

differences related to disabilities (Grosenick, 1982). Many teachers have the

~

expectation that because they are teaching in "regular’ education that they will
. O N 2 o b *

not have to be knowledgeable about disabilities and the special needs of

individuals who have disabilities "(Harésyrpiw, Horne, & Lewis, 1976). Attitudes

o

of teachers toward students with special educational needs and toward’the

o

accommodation of their individual differences are shaped by a combination of

their experiences and their expectations. These attitudes then influence the

L]

day-to-day decisions that teachers make °aboutot10w to treat students and

° o

how to distribute the benefits of education which are at their disposal.

°

V)

o
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Because of the crucial role attitudes play in shaping teachers’ behavior,
teachers’ attitudes toward disabilities and toward having students with
disabilities in their classrooms have been a frequent object of study (Garvar &
Schmelkin, 1989; Yuker, 1988). Regular classroom teachers have been
determined to héve attitudes:toward persons with disabilities that are like
thosé of the general population (XDonaldson & Maﬁinson, 1977; Henisch,

- 1981). Gottlieb énd Corman (1975) have found that members of the general
public favor the segregation of exceptional children in the schools and that
teachers’ views ‘are similar. For example, in a Tennessee study of 326
teachers, superviéors and ‘administrators, Gickling and Theobald (1975) found
that 60% of 'regﬁlar classroom teachers thought that seg’regated self- |
contained special classes provided moreé effective instruction for special needs
students than placement in the regular classroom.

Not surprisingly, regular classroom teachers are not reported to be
supponi\;é 6f integration of special needs students into their classrooms.
According to Charles and .Malian (1980), regular classroom teachers are
unwilling to accept students "who require unusual accommodations, individual
instruction, special teaching methods and special materials and services not
provided for non-handicapped students" (p. 6). Pandé and Bartel (1972) have
found that in terms of social desirability teachers rank students with all
different types of disabilities sigvnificantly below students considered to be

normal or gifted. Contrary to the expectations created by Jaffe’s earlier work
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(1966), Panda and Bartel also found that teachers with special education
course work and expe}ience ‘did, not respond any more favorably toward
studerits with _disabilities than did teachers with no background.

In general, research seems to show that teachers prefer normally

achieving students and view special class placement as more appropriate for -

fhe ekceptional' student (Winzer, 1985). Teachers fear that the placement of
exceptional students in the regular classroom dilutes academic programs
(Bradfield, Brown, Kaplan, Rickel, & Stannard, 1973: Hudson, Graham, &
Warner, 1979); they argue for the retention of special classes to "get the slow
ones out' because teachers are concerned about a decrease in their
effectiveness when students with disabilities are iﬁ the classroom (Barngrover,
1971). In addition, exceptional students are viewed as potential creatbrs of

" classroom disturbéncé (Hudson et al., 1979) and as demanding a
disproportionate amount of the teacher"s time (Brulle, Barton, Barton,t &
Wharton, 1983a).

Because of the generally negative findings in research concerning
attitudes' of regular classroom teachers toward mainétreaming, concerns have
been raised regarding the capabilities of regular educators to meet the needs
of students With disabilities in the regulaf educétion program (Mesinger,
1985). Two large scale investigations indicate that given appropriate

conditions, there may be a potential for a "promainstreaming” attitude among

regular educators (AIbrecht,' 1984; Knoff, 1985). There is, hoWever, a lack of
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clarity about whether attitudes of teachers can routinely be modified in ways
-that prove helpful in addressing the needs of special education s_tudénts
(Garvar & Schmelkin, 1989). | | '

Althbugh research is clear on acce’ptan‘ce-,rejecti.ori issues and
delineates the negative attitudes of régular classroom teachers toward
mainstreaming, it provides ﬁo clear dirébtion regarding the variables that
contribute to positive attitude formation. This aspect, although studied, has
been relegated to secondary status, receiving scant éttentioh a's'icombared to
administrative and organizational concerns (Winzer, 1985). Reéently, |
‘ howevér, there has been .a growing awéreness of the limportance of teachers’
attitudes as a de’;e.rminer of the success of mainstreaming situation -
- (Schmelkin, 1981). |

Prior to the Education for All H'an_digap"ped Children Act (EHA),
attitudes of r:egular classroom teachers tbward students with disabilities were
not i'mportant because thei'r involvement with such students was highly |
limited. Special education téacher.s, administrators, ahd therapists were the
dominant groups of professionals iﬁvol\}ed in the delivery of services for
students with disabilities. Hc_)wever, since the passage of EHA, regular
educators have' been asked to take on roles ‘previoﬁsly assumed exclus_ively
by special educators (Rbffman,1983). In fact, in many cases the primary

responsibility for integrating special needs students into the academic and
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social life of the classroom has become the role of the regular educatioﬁ
teacher (Bikien, 1985). :

Research has shoWn that the’'manner in which regular education
teachers respond to. the challenge of teaching students with a wider :r~ange of
abilities and specialr needs and teachersf 'attitudes toward these new
responsibilities are crucial factoré in the '.s-u'cce.ss of exceptionél students.
Haring (1957) and others (Kingsley, 1967; Khoblock & Barnes, 1979; |
Nietupskf, H_amre-Nietupski, Shuetz, & Ockwood, 1980) haye‘found, for
example, that régular education teachers’ atﬁtudes are inflﬁentiai in
determining tﬁe intellectual, social and emotional adjustment of exceptional
students, and negative attitudes held by regular classroom teachers toward
excepfcional students_ and mainstreaming aré clear impediments to educational
programming for such students in regular classes (Martin, ‘1 974). Since most
exceptional students receive a majority of their instruction in the regular
classroom, the importance of the regular classroom teacher’s attitudes toward
the delivery of that instruction is apparent.

. In addition, regular classroom teachers play an important role in the
referral of students for special education assessment and placement (Pugach,
| 1985). While teachers are not the only ones who.can make referrals for
special educéfion testing, teachers are mentioned specifically in special
education law as sources fér referral and in praptice the decision-making

process for eligibility for special education is commonly. activated by a referral .
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made by the classroom teacher (Poland, Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & Mirkin, 1982).
Since the majority of students who are referred for evaluation are assessed
and placed in special education (Algozzine, Christenson, & Ysseldyke, 1982; -
Shepard & Smith, 1981), the teacher’s personal decision to initiate a referrél is -
pivotal. Thus, placement decisions for students with learning or behavior
problgms méy be depehdent to a degree upon how these students are
viewed by théir regular classroom teachers.

Besides the impact that regular classroom teachers have on instruction
and on the referral process for exceptional students, teachers also have
strong influences on the attitudes of their students toward classmates wifh
disabilities. Lapp (1957), for example, has noted that whether the teacher
- -accepts or rejects the exceptional child affects the attitudeé that the regular
students will assume. In other words, if the teacher displays either an
accepting or rejecting atﬁtude, it is likely that the students ih the classroom
will respond similarly toward the exceptional student.

Because of the potential effects of teachers’ attitudes on the
placement, instruction, and social acceptance of exceptional students,
teachers’ attitudes toward students with disabilities and mainstreaming héve‘
been a focus of special education research over more than a 25-year period
(Garvar & Schmelkin, 1989; Yuker, 1988). In general, results of available
attitude studies indicate that teachers’ éttitudes toward disabilities and

students with disabilities tend toward the negativé (Horne, 1985). This global
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kind of information, however, provides little insight into the complex nature of
attitude formation. Current methods for examining attitudes toward disabilities
and persons with disabilities have contributed to knowl‘_edgeﬂbf the content of
stereotypas concerning disability, but they have not provided much
information about broader underlying concepts related to the formation of
attitudes toward individual differences (Garvar & Schmelkin, 1989).

.One such underlying concept is the general notion of equity or
fairmess. Evidence from the research on teacher’s attitudes toward
mainstreaming indicates tnat some teachers resent mainstreaming and the
burdens it places upon them to change their classroom routines and adjust to
a greater variety of needs among students. These teachers openly express
the view that "it is not fair" to give extra help or to reduce the workload of
some students without providing the same privileges to all students. This
sense of violation of basic fairness leads some teachers to -be openly defiant
toward their responsibilities under the special eduaation law and causes
others to comply only in a grudging fashion (MYIes & Simpson, 1989).

Concepts of fairness may underlie and influence the attitudes of
teachers toward accommodating individual differences among students.
Recent research indicates that attitudes toward disabilities and. individual
differences are formulated on a complex base of beliefs, values, and
experiences which reflect the total development of the individual (Garvar &

Schmelkin, 1989). To date, however, there has been no mechanism for
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exploring some of the underlying values and-beliefs which create and sustain
attitudes toward disability and mainstreaming‘. With some exéeptions, the
available instruments focus on accepténce or rejéction of persons with
~disabilities. Still needed are ways of analyzing the specific mechanisms which
influence a teacher’s attitudes toward accommodating individual differences of
students with disabilities. A problem for research, therefore, is to develop a
means for determining what principles of fairness teachers use for deciding
how to distribute the benefits of education. Do teachers associate the
accommodation-of-individual differences-:anv important concept in special
education law--with equity? bo teachers use the accommodaﬁon principle in
making judgments or do they use some other principle for determining how
to distribute benefits? Do teachers use a consistent principle for judgment or
do they use a variety of principles? These and other related questions.can
be addressed through the development of an attitude scale focusing on
teachers’ decision-making processes in situations.commonly faced in the

classroom.

The Purpose

The purpose of this research has been to develop and validate an
instrument capable of determining the prihciples of fairness that teachers use
in deciding how to distribute the benefits of education and the degree to

which teachers see accommodating the special needs of students with’
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disabilities as equitable. The intent of the instrﬁment developed through this
| research is to provide a méans for gathering information about teachers’ |
attitudes toward mainstreaming and accommodating individual differences
which goes well beyond the like-dislike accept-reject types of attitude scales
which have been in common use. The items for the instrument are based
upon realistic situations which oécur in educational settings and Which have
been documented in the literature as concerns of classroom teachers
| (Carpenter, Grantham, & Hardister, 1983; Engleberg & Evans, 1986). Each
item invites the respondent to consider four possible options for dealing with
the situation; these options represent applications of three different principles
of justice, hierarchical-étatus, liberal-contractual, and altruistic collaborative,
and an "other" category which presents divergent options following no
particular principle. The respondent is asked to arrange the options in 6rder
from the most fair to the least fair solution to the problem. Informaﬁén from
this instrument provides insight into the ‘rela-tive value that respondents place
on the .three principles of distributive justice and the d'eg.ree to wHichvthey

associate the accommodation of individual differences with fairness.

The Significance of the Problem

Attitudes of teachers toward students with disabilities and their
placemenf in the regular classroom are complex in nature. Schmelkin (1981)

and others (Britton, 1983; Lieberman, 1983) have documented the need to
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get beyondlttreating attitudes as unitary enﬁties and to begin looking at their
underlying dimensions. Garvar‘ and Schmelkin (1989) have done preiiminary
work with multidimensional scaling which indicates that perceptions of
disabilities are indeed complex and multifaceted. These authors suggest that |
further résearch needs to be 'done on the influenCeé of such individual factors
as level of maturity, personality characteristic:s,~ individual biases, types of
previous ekperiences, and contacts with individuals with disabilities on,
teachers’ attitudes. Garvar and Schmelkin-furthe.r.suggest the need to
explore attitudes in relation to real, rather than stereotypical, situations.

The need for greatér depth in aﬂituainél studies and greater émphasis
on practical situations is clear. However before these studies can be
conducted, instruments must be ‘developed and validated which can measure
or describe individual characteristics of teachers ih relation to their attitudes
~ toward disabilities and mainstreaming. Thé Individual Differences and Equity
Attitude Scale (IDEAS) lde\'/eloped in this research project is one suchn'
instrument since it has been demonstrated to provide a‘means‘ for
determining the relative value that teachers place on three principles of justice
when deciding how to distributé the benefits of eduéation. 'The results frorh '
the instrument provide insight into the reasoning of the respondenté and
indicafe pbtential areas in which attitude formation can.be inﬂuenéed or

modified.
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The IDEAS instrument can be used by teachers in a self-assessment
situation to identify for themselves their aﬁitudes toward accommodation of
students with disabilities. Teacher educatbrs and providers of inservice
training can Qse IDEAS to assist in the focusing of training and as a tool for
opening up discussion of the ethicallissues surrounding accommodation of
individual di%fere‘nces in the classroom. The instrument represents a rather
specific values clarification exercise, calling upon the respondent to determine
equity based upon their value systems. As suc'h, the ideal climate for using
| the instrument is one in which the respdndents feel comfortable in explbriné
their values for the purposeé of their own development or as a part of a
training and proféssional development activity, rather as a means of
evaluating individual performance.

The instrument also has potential for use in r(_asearch as'a source of |
descriptive information about the basis teaéhers use for makiﬁg decisions on
the accommodaﬁon o‘f‘individual differenées. In addition, the instrument can
be used to measure the effect of 'particulér types of training or experiences
upon teachers’ nc;tions ’of equity and how those notions are applied in
specific educational situations.

Because of the potential benefits of mainstreaming for students with
special nee‘dé, the field of special education is looking for the means to make
this type of integration work more effectively. Attitudes of classfoom teachers

are critical to the success of any mainstreaming effort, so the importance of
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describing teachers’ attitudes more fully and finding ways to modify those
attitudes are central issues in the professioﬁ of special education. This
research project addresseé some of these important issues by developing
and validating an instrument with the botential' to add a new dimension to the
understanding of classroom teachers’ attitudes toward mainstreaming and the

accommodation of individual differences.

Assumptions

The researcher has made three major assumptions for the purpose of
this study. The first assumption, which is made on a philosophical rather
than empirical basis, is that mainstreaming as a method for deiivering special
education is é potentially beneficial model for most students with special
needs and for their peers in the regular classroom. Tﬁis assumption is made
despite some conflicting evidence in the literature which shows that
mainstreaming is not necessarily beneficial in some instanées (Kauffman &
Hallahan, 1990). ;rhe assuhption of inherent value in mainstreaming is bas.ed
on the observation that separation of students with special needs from their

| peers provides an unequal educational opborfunity and deprives students with
disabilities of a chance to reach their méximum potential. Also, the separation

* of students with disabilities from their nondisabled peers debrives studénts

who do not have disabilities of the opportunity to learn how to get along with

people who have physical or mental limitations (Goetz, 1990).
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Another important assumption of this research is that there is a moral
or ethical component in the judgments that teachers make concerning the
accommodation of students with disabilities in the regular classroom.
Certainly, thé placement of students withv disabilities in the regular classroom
is required by law, but teachers have the opportunity to decide how they will
comply with the requirement. It is when teachers decide how to respond that
it is assumed that én ethical dimension enters the teachers’-thinking. As
Brown (1965) has noted, the study of attitudes and attitude change can be
more properly .;termed the study of morality and ethics or, in education, the
study of valuéé and characte} development. This research projéct has
adopted Brown’s integrative view of attitudes which involves a combination of
moral, social, and cognitive components rather than the more narrow
behavioral explanation posited by some in American psychology (Skinner,
1968).

A third assumption is that teachers, consciously or unconsciously,
adopt some principle on which they base their decisions about .how to
allocate educational resources in the classroom and that thé choices. of these
principles and how they are applied can be influenced. It is speculated that
some teachers may make decisibns on a situational basis, wéighing the
factors in each situation and deciding on a case-by-case pasis., Others may
decide based .ubon the needs of individual students, some calculation of the

good of all students, school rules, the principal’s guidelines, or some absolute -
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standard like excellence. No matter what model for deciéion-making teachers
use, the assumption is that they rationalize their decisions according to their
own level of moral cognition, sensitivity, or awareness (Zeichner & Liston,
1987). |

Most of the time, the framework that teachers use for decision-making
goes unnoticed and unexamined. If asked why they grade in a certain way
or attend to one student more than another, teachers may not have a ready
answer (Strike, Haller, & Soltis, 1988). Yet the assumption is that‘decisions
are made on some basis,‘ the result of some internal struggle withih the
individual’s conscience and external struggle with factors of the situation and
‘with contemporary political and institutional norms. This research has
assumed that the more conscious this internal and external struggle over
decision-making can be made, the more that teachers can be'made aware of
the principles they use, the more likely it is that their decisions can be

influenced and even moved in new directions (Kohlberg, 1987).

Delimitation of Knowledge and Theory Base

The theoretical base for this research will be limited to the extensive
literature related to the fheore_tical basis for federal special education law, the - '
concepts and practices of mainstreaming, and the attitudes of educators
toward mainstreaming and the accommodation of individual differences. Of

interest will be the theoretical and legal basis of mainstreaming, including the
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liberal theory of justice and theories of distributi_vé justiée', definitions of
mainstrearﬁing, effects of mainstreaming on the roles of regular education -
teachers, énd the benefits of mainstreaming for students. Also, of concern
will be the typeé of research done on'teachers’ attitudes toward disabilities
and the evolution of instruments used to measure these attitudes. Some
- regard will be given to the research base in attitude formation, but no attempt
will be made to develop fully the theoretical framework of attitude change
theory which constitutes an extensive, separate field in psycholégica‘l
research. The types of attitudinal measures currently in use in the field will be
described and their strengths and weaknesses delineated, but no attempt wil

be made to provide a complete critique of all the available instruments.

Delimitation of Population Base

The population base used to develop and validate the instrument in
this study will consist of college students preparing to feach and regular
classroom teachers trained to teach grades K-12. Participants were gleaned
from educational programs at Eastern Montana College and Montana State
University and from cooperating school districts in Billings, Moore, Belgrade,

Missoula, and Thompson Falls, Montana.
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Definitions

The following definitions will be uéed throughout the study and
represent terms used by providers of service to persons with disabilities and

terms in common usage in-educational administration.

Accommodation; The amount of special assistance necessary to ensure that
- a student with disabilities not only réceiveé educational services‘ but
that he or she also benefits fro’m this education (Rothstein, 1990, p.11.)
Disability: Restriction or lack (resulting from an impairmeht) pf ability:to .
perform an activity in the manner pr within the range cpnsidered
normal for a human being (World.Health Organization, 1980). For the
purposes of this study, disability is synonymous with handicap.
Education of All Handicapped Children Act: Legislation passed by Congress
in 1975 which guarantees a free, appropriate public education to all
handicapped chjldreri, regardless. of the nature or severity of their
handicaps (also called ‘P.L. 94-142 and, more recently, .Ind'ividuals with
Disabilities Education Act or IDEA);
Exceptional Student: A student in special education whose behavior or
academic performance is significantly different from the norm in regular
~ education. | |
Fair: Providing equity or balapce amdng the compéting_needs of individualsl;

even-handed treatment.
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Handicap: A disadvantage for a given individual resulting from an impairment
or disability that Iimité or prevents the fulfillment of a role that is normal
for that individual (World Health Organization, 1980). For the purpose
of this study, handicap will be synonymous with disability.

Individualized Education Program: A statemept, specifying instructional goals
and any special education and rélafed sé'rvices a child may need,
which must be written and reviewed annually. Included are (a) the
present educational levels of the child; (b) a statement of annual goals;

~ including short-term objectives; (c) a statement of specific services, if
needed, (d) the programs; (e) the date when sb»ecial services are to
begin and the expected duration of these services; and (f) the tests
and other requirements or information used to gauge the child’s
progress to determiné if the instructional objectives are béing met
(Cartwright, Cartwright & Ward, 1984, p. 467).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act: The federal special education law,
reauthorized in 1990, which mandates free appropriate, public
education for all children with disabilities and provides federal funding
for a portion of these services (20 United States Code, Sections 1401-
1468; 34 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 300).

Least Restrictive Alternative: Handicapped children are to be educated in the
placement option--regular classrdom, resource room, special class,

special school, residential or hospital setting--which meets their




22
educational needs and which is the regular edu'cation environment
experienced by chfldren who are not handicapped or which as closely
as possible approximates the regular education environment (Section
1413 (a) of EHA, 1976).

Least Restrictive Environment: “. . . to the maximum extent appropriate,
handicapped children . .-. are to be educated with children‘ who are not
handicapped, and thatl special education, separate schooling or other
removal of handicapped 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 supblementary
aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorfly" (Section 1412 (5)
(b) EHA,1976). |

Mainstreaming: A term in common parlancé referring to "a form of
educational programming that infegrates special needs and non-special
needs children in regular classrooms" (Meisels, 1977)‘.

Normalization: The principle that persons with disabilities should experience
life in the same proportioﬁs and,states; as nondisabled persons;
persons with disabilities should experience each stage of life with its
responsibilities, obligations, and ,risks‘ (Wolfensberger,1880).

Regular Education: A term in common ‘parlance meaning instruction provided

in the common school curriculum in public schbols; that is, general
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instruction not 'individualized to meet the unique needs of particular
students.

Regular Educator: A teacher who is properly trained and' licensed to teach
the common school curriculum in public schools.

Special Education: Specially designed ins.trueti.en,_ at no cost to the parent, to
meet the unique needs of a handieepped child, including classroom

- instruction, instruction in physical education, home instruction, and

instruction in hospitals and institutions (Code ef Federal Regulations,
Part 300.14). |

Special Educator: A teacher with proper training and background to meet
state standards for providing special education to eligible students.

Student with a Disability: A student of breschool age (3-5) or in grades K-12
who, on the basis of appropriate assessment, has been determined to
have the characteristies of one of the eleven disabilities recognized by

the Individuals with Disabilities Edﬁcation Act.

Summary

Mainstreaming is a potentially valuable experience for students with
disabilities, providing them with greater academic and. social opportunities
than can be found in segregated settings. The success, however, of the
mainstreaming experience is highly dependent upon the role tHat the regular

classroom teacher plays. The current evidence is that regular classroom -
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teachers are not entirely comfortable with their responsibilities for thé
integration of disabled students into the regular classroom. Teachers are
besst by feelings of insecurity and uncertainty about how to handle an
éxceptional student which result irt negative attitudes. |
Measurement ofy teachers’ attitudes to this point has been largely one-

dimensiohal, using scales which measure acceptance-rejection, preference of
disability, o‘r‘ preferred level of social distance. This -resear‘ch goes beyond |
one-diménsional scales by developing and -validating an instrument which
measures one of the underlying factors on which attitudes toward |

. accommodation of disability may- be formed; that is, the individual’s concept
of equity or fairness. The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale
(IDEAS) identifies the relative value that teachers "place on three principles of
distributive justice when they-are deciding how to distribute the benefits of
education and the degree to which teachers _éee the accommodation of
individual differences as fait. Information gleaned through this instrument
provides insight into how teachers’ attitudes intltténée their behavior toward

students with disabilities in their classrooms.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
‘Intr'oduct‘ion

The purpose of this research is to develo‘p and validate an instrument
capable of determining the relative value that téachers place on three
principles of distributive justiée when they are deciding how to distribute the
benefits of education and',how to accommodate ind.ividual differences in the
classroom. This review summarizes research about the nature of attitudes
and one theory of attitude change, McGuire’s Logical Consistency Theory,
which relates to the conceptual basis for the Individual Differences and Equity
Attitude Scale developed in this study. This review also synthesizes the major
issues related to the particular types of attitudes_measured by the proposed
instrument; that is, regular classroom teachers’ attitudes toward disabilities
and accommodating individual differences. The following areas of
investigation are revieWed:j the nature of attitudes and attitude change, the
theoretical and legal basis of mainstreaming, teachers” roles in mainstreaming,
teachers’ attitudes toward :mainstreamihg, attitudes of teachers toward |

particular disabilities, the importance of teachers’ attitudes in relation to
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student outcomes, and research on instruments used to measure teachers’

attitudes toward students with disabilities and mainstreaming.

‘The Nature of Attitudes and Attitude Change

P_rc')blems of attitude change have g:enerated_ widespread interest in the
field of social psychology and ’havé formed thé' basis for numerous
experiments to determine how attitudes can be measured, influenced, or
modified. Beginning with the work of Hovland and his colleagues in the Yale
Communication Research Program (Hoviand, Janis, & Kelley, 1953), an
increasing amount of attitude change research .has moved away from
problem specific expei'imentation to studies explicitly related to stated
theoretical orientations. Insko (1967) identifies ten leading attitude change
theories: reinforcement theory (Hovlahd et al.; 1953), assimilation-contrast
‘ ~the6ry (Sherif & Hovland, _1961), adapt_afion-lev_el theory (Helson, 1964),
-cohgruity theory (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955), belief congruence theory
(Rokeach, 1961), -baiance theories (Heider, 1958; Newcomb, 1959), aﬁeétive-
cognitive consistency theory (Rosenberg & Abelson, 1960), dissonance theory
(I;estinger, 1964), psychoanalytic theory (Sarnoff, 1965), and Iog/ical-aff‘ective
consistenicy theory (McGuire, 1960a). Though these diverse theorig_as explain
more than nontheoretically-based experii‘nenfs, théy often have been limited to
soMng specialized problems. Insko haé noted, however, that there are

themes among these theories indicating that "many . . . are characterized by
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one or both' of two emphases, the importance of reward, reinforcement or
need feduction and the importance of consistency" (1967, p. 347). |

Hovland and Rosenberg (1960) have argued that these two principles
of reinfércement ahd consistency .can be reduced still further to one general
explanation of attitude change. The'y-conténd that the motivation to reduce
inconsistency can be explained on the b_asis of reinforcement-produced |
learning. This learning can occur as a cohseduence either of adaptation to
the environment or of deliberate social-training. According to Hovlénd and
Rosenberg’s line of reasoning, if the ihdividual is going to adapt successfully
to the environment, he or she will have to achieve consistent relationships,
among feelings, beliefs, and behaviors; otherwise conflicts could not be
re‘éolved in a manner which produces reinforcement. Eventually consistency
may itself become a rewarding state of affairs and. thus be a learned
inceﬁtive.- - '

Hovland and‘ Rose.nberg (1960) further ‘claim that examples of direct
social training for consistency are easy to find in typical social intéractions.
For example, individuals are frequently criticized for holding inconsistent
opinions or for behaving in ways that are inconsistent with their stated
opinioné or beliefs. Hovland and Rosenberg note that all knbwn societies -
have sanctions against logical inconsi’stehcy between beliefs and behaviors
and that, fcherefore, it can be concluded" that there fs a strohg universa! sbciai

norm favoring consistency.
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Consistency theories of attitude change are based on the whole notion
that logical relationships do exist among the ideas and opinions that help to
shape attitudes. In other words, consistency theories assume a cognitive
basis for attitudes. Several authors (Allport, 1935; Sherif; She(if, & Nebergall,
1965; Doob, 1967), however, have pointed out fc_hat attitudes are more than
ide"é_s.'.A. common conceptualization of ét-titljd':éé'has three parts: affective,
cognitive and behavioral components. The affective compbnent is said to
deal with feelings of liking or disliking about the attitude object. Cognition
refers to the knowledge or beliefs a person has about the attitude object, and
the behavioral component of attitude refers to the intentions or actions of a-
persoh toward an attitude object or how the person actually behaves.

Many authors, however, are not satisfied with this three part
explanation of attitudes. Triandis (1964) suggests that the term attitude
implies evaluation of the attitude object, so t_hgt any explanation of attitude
must include reference to values and judgments. Shaw and Wright (1967)
also emphasize the evaluative nature of attitudes, and they clarify much of the
complexity in defining attitude by limiting its thebretical construct to an
affective component which is "based upon cognitive pkocesses and is an

antecedent of behavior" (p. 3). Anderson and Fishbein (1965) and Osgood

(1957) offer a similar view, suggesting that an attitude is the evaluative

“dimension of a concept. These authors further argue that the attitude toward

an object is the sum of the streng’th of individual beliefs about the object and
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the evaluative aspect of thes_e beliefs. Shaw and Wright (1967) build upon
thesé evaluative conceptualizations and’ provide the following comprehensive
definition of attitude: | |

A: relatively enduring system of evaIUative, affective reactions

based upon and reflecting the evaluative concepts or beliefs

which have been learned about the characteristics of a social

object or class of social objects. (p: 3)

An attitude is, then, a predisposition to think, feel and act in a particular way
toward a referent or social object. This predisposition is based upon a set of
reiated opinions, beliefs, values, memories, and perceptions which form'the

_ attifude and sustain it over time.

Shaw and Wright (1967) have described six general characteristics of
attitud'es: (a) Attitudes are based upon evaluativé concepts which motivate
behavior toward the referent object, (b) attitu'c.ie,s"vary in quality and intensity
on a continuum from positive through neutral td negative, (c) attitudes are
.I.e'ar'ned, rather than innate or a result of development or maturation, (d)
atti';udes have specific referents, (e) atﬁtudes ‘bbssess varying degrees of
interrelatedness to one another, and (f) attitudes"are relatively stable and |
enddring. For an attitude change theory to be useful, it must take in;to -

account these characteristics and multiple'components of attitude and the

underlying beliefs, opinions and feeling's.which sha’pe attitude sets.
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McGuire’s Logical Consistency Theory

One promising formulation of attitudé change theory which does take
into account both the affective-evaluative nature of attitudes and their
underlying cognitive structure is McGuire’s Logical Consistency Theory
(.19603) which states that "a person tends to change his or her opinions on
Iog‘ically related issues in the direction of mutual consistency when he or she
is asked to state these opinions in close temporal contiguity” (p. 345 ). This
fheory is based on two related postulates--one déalihg with the cognitive
comp_or;ent of attitudes and the other related to the affective component. The
cognitive postulate states that there is a tendency for an individual’s beliefs or
expectations to be related in a manner reduired by the rules of formal logic.
The affective or "wishful thinking" postulate statés that there is a tehdency for
an individual’'s beliefs to be consistent with that individuai’s desires or wishes.

According to McGuire, the individual attempts to minimize the
inconsistencies among his or her beliefs as well as the inconsistences
between beliefs and ide_as (cognition) and desires or wishes (affect). When
’the individual is made aware of inconéistencies, he or she experiences
discomfort. To alleviate discomfort, the individual tries to resolve the
inconsistencies in ideas, beliefs and feelings; tHis resolution results in a |
reorganization of the attitude set and a change in attitude.

In their unexamined state, the attitudes that a person forms based |

upon an underpinning of beliefs, opinions, and values may be "loosely
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coupled” (Birnbaum, 1989, p. 166); that is, they may be logically inconsistent
with one another but the inconsistency goes unnoticed because the individual
does not focus on all of the related beliefs, opinions, and values at once.
However, according to McGuire, when the individual is called upon to
e_x_ar_nine a set of attitudes in close proxi‘mity .of time, the individual notices the
inconsistency and has a tendency to revise the aﬁitude set in the direction of
becoming more logically consistent. McGuire calls the whole process of
movement toward a greater degree of logical 6onsistency following the
relatively simultaneous elicitation of inconsistent feelings and beliefs "the
Sd_cratic effect.” o

) Operationally, McGuire (1960b, 1'9606):' ‘sugg‘;ests that if an in.dividuallis
influenced by a reorganizing event (é.g., an argument or discussion) to
change an attitude set, then other logically-related beliefs will also change so
as to maintain logical consistency. This effect_. occurs even though the
remote, logically-related beliefs are not directly mentioned in the reorganizing
e\./e'nt. On the basis of a cognitive inertia assumption, however, this
prediction is qualified somewhat. Due to the existence of cognitive inertia,
McGuire states that the amount of change in thé remote beliefs will be less
t_hén that which is logically required for complete consistency. In addition, the
effect on the remote beliefs will not occur all at 6nce but graduallylover time.
Inertia results in less and slower chanée in the remote beliefs than in the

target belief affected by the reorganizing event.
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Though McGuire's postulates conceming' inertia effect have not been
‘supported with strong results in replicated studies, his theories concerning the

logical repercussions of changes in attitude sets have been consistently
replicated (Insko, 1967, p. 111). Dillehay, Insko, and Smith (1966), for
example, have tested the logical repercussions of changes in two studies
utilizing syllogisms, communication and instructioné derived from McGﬂire’é
work. Their results from direct and indirect effects of.the persuasive
communications indicate that the communications had a significant effect
upon the logical premises which are directly addressed and that this effect
carried'over to unmentionéd but logically related .conclusions.

McGuire’s theory of logical consistency presents some promising leads
concerning the nature of attitude change and suggests that a cognitive-
affective approach to attitude change may yield results on a whole set of

“ éttitudes, beliefs and valugs. McGuire’s. methodplogy of bringing about -
att'itude change by generating cognitive rebré‘anizati_on; Horne (1985) has .
suggested, may have some applicétion to attitude change\ toward persons
with disabilities. However,' to this point the methodology has not been

studied in relation to modification of disability stereotypes (Horne, 1985).

Mainstreaming

Measuring and potentially modifying teachers’ attitudes toward the

process of "mainstreaming” students with disabilities into regular classrooms
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are matters of particular interest in this study. However, in order to explbre
theée topics, it is necessary first to examine the literature surrounding the
subject of mainstreaming and determine from that literature what
mainstrééming is and how it affects the classroom teacher.

Mainstreaming is a result 6f the implementation of the federal special’
education law called originally the Education for Al Handicapped Children Act
(EHA). The history of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act begins

with the civil rights case of Brown v. Board of Education (1954) in which the

Supreme Court decided that separate schooling prqvided on the basis of race

was inherently unequal and therefore unconstitutional. In the Brown decision,
the court articulated a philoéophy of integration based upon the Fourteenth
Améndment which prohibits states (1) from depriving anyone of life, liberty or
property without due process of law, aﬁd (2) from denying eqﬁal protection of
the laws. The court reasonéd that no federally pr_btected right guarantees
education, but once a state determines to p_rovide public education, that state
has granted to its citizens a propérty fight to education (Rothétein, 1990).
Thus, to deprive a child of education is to deny due process of law as well as
equal protection of the laws. | |
Education for students with disabilitieé ié a direct extension of Brown.
The legal theories of duelbrocess and équél proteétion first érticuléted in
Brown v. Board of Education were applied to educational rights of children

with disabilities in numerous law suits across the United States. In two of
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these cases, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v.
Pennsylvania (1971) and Mills v. Board of Education (1972, 1980), trial courts

enjoined states from denying‘educat_ion to children with disabilities in the
absence of due process of law. The Mills case was settled by a consent
décree which defined due process rigﬁts apblicable to education of children
with disabilities; including, procedureé er the evaluatidn, labeling, and
placement aspects of the special education process, (Rothstein, 1990). The
due process procedures identified fncluded a right to hearing (with
representation, a record and an imbartial Hearing officer), a right to appeal, a
right to have access to records, and a right to written notice at all stages of
the process. | |

In disability-related cases like PARC and Mills, advocates for students

with disabilities successfully argued thét when a state undertakes to provide a |
free public education system for its school-age citizens, the state denies equal
protection of the law if it treats students with disabilities differently by denying
them an opportunity to attend school or by inappropriately. a;ssigning themto
special education programs (Turnbull, 1986). In addition, the courts found
that denying disabled students access to education unfairly discriminates
against such students on the basis of unalterable and unchosen traits--their
disabilities. Such discrimination is as constitxutional~ly unacceptable as
discrimination on the basis of rac'e',j economic level, gender or age (T ur.nbull,‘

1988, p. 12).
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During the period of 196‘0-1970, mény states responded to the
educational needs of children with.disabilities by creating special education
programs; however, implementation of these programs was uneven across
the states and Was judged by Cbngress n.ot to provide equal opportunity for
education. Against this baquround of uneven state provision of special
education, Congress determined that it needed to act to provide a basic floor
of éducational opportunity for children with 'disabi[ities. On November 25,
1975, Congress passed P.L. 94-142--the Edubation for AII‘ Handicapped
Children Act (EHA)--which guaranteed a free, appropriate public education for
.

all handicapped children, regardleés of thé nature or severity of their

handicaps.

Equal Educational Opportunity

The federal special ‘eduéation law, P.L. 94-142, is based upon a
concept of equal educational opportunity which is unique in American law.
Brown and other school desegregation cases interpreted the equal protection
doctrine as requiring equal educational opportunity and therefore equal

access to education for all students. In Brown, the court demanded that

black students be given equal accéss to the same resources as whites.
Subsequent court decisioﬁs have ruled that when a schoo'l system provides
facilities to white children, exactly the same facilities (not an equivalent
separate set of facilities) must be made available on the same terms to black

children (Stevens & Wood, 1992, p. 10).




- 36

Disability-related cases like PARC and Mills and the Educational for All
Handicapped Children Act have expanded the doctrines of equal opportunity
and equal accéss beyond whaf was outlined in the Brown case. In. disability-
related law, the right to education for disabled ‘;tud‘ehts has been interpreted
to require that schools furnish all disabled children equal opportunities to
develop their own capabilities. Thus, schoolé are required to provide different
programs and facilities for pupils with different needs. In other words, the
courts have concluded .that children with disabilities must be given special or
different treatment if such accommodat‘ions are {necessary in order for the
children to benefit from education (Turn'bull,. 1986 p.60). Disability law
established a new equal access (or equal 6pportunity) doctrine by claiming
that disabled children require compensatory opbortﬁnities-,-namely, access to
additiénal or different types of resources for differeht pﬁrposes-—in order té
have genuine access to an education that is eqﬁal to that which is provided
to nondisabled children. A |

This compensatory notion of equal eduqatianal opportunity is different
from the customary one. The usual meaning of eqﬁality is equal access to
the same resources for the same purpoées. Thé new meéning for equality
which has been established in disabilities law is "access by disabled children
to different resources for different purposes” (I' urnbull, 1986, p. 60).
According to the courts, the major reason that children with disabilities can

lay claim to special treatment is the fact that these children have disabilities
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which require differént educational approaches in order for the children to
benefit from education (Stevens & Wood, 1992, p. 16).l

In addition, educatibnal access for these children muét be provided on
an individualized basis, so-some students with disabilities may -‘re.ceive no |
accommodations and be treated exactly like nondisabled students. Other
disabled students can be treated substéntially I'ik'e nondisabled students, but
may require some modifications or accommodations in-order to participate in
educational programs. E;<amples'of such accorﬁmodations might include
interpreters for deaf students, braille training for blind students, or provision of
taped materials for students with learning disabilities. A third group of
- students with disabilities may need to be treated duite differently from rtheir‘
nondisabled counterparts. For example, educating students with severe
disabilities may require se.parate classes, usfng a different curriculum and
different methods of instrﬁction. This d_ifferen_t ‘set.of circumstancés may
provide severely disabled students with educational opportunities that, for
them, are comparable to fhe opportunities provided to nondisabled students
who are e;iucated in the regular classroom. |

Thié new access doctrine articulated in the Education for Al
Handicapped Children Aét established the precedent for requiring not only
that disabled students be provided with publié education, but also with

education which is appropriate to their capabilities and suited to their needs.

Recent cases decided by the Supreme Court, such as Board v. Rowley and
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Irving Independent School District v. Tatro, have upheld this new equal

access approach and confirmed the requirements both for access and
appropriate, individualized education that have become the foundation for

special education law.

Least Restrictive Environment

In Brown v. Board of Education the Supreme Court interpreted the
equal protection doctrine also to imply _thét sepérate education fdr the white
and black racés is inherer;tly unequal. Further, the Court ruled that separétion
of tﬁe races’in -eduqationai settings deprives children of the opportunity to
intéract with children of other backgjrounds and impéses a stigma upon those
educated separately. Much the same ‘Ibgic as was used in the Brown case
became the basis for claims that éhildren with disabilities should not be
excluded from school or 'educated separately from other children. Disability
advocates argued that--as much és possible-_-children with disabilities should
be educéted in regular classrooms with nondisabled peers (Turnbull, 1986).

A key provision of the special education law--Section 1412 (5) (b)--was
the concept of placement in the "least restrictive environment® which requires
states to:

Establish procedures to assure that to the maximum extent

appropriate, handicapped children . . . are to be educated with

children who are not handicapped, and that special education,

separate schooling or other removal of handicapped children

from the regular education environment occurs only when the
nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in




! 1 R

39

regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services
cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

Thié section of the law creates a strong preference for placing children with
disabilities in the regular classroom by requiring that edUpat_ors not only tailor
each child’s educational program to meet the child’s special peeds, but that
they also educate the child to the makimum extent appropriate in the regular
gducational envirpnment. |

"Least restricti;/e environment” (LRE) is a legal, rather than educational,
term. Sevefal author_s (Deno, 1970; Peterson, Zabei, Smith, & White, 1983;
Reynolds, 1962) have attempted to elaborate upon the term to give it |
educatiohal'significance by offering a continuum of educational alternatives in
rank order; including, separate special schools, resource rooms, and
individual tutoring. The term LRE implies placement in the regular classroom
as a preference, but also includes the notion of a continuum of placements,
each gradually rpore resﬁictive as .they differ more and more from the regular
classroom énvironment. Although the concept of LRE is the .foundation of
integrated educational programming and the term LRE is used in both legal
and educational circles, placer-n_en't of children with disabilities in the regular
class_room has come to be commonly called mainstréaming.

The term "mainstreaming” is an educational corollary to the
Scandinavian principle of "normalization” (Dybwad, 1980). Norfnalization
suggests that people with disabilities be exposed to, and plaqed in,

environments that approximate normal environments to the maximum extent
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possible in light of their cfisability. One environment is the educational setting,
and special education' IaW does require the placément of students with
disabilities in the mainstream of public 'education'(i.‘e., regular classes) to thé
maximum extent possible.

| Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agérd, and (Kuk'ic (1975) havé pfoposed a definition
of mainstreaming that incorporates three majpr componénts; (a) integration,
(b) educational planning and programming processes, énd (© clrarificatidn of
‘responsibilities among educétional personnel. It has been argued (MacMillan
& Semmel, 1977)- that if aII‘three components must be present, then few, if |
any, programs meet the defi.r‘)itioh of mainstreaming. A more practicél
definition of mainstreaming may be one _thét attends to the amount of time
that students with disabilities spend with their nondisabled peers. In fact, the
ﬁost common element used to define mainstreaming in practice is temporal
_integration or the amount of time children with disabilities have the opportunity
to interact with nonhandicapbed children. A common figure cited for the
amount of temporal integ.ratic‘).n required to constitute "mainstreaming” is 50%
or more of the school ‘day (Gottlieb, 1981). However, that 50% is not
éxclusively acadeﬁwic learning time because it usually also includes time spent
between classes, in ':che' hall, at lunch, at recess and so forth (Zigler & |
Muenchow, 1979).

Mainstreaming has been advancéd as a worthwhile educational

practice on the assumption that placement of students with disabilities with
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their nondisabled peers would result in increased academic and social
development for the students with disabilities (Birch, 1§74; Christopher &
Renz, 1969; Dunn, 1968; Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard, & Kukic, 1975) as well as '
ina reduc.:.tion of stigma from being educated in segregated special education
settings (Dunn, 1968). . The research on the efficacy of mainstreaming has,
however, been incénclusive (Carlberg & Kava’lé, 1980). Several researchers
have réported that mainstreaming has not resulted in significant educational
and social growth in'students with disabilities '(Budoff & Gottlieb, .1976;
Gotﬂieb, 1981; Gresham, 1982).. However, chers have shown that regular
class placements can have positive effects on the development of students
with disabiliti_es (Grosenick, \1982; Guerin & Szatlocky, 1974; Haring & Kr_ug,
1975; Macy & Carter, 1978; Voeltz, 1980, 1982).

Initial reséarch relatedvto mainstréaming was primarily concerned with
its impact -on the academic, social, ahd emotional growth of students with
disabilities. Recently, there has been a growing éwa'reness that the climate
within which mainstreaming is to be impleménfed is probably one of the most
important determiners of its outcomes (Gearheart & Wéishahn, 1976; Gottlieb,
1975; MacMillan, Jones, & Aloia, 1974; Schmelkin, 1981; Zermanek & Lehrer,
1977). Research studies have, therefore, bégun to deal with somé of the
major players ih the mainstream situation with particular .focus:on'-regular ‘

classroom teachers.
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Teachers’ Roles in Mainstreaming

| Teachers are .evxpected to be the primary agents of the i‘rhplementation
of mainstreaming (Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990). In fact, basic to the
mainstreaming model is t‘he notion that regular élassroom teachers, rather
~ than turning over the respbnsibility for educating low achieving students to
specialists, assume instead a major role in educating these students in the
regular’ classroom. Thé mainstreaming model is based on the notion that
regular classroom teachers have the overall responsibility for making and
rhonitoring most .instructional decisions for all the students in thé class,
including those identified for special education, and that special eduéators
serve-only in a'supportiVe cépacity by wbrking With students c;n‘ areas
specific‘ad‘ in the students’ Individualized Education Prdgrams (IEPSS as
. needing remediation or reqUiring alternative teachihg methods.

lp addition, regular classroom teachers are bound by the IEPs for

identified special education‘ students to provide alternative activities and
modifications of the regﬁlar éurriculum to meet the individual needs of each
student with a disability (Jenkins, Pious, & Jéwell, 1990). Regular education
teachers receive support and assistance from épecial educators in the design
'and.m.odification of materials, but the actual implementation in the _classfoom
is usually left to'the teacher. Thus, in the maihstreaming model, the regular
classroom teacher remains the primary iﬁstru“ctor of children with learning

problems, and he or she assumes the additibnal responsibilify of
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implementing modificatidns to the curriculum and classroom discipline that are
specified in each child’é IEP.

"As critical as this teaching role may bé, the regular classroom teacher
also has another important role in the spécial education process--that of
evaluator. The decision-making process in. special education is orily activated
when a referral is rﬁade. Though referrals for special education assessment -
can be made by anyone, in practice the classroom teacher is the most
common source of a referral (National Association of State Di'rectors of
Special Education, 1980; Poland et él., 1982; Weatﬁerly, 1979). The individual
teacher’s deC|S|on whether or not the student s learning problems or behavior
are enough different from the norm to warrant special assessment becomes
pivotal, therefore, in beginning the special education process. The
importance of this teacher-made decision is underscored by the evidence in
the literature that studenté who are referred for special education evaluation
almost without exception undergo a lengthy case-study assessment (National
Association of State Directors of Special Education, 1980; Poland et al., 1982;
Weatherly, 1979). Subsequent td evaluation; a majority of referred students
are decléred eligible to receive special education, 'typically in resource rooms
for students with mild disabilities. Algozzine, Christenson and Ysseldyke
(1982) found that 73% were so classified and inVColorado 80% of all students |
evaluéted for special education were positivély identified (Shepard & Smith,

1981).
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According to Pugéc‘h (1985), the day-’to-day referral praétices of
classroom teachers appear to govern, de facto, the operation of special
education identification procedures, yet despite fthe importance of these

.teacher-made decisiohs the evidence is that teachers make referrals for
special education testing on a highly subjective basis. In a study of 105
teachers, each of whom had recently referred an elementary student for
consideraﬁon for learning disabilities services, Ysseldyke et al. (1982) found
that teachers offered general, highly variable and subjective reasons for
initiating referrals. Other studies (Medway, 1979; Ysseldyke et al., 1982) have
found that teachers almost always view learning or behavior problems as
residing within the student or as a result of home-based difficﬁlties, but not as
being due to any shortcoming on the part of the referring teacher.

Because teachers play such an important role in fhe referral and
plac_ement of étudents in special education and because the evidence is that
these decisions are ofteﬁ subjective and based oAn‘teachers’ opinions rather
than on objective observations of the studénts, teachers’ attitudeé toward
students Who are différent from the norm becorhe an important object for
study. In addition, teachers’ general attitudes toward mainstreaming or
having direct contact with students known to be disabled also are of

significance.
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Attitudes of Teachers Toward Mainstreaming

The mainstreaming literature reveals that many regular education
teachers are opposed to having exceptional children in their classrooms
(Jamieson, 1984; Johes, Gottlieb, Guskin, & Yoshida, 1978). Knoff (1985)
asked regular education teachers in two eastern states if they would be willing
to accept exceptional students into their classrooms if special education
programs were discontinued. Seventy-nine percent of the respondents.
expressed an unwillingﬁess to accommodate pupils with disabilities. Other
researchers, including Hudson et al. (1979), have reported similar findings.
These researchers surveyed the attitudes towafd mainstreaming of 151
regular education teachers in two midwesterh_ states. Approximately two-
thirds of the respondents considered special 6Iass placement for exceptional
students to be superior to regular class placement. Although 31% of the
survey respondents were supportive of mainstreaming, there was -moderate
agreeme'nt that such placement would negatively influence teaching
effectiveness and that exceptional pupils were an educational detriment.

- The questidh of whether‘teacher willingness to mainstream exceptional
students is influenced by diag‘nostic labels also continues to be a significant
topic of debate (Gullung & Rucker, 1977; Moore & Fine, 1978). Rosenthal
and Jacobsen (f 968), in their historic book, Pygmalion in the Classroom,
suggest that teacher’s expectations of studehts may become self-fulfilling

prophecies. Similarly, Dunn (1968), in his classic article on the efficacy of
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special education, has heightened concern over the use of diagnostic labels:
by suggesting that children With identified disabilities may ‘fail' becéuse of
teacher’s lowered expectations. Thus, discussions of labeling effects have
focused on whether teachers have lowered expectations for students whose
disabilities are specified and whether diagnostic labels influence students’
performance. |
" Some researchers have réported a hierarchy of preferences based on
attitudes toward particular disability labels. Wiliams and Algozzine (1979)
have found that teachers were more likely to reject the idea of having mildly
retarded and behaviorally disordered students in their classrooms than
students with learning disabilities. Reporting similar findings, Vandivier and
Vandivier (1981) have noted that regular education teachers viewed
mainstreaming behaviorally disordered and learning disabled 'stu.dents more
favorably than mainstreaming pupils classified as retarded. In addition,
students with learning disabilities were preferred over children with behavior
problems.l In support of the notion that labels make a difference in teacher
evaluations, Foster, Ysseldyke, and Reese (1975) reported that preservice
special education college students rated a nondisabled child shown on a
videotape lower in academic performance and social adjustment when
informed he was learning disabled or behaviorélly disordered.
While this body of research on the attitudes of teachers toward

mainstreaming students with disabilities, overall, shows negative findings, two

i. - B B ‘
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mofe recent, large scale investigétions (Albrecht, 1984; Knoff, 1984) indicate
that regular educators may be more in favor of mainstreaming then earfier
research Has indicated. In fact, some of the most significant and promisiﬁg
research, on how teachers can meet diverse student needs within
heterogeheous learning environments is being conducted by régular
educators (Stainback & Stainback, 1985). For example, researchers in
regular Heducation such as Wang, Peverly, and Randolph (1984) have beén
successfully working with the Adaptive Learning Envii'onments Model to
provide adaptive and individualized programming within the mainstream of
education for students with diverse needs, including those labeled
handicapped. SIavin,. Madden, and Leavey (1984) have been successful with
an individualized, cdoperative learning approach as a way to enhance the
social-emotional behavior of students labeled handicapped.

Repérts of successful mainstr_éaming projects exist in the literature, but
the views of classroom teachers seem to be formed more on the basis of
their individual experiences, opinions and attitu_des. Ovérall, it appears that
teachers view mainstreaming with some skepticism, and that for certain
categorles of disability teachers think that speC|aI class placements are more
approprlate than malnstreamlng in the regular classroom Since the ablhty to
-maximize the educational experiences of students with disabilities. depends to

such a high degree upon the attitudes of teachers, it becomes important to
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analyze the basis for teacher’s perceptions of disabilities and determine what

influences and perhaps may change these perceptions.

Research on Attitudes Toward Disabilities

Attitudes Toward Specific Disabilities

Examination of the relevant literature on disabilities reveals two basic
approaches to the study of perceptions of disabilities. The first and most
prevalent appioach has focuéed on one or twb disabilities at a time in order
to try to arrive at the stereotype of the particular disability. For exémple, a
gréat deal of work has been done in the area of mental retardation (e.g.,
Gottlieb, 1975; Gottlieb & Corman, 1975; Gottlieb & Gottlieb, 1977). In
general, the stereotypes about persons who are mentally retarded have been
found to be mainly negative (Baker & Gottlieb, 1980), particulaily when
cohtrasted with the stereotype.of "normal.” Similar research results have also ‘
been found with other disabilities, including speech disorders (Phillips, 1976),
blindness (Kang & Masoodi, 1977), deafness, mental iiir_iess (Berman &'Fr\yﬂ,
1978), emotional disturbance (Yamamoto & Dizney, 1967), and learning
disability (Foster, Ysseldy'ke, & Reese, 1975; Ysseldyke & Foster, 1978).'

The approach of examining disabilities in isolation or small clusters has
contributed to knowiedgé of the content of stereotypes of individuai
disabilities, but has not provided information about how attitudes toward

disabilities may be related to broader concepts of individual differences. The
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second major approach to research on attitudes toward disabilities takes a
look at broader concepts and commonalities among disabilities.
Representative of this approach are studies by Antonak (1980), Harasymiw,
Horne, and Lewis (1976), Panda and Bartel (1972), and Tringo (1970). These
studies indicate that, in thei.r_' perceptions of disabilities, individuals focus on
the similarities and differences among the varying disabilities. Some of the
organizing dimensions suggested by this line of research include organic
(stressing medical and physiéal conditions), functionél (psycho-educational,
psychosocial), sensorimotor, visibility, interference |n communication, social
stigma, reversibility prognosié, extent of incapacity, difficulties in daily routine,
and norimal versus exceptional attributes.

Most of these conceptually broader studies, though they provide a
more global understanding of attitudes towafd disabilities, ét_ill focus on one or
two dimensions as organizing principles. Mor.e‘ recent research (Garvar &
Schmelkin, 1989) has bégun to look at the multi-dimensional néturé of
attitudes toward disabilities. In their study Garvar and Schmelkin investigated
the perceptions of disabilities of four groups’of educators: eleméntary school
principals, special education administrators, "regular elementary teachers, and
special education teachers. Mulﬁ-dimensional scaling was used to determine |
the percepthal structures of the four groups. The first dimension contrasted
disabilities that were visible with those that had few visible sign‘s. The second

dimension contrasted organic/physical disabilities with functional or "societal"
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disabilities. Th‘e third dimension seemed to contrast several socially
acceptable disabilitiés with those that appeared to be moré ostracized in
soc'iety. The four groups of educators studied differed in their perceptual
structures, but did cluster in their imbressions of disabilities around the three
dimensions of visible vs. no visiblé signs 'of‘ diéability, phyéical vs. functional
disabilities, and socially acceptable vs. socially unacceptable disabilities. |

Other studies have also reached similar conclusions about thé relevant
dimensions of disability which influence attitudes. In an investigatioh of the
hierarchy of attitudes toward exceptionality, Antohak (1980) sugéested
differential attitudes toward organic and functional-psychosocial disabilities. I‘r'1
an investigation of the pe(ceptions of disabilitieé held by special education -
teachers, regular teachers, 'and nonteachers, Schmelkin (1982) found that the
most important dihensions to emerge were ‘behavioral-emotional disorders,
cognitive impairments, and physical impairments, as well as generalized -
contrast béhNeen normal and disabled. Liebefman (1983) was able
. differentiate among attitudes toward physical disabilities, cognitivé ,
impairments, sensory impairments, and behévioral and mehtal disorders. In a
study using a largér data set and a sorting method Schmelkin (1985)
developed a four-dimensional explanation of attitudes toward disabilities, with
the foilowing dimensions emerging: physicél disabilities, behavioral-emotional

versus cognitive disabilities, specific versus diffuse disabilities, and visibility.
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Hierarchies of Preference

Specific investigations of teachers’. attitudes toward students with
disabilities have usually invdived comparison of their attitudes fowérd two or
three selected handicapped popdlations; thus, because there have not been
studies in which all di‘sabilities a-re compared at once, it is difficult to say.
exactly which exceptiqnality groups are regarded most positivély or most
negatively by c[assroom ‘tea‘chers. Shotel, lano, and McGettigan (1972) l‘found
that after contact with eaCh group, teachers preferred Ieaming disabléd '
students over those who were emotionally disturbed and over the educable
mentally retarded, who were the least preferred. Teachers demonstrated a
similar ranking based on information gathered through a questionnaire
(Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981). Hirs‘horenv and Burton (1_979) also found
teachers were more accepting of disturbed than retarded students. In
another study, Parish, Dyck, and Kappés (1979) noted that future teachers
rated students labeled physical‘ly handicapped more positively than students
who were labeled learning disabled and rhentally handicapped. In contrast,
physical eduhation teachers indicated they felt more able to wbrk with
mentally retarded students than with stl/jdeh‘ts who .had physical handicaps
(Aloia, Knutson, Minner, & Von Seggern, 1980). In a study by Williams and
Algozzine (1977) teachers were more willing and felt they were better |
equipped to teach physically handicappéd and learning disabled students

than socially-emotionally disturbed or educable mentally retarded students.
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When findings concernlng teachers’ preferences are examined overall,

it appears that students who are gifted, speech impaired, epileptic or Iearnmg
disabled seem to be among the more favored groups, and emotionally -
disturbed and mentally retarded students among the least favored. However, -
even in these general findings there is some variability (Horne, 1985).
Consequently, it is necessary to look for specific factors thatgpossibly
infl}uenced teacher attitudes. As a general rule, the less obvieus and intrusive
the disability is, the more favorable the teacher’s attitude is to,ward&the
student. In addition, the st'udent’s personal characteristics--attractiveness of
personality, ability to get along with others, ability. to meet teacher
_expectations for performance and social b'ehavior--'may be more influential
than perceptions of disability itselt (Horne, 1985). This more individual view of
attitudes toward disability has not, however, been thoroughly investigated,

particularly in the natural setting of the classroom.

" Importance of Teachers’ Attitudes

The attltudes of regular classroom teachers toward students with
disabilities are lmportant for a number of reasons. Flrst of all, there is
evidence that teachers’ attitudes toward exceptional students influence the
attitudes of nondisabled Students toward theit classmates With disabilities.
Secondly, teachers’ attitudes may influence their expeetations and treatment

of students, thus having an effect on student’s perceptions of themselves and
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their ability to learn. Third, teachers’ attitudes impact the quality of their

relationships with exceptional students.

Social Status and Teacher Attitudes

Some reseafch suggests that there is a reiationship between teacher
and peer attitudes toward class members. Groniund (1953), fér example,
found that sixth graders and their teachers. were largely in agreement in their
judgments about the most and least preferred étudents. Gronlund concluded
that there are apparently aspects of a student's behavior that are important
for acceptance by both teéchers and peers, but it seems that teacher
perceptions of students may dominate the attitudes classmates form toward
one another. Brown and Macdougall (1973) in a similar study also found that |
a significant relationship exists between peer and teacher acceptance of
elementary school students. According to Flanders and Havumaki (1960),
positive interactions with the classroom teacher increase a student’s status
with peers; that is, students praised by the teacher were chosen more often
by their classmates on sociometric tests. Also, it has been shown that
students are aware of the differential treatment high ahd low achievers may
receive from classroom teachers (Silberman, 1969; Weinstein & Middlestadit,
1979; Weinstein, Marshall, Brattesani, & Middlestadt, 1982.)

In this same vein, studies have demqnstréted that teachers have é
significant influence on the acceptance of students with disabilities by_ their

classmates. Based on an experiment to test the effect of teacher attitude
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statements on students, Gallagher (1 977) concluded that peer attitudes
toward children with speech defects were: (a) most positive when the
teacher does nof exbréss any éttitude, (b) more positive |f the teacher
expresses a positive statement, and (c) less positive when the teacher makes
negative remarks. In é sirﬁilar experiment, Foley (19%9) demonstratéd that
peér acceptance rétings of children labeled "nbrmal," "mentally retarded," or
"emotionally disturbed" were significantly higher for all groups when teacher |
behaviors toward each group were depicted positively rather than negatively.

Research indicates that the classroom téacher is a high status 'social
figure and role model for students; thus, attitudes of the teacher are readily
emulated by students. Because of their stature with studénts, it appears that
there is ample evidence that teachers can influence, both positively and
negatively, the attitudes of students toward peers with disabilities (Horn.e,

1985).

Teachers’ Expectations

Reviews of the literature on teacher expectations (Braun, 1976; Brophy
& Good, 1974; Dusek, 1975) indicate that teachers do not appear to bias
students’ learning as a result of correct or incorrect knowledge they have
about them. However teachers do form expectations that may result in their
according differential treatment to students, wHich may in turn influence
student performance (Dusek, 1975). Reports on classroom observations of

‘teacher-student interactions are reasonably consistent in demonstrating that
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high achieving students receive more attention from teachers than low
aé_hieving students. Brophy and Good (1970), for example, studied first-grade
classrooms and '.found that the sfudents ranked by teachers as high achievers
received more praise and support; in addition, teachers demanded better
perfo}mance from the high achievers. Numerous studies have shown that
student gender, student attractiveness, race, socioeconomic status, condudt,
" personality characteristics, even first name (Garwood, 1976) can have an
influence on their treatment by teachers. What is not clear, however, is the
" specific influence of any ohé variable; or combination of variables, on teacher
attitudes. Confounding this issue are the pers;)nal and background
characteristics of the teachers; such as, their age, sex, or-level of experience
(Horne, 1985). | |

For students with disabilities, the problem of teacher expectations is
made even more complex by the presence of a disability label and perhaps
some physical signs of "differentness" or ébnormality. However, research
findings on the effects of the handicap label on teacher expectations have not
been universally negatiQe. Surprisingly, there have been few empirical studies
involving actual classroom observations of teachers interacting with
mainstreamed special educati_on students and those which haye'been
undertaken do not neces'sarily show hegative effects from labeling.
Thompson, White, and Morgah (1982) cbmpared the interaction third-grade

teachers had with high achieving, nonhandicapped students, low-achieving
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nonhandicapped students, learning disabled 'students, and behaviorally
disordered students. Their observations of teacher interactions showed there
- were éome minor differences in. the patterns of interaction but there was
‘... no strong evidence that general preferential treatment or treatment likely
to result in better educational ‘gains or a more effective learning environment
is consistently provided to any one group of étudents" (p. 233).
Several authors have even suggested that the presenbe of a

' ‘handicapping éondition is not necessarily a detriment for students in their
relationship to their teachers. Quinn and Wilson (1977), for example, have
suggested that special serv'ices-provided for learning disabled children may
mitigate aéainst the negative effects of the label. Similarly, when MacMillan
et al. (1974) investigated the effects of the mentally retarded label, they
concluded that empirical evidence of detrimental effects of the label were not
to be found (p. 257). There is some evidence, too, that the negative eff_ect of
-a label may have on a teacher’s initial attitudes toward a student may be
overcome by the behaviors the vstudgnt displays in the classrqom. Reschly
and Lamprecht (1979) found, for example, that the longer a teacher was
exposed to a student, the less effect the label had on the teache-r’s attitude
toward the student. - |

~ Teacher expectations of students with disabilities may, in the end, be
most strongly affected by .the teacher’s desire to work with high aghieving |

students. According to Solomon and Kendall (1977), teachers’ perceptions of
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students’ academic ability and, performance are "primary and influence.
perceptions of all other attributes” (p. 412). Thus, if students with disabilities
are able to meet the performance criteria for achievement in the regular
classroom, they are more likely to be perceived_positi\/ely by teachers than if

their performance does not meet classroom norms.

Instruments to Measure Teachers’ Attitudes

Toward Disabilities  and Mainstreaming

Attitude scales attempt to determfne' what an individual believes,
perceives, or feels about an attitude object (Gay, 1 987). There 'a're four basic
types of scales used to measure attitudes: Likert or summated rating scales,
semantic differential scales, Thurstoﬁe or equal appearing interval s.caleé, and
cumulative or Guttman scales. The most commonly used technique in
assessing attitudes toward disabilities is. the summated rating scale, followed
by equal-appearing interval scales, and semantic differential scales. Although -
some studies have used Guttman methodology, this technique is probably

used least frequently (Horne, 1981).

Likeﬁ-Tvpe Scales

A Likert scale a_sks respondents to indicate whether they strongly
agree, agree, are undecided, disagree or strongly'disagree ‘with a series of
statements. Each response is associated with a poin;c value, and an

individual’s score is determined by summiﬁg the point values for each
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statement. Therhe‘ are numerous examples in the literature of’the use of
Likert-fype scales to méaéuré educator attitudes toward disabiiity groups
(Berman & Fry, 1978; Carroll & Reppucci, 1978 Whiteman & Lukoff, 1964)
Basically, thls methodology has been used to determine respondents’
preferences among types of disabilitios or to determine the degree of
acceptance or rejection the respondents have toward individuals with
disabilities. For exa'mple,’Efron and Efron (1967) designed a 70-item
questionnaire to study teacher attitudes toward individuals with mental
retardation. The teachers responded to each of the attitude statements using |
a six-point continuum (strongly agree, agree, not sure but probably agree, not
sure but probably disagree,' disagree, and strongly disagree) to respond to
such items as "It would be kinder to establish separate communities for
retardates where they would not feel so out of place" (p. 103). |

Besides measuring ieaohers’ attitudes toward disabilitiés,- Likert-scales
have also been used to measure attitudes of the general public. (Gottlieb &
Corman, 1975; Gottlieb & Siperstein, 1976), aﬁitudes of high school and |
elementary-aged students (Foley, 1979; Sheare, 1974), and. parental attitudes
(Gumz & Gubrium, 1972) toward people with disabilities. |

Probably one of the best known and most widely> used instruments for

measuring attitudes toward persons with disabilities, the Attitude Toward
Disabled Persons Scale (ATD‘P), utilizes a Likert-type scale. The ATDP has

been the criterion measure for over 60 dissertations and in over 300 studies
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in 12 countries. The 30 statements on the ATDP suggest that personé with
disabilities are either tHe same as or different from people who are physically
normal. Approximately half of the items refer to similarities or differences in
pérsonality charaéteristics, while the other half deal with the question of
special treatment of persons with disabilities. Subjects are given a six-point
response scale, ranging from agree very much to disagree very rﬁuch. For
nondisabled respondents, high scores on the scale are inter.breted to |
represent acceptance of disabled persons, i.e., a favorable attitude toward
disabled persoﬁs (Shaw & Wright, 1967, p. 480). |

Mai.nstreaming questionnaires, representing a current trend in the
Iiteraturé on measurement of attitudes tdward disability, often utilize the Likert-
type scale format. For example, Larr.ivee and Cook (1979) developed a thirty
statement mainstreaming questionnaire focusing on behavior of students with
disabilities in the fegular classroom. The instrument requires teachers to
respond using a 5-point Likert scale (strongly agree to strongly disagree).
There are nurﬁerous other examples of mainstreaming questionnaires in the
literature (Graham, Hudson, ‘Burdg; & Carpenter, 1980; Gickling & Theobald,
1975; Harasymiw & Horne, 1976; Hudson et al., 1979; May & Furst, 1977;
Ringlaben & Price, 1981). Questionnaires aléo have been developéd to
measure attitt_Jdes toward mainstreaming particular groups of students with
disabilities (Berryman & Neal, 1980; Olley, Devellis, Devellis, Wall, & Long,

1981; Vacc & Kirst, 1977), the frequency and importance of support services
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for mainstreaming (Speece & Mandell, 1980), and attitudes toward all aspects

of Individualized Education Programs (Semmel, 1979).

Equal-Appearing_Interval Scales

Equal-appearing int‘erval_or Thurstone scales ask the respondent to

select from a list of statements that represent different points of view those
with which he or she is in agreement.” Each item has an associated point
value between 1 and 11; point values for each item are determined by
averaging the values of the items assigned by a number of judges. An
individual’s attitude score is the average point value of all the statements
checked by that individual.

The equal-appearing interval scale has been used in @ number of -
instruments designed to measure social distance énd attitudes toward
disability. A social distance instrument asks the respondent to indicate how
closely involved he or she would like to bé with a particular type of individual
or group. Choices might include levels of involvement like social distance
and attitudes toward disability. A social distance instrument asks ’the
reépondeﬁt to indica (a) no involvement, (b) distant acquaintan¢e,

(c) neighbor, (d) friend, (e) marriage partner. Tringo (1970), for example,

utilized this technique in 'developing the Disability Social Distance Scale which o
he administered to several different groups like high school students,
undergraduates,‘education' majors, therapists, graduate students, and

rehabilitation workers to determine their attitudes toward 21 disability groups..
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The Perception of Social Closeness Scale (Horne, 1981) was
developed using Thurstone’s procedures to measure classroom social
distance. This instrument has the advantage of providing interval level
measurement of pupil and teacher attitudes toward every ofher class
member. The Social Closeness Scale haé been used to measuré peer and
self status (Horne, Seider, & Harasymiw, 1978; Horne & Powers, 1983) and
student attitudes toward disability and occupation groups (Harasymiw, Hofne,
& Lewis, 1976, 1977).

The Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale (Duke & Nowicki, 1972) ,
takes a visual approach to social distance. This instrument requires that the
respondent indicate on é diagram how closely he or she would like to be
associated with other people. This instrument was used by Schaefer and
Brown (1976) to measure the attitudes of young emotionally disturbed boys
toyvard other students with different ethnic origins, who were all residing in a

residential treatment center. The boys pointed on a diagram of the classroom

‘to where they wanted a classmate to sit. Their attitude score was computed

on the basis of how far away they wanted to sit from other classmates.
.Another variation of the social distance format is the Rucker-Gable
Educational Programming Scale (RGEPS) which measures teacher attitudes
toward students with mental retardation, emotional disorders and learning
disabilities. Respondents are presented with thirty brief descriptions of

children who exhibit behaviors typical 6f these three groups of students. The
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" respondents are asked to read about each child and to select the most
appropriate educational placement for the child from a continuum of seNices
(regular classroom placement, regular classroom placement with consultation, |
‘regular classroom placement with consultation and short-tefm direct services,
regular classroom placement with resource room placeﬁent for up to 2 hours
per day, part-time enrollment in a special class, aﬁd fuII-time special class
placement). |

The teacher’s attitude score is indicated by the placement selection
made since it is considered a measure of the degree of social distance the
teacher prefers to maintain between himself or herself and the student. For
example, higher scores are achieved by choosing pI,acements in the regular

classroom instead of placements in a special class.

Semantic Differential Scales

Semantic differential scales ask the respondent to give a numerical
rating to the subject of the attitude scale on a number of bipolar adjectives
such as good-bad, friendly-unfriendly, positive-negative. The respondent
indicates the point on the contineum between the extremes that represeﬁts
his or her attitudes. Each position on the continuum has an associated score
value; by totalling score values for all items, it can be determined whether the
respondent’s attitude is positive or negative. Semantic differential scales
ueually have 5 to 7 point intervals with a neutral atfitudenbeing assigned e '

score value of 0.
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The semantic differential technique has been used with professionals,
peers, and parents to measure their attitudes toward various disabilities
(Casey, 1978; Halpin, Halpin, & T'illrman, 1973; Noe, 1970; Novak, 1975). This
technique has also been used to identify hierarchies of attitudes toward
~dis.abilities (Buttery, 1978), and to ‘explo.r'e the efﬁcaéy of attitude modification
procedures (Brooks & Bransford, 1971). Panda and Bartel (1972) used a
semantic differential scale to determine the effect of contact with persons with
disabilities  on the attitudes of educators. In a similar fashion Gottlieb (1 969)‘
and Gottlieb, Cohen, and Goldstein (1974) utilized a semantic differential scale
to judge the efféct of levels of psychological adjuétmenf on attitudes toward‘

disabilities.

Guttman Scales

A Guttman Scale attempts to determine if an attitude is unidimensional;
an attitude is cohéidered unidimensional if it produces a'cumulat.ive scale. In
a cumulative scale, an individual who agrees with a given‘statement also
agrees with all related preceding statements. For example, .if the respondent
agrees with statement five, he or she will also agree with statements one
through four.

" With a Guttman Scale the réspohdent is -asked to select from a
continuum of statements that represent different points of view about an
attitude object those statements with which he or éhe agrees. An example of

a Guttman scale is the Social Tolerance Scale constructed by Yamamoto and 2
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Dizney (1967). This scale uses the following continuum of tolerance levels:
classmate, fellow organizational member, co-worker, roommate, date,
marriage partner. The items in the continuum are cumulativé, in that if an
individual selects marriage partner as the preferred relationship, then it follows
that the individual would also select all the other relationships in ;the

continuum.

Trends in Assessment of Attitudes Toward Disability

The measurement techniques already discussed like preferénce, rank
order scales, or semantic differential scales share the disadvantage of
depending on the researchers’ a priori conceptions of the relevant d‘i'm,ensions
of the particular attitude set. Respondents are restricted to preselected
vocabulary or a preselected contfnuum 6f choices. Consequently, it is not .
possible to determine what part of the responses are due to the perceptions
of the respondents and what part are -due to the constraints placed on the
respondents by the format. |

Recent trends in assessing attitudes toward disabilities show a
movement away from the preference )or rank order types of instruments
because there is growing interest in the field in discovering more about the
éomplexity of attitude formation. Because it is less constraining and

potentially more revealing of attitudinal complexity, the method of response
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elicitation in mUIti—dimensional scaling seems to be gaining in popularity as a |
“measurement of attitudes toward disabilities.

Garvar and Schmelkin (1989) have done an important muiti-dimensional
scaling study of special and regular education administrators’ and teachers’
perceptions of disabilities. The procedure they used was to develop a
stimulus set consisting of 30 'disability labels . Each participant in the study
received a set of 30 cards, on each of which was affixed a disability label. In
an accompanying booklet, all respondents were asked to sort the disabilities
into as few or as many categorieé as they saw fit, depending on whether they
thought the disabilities belonged together. No other frame of reference was
given to the subjects.

"Results of this study indicated that percebtions of disabilities were
| indeed multi-dimensional and that disability categories were perceived
* differently by the four groups studied. Howevef, despite the differences in
perceptions, the_groups ‘shared some commonalties rela’;ing to physical,
behavioral-emotional, perce,ptuval, énd sensory disabilities. Garvar and |
Schmelkin conclude that the findings of their étudy suggest the neéd to .
further examine (a) the perceptual structures of individuals involved in efforts |
to mainstream students with disabilities as Well as (b) the ’relations that may
exist between these structures and subsequent behaviors of teachers and

administrators (p- 474).
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Summary

Because the attitudes of teachers are so influential in the success or
Afailure of mainstreamed situations for students with disabilities, there is
widespread and continuihg interest in the nature of éducators" attitudes
toward disabilities, how they are formed, and how they can be modified. A
study of the literature on the nature of attitudes and attitude change indicates
that some potentiélly fruitfﬁl cognitive-affective theories may have implications |
for understanding and influencing educators’ attitudes. One such theory is
McGuire’s Theory of Logical Consisténcy. | |

In order to devise effective means for understanding and modifying
teachers’ attitudes; Ait is hecessary to have measurement instruments that
provide insight into how teachers view disabilities and make judgments about
treatment of students with disabilities. Exiéting instruments used to measure
teachers’ attitudes toWard d‘isabilities have limitations in that they are |
constructed on one dimensional cpncepts of attitude formation and
Qons’irained by the author’s preselected vocabulary or continuum of choices.
Instruments which assess attitudes on more complex an‘d 6pen-ended
. dimensions are gaining in favor, and there is potential for new methods of
inquiry based upon measurement instruments that are based on more

complex models of attitude formation.
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CHAPTER 3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Introduction

Mainstreaming and the accommodation pf individual differences are
facts of life for teachers because of the requirements of both federal and state
special education law. Yet the evidence is that teachers consistently resist
dealing with- the 'requirements of méinstreaming. Often-the‘explanation given
is that "it does not seem fair" to treat one student di_fferently;from another or
"to allocate sb many resources to one student,\esbecianlly a student who
appears to have less potentia_l for development and for contributing to
society." Special education law is based on a principle .of fairness which says
that students with disabilities must be given equal abcess to education and
must be given special accommodations so that they can benefit from their
“education. This compensatory interpretation of equal. educational opportunify
.may or may not correspond with teachers’ deebly held beliefs about how to
treat students fairly in the classroom. Of interest, therefore, in understanding
the whole phenomendh of mainstreaming and teachers’ reactions to it are the
concepts of fairness'on which teachers rely when they decide how to allocate

resources and opportunities in the classroom.
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The purpose of this research study was to develop and validate an
instrument capable of determining the principles of fairness that teachers use
in deciding how to distribute the benefits of educatioﬁ. In addition, this
instrument is intended to provide information about whether or no'; teachers
use the special education standard of accommodation when they make
decisions about how to treat students with disabilities in the classroom. The
instrument developed in this research is the Individual Differences and Equity
Attitude Scale (IDEAS) which éonsisté of eight classroom dilemmas in wHich
the teacher must decide how to allocate resources or opportunities to a
student with special needs and to other members of the class. The research
followed a step-by-step.process of development, testing, review, and revision
to determine the degree to which the instrument (a) measures the intended
underlying hypothetical construct of pfinciples of fairness,' (5) méasures the
intended content area, (c) discriminates among differences among
respondents, and (d) measures consistently what it purports to measure.

Thé procedures used to develop and test the vali‘dity and reliability of
the IDEAS instrument include: (a) development of a conceptual framework,
(b) design of the instrument, (c) evaluation of the format of the instrument by
a national jury of experts on tests and measurement (Format Jury),
(d) evaluation of the conceptual framework and the underlying constructs of

the instrument by a national jury of experts in education, ethics, and law |

- (Construct Jury), (e) review of the content of IDEAS by a national jury of
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regular and special educators (Content Jury), (f) pildt testing, (g) revision of
test items, (h) a second pilot testing and revision, (i) field testing, (j) interviews
of selected field-test participants, and (k) test-retest procedures to evaluate

the reliability of IDEAS.

Conceptual Framework

The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) is based
upon three theoretical nﬁodels of justice and their épplications to situations
involving teachers as authority figures and decision-mékers _about the
distribution of rewards and opportunities in the classroom. Questions of
distributive justice are at issue in each of the eight dilemmas thét make up the
instrument,‘and potential soluﬁons presented in the response items for each
case represent specific applications of three theories of diétributive justice--
hierarchical, liberal, and collaborative. Also offéred for each dilemma is a
fourth response option which is a divergent solution not related to any
particular theory of justice or to generally accepted guidelines in educational
practice or special education law. The fourth option is intended to insure that
the response options do not fall into an obvious pattern of three similar types
of choices for eééh dilemma. | |

The respondent is asked to rank the four responsé items from the

most fair to the least fair; in the process of performing this ranking the
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respondent reveals what principles of justice he or she uses most frequently

in decision-making.

Standards of Reference for Justice

in the Nichomachean Ethics, Aristotle claims there are two basic
standards of reference for justice (Ross, 1987). Tﬁe first is justice in relation
to law. In the United States, for example, parties to a legal case are treated
as equals, and' the law must determine if someone has been wronged and
how to rectify the situation. Justice, understood in this way, is the correct
application of law so that arbitrariness and favoritism are- avoided.

Aristotle’s second standard of reference for justice is the concept of
equal distribution or the sense of receiving one’s fair share (distributive
justice). Aristotle explains the idea of a fair distribution in terms of proportion.
He argues that there should be the same equality between what is distributed,
such as material goods, as there is between persons themselves. According
to Aristotle, equal persons ought to receive equal shares, and unequal
persons recejve unequal shares. In other words, fair distribution should occur
"to each according to his deserts" (Ross, 1987, pp. 109-114).

Aristotle’s "just deserts" concept of distributive justice is not universally
accepted; hoWever, there is general consensus on his two basic principles pf
justice: evenhanded treatment and fair distribution (Paviak & Pops, 1991,
pp. 74-75; Sutherland, 1956, pp. 64-94). In a society, the principles of

evenhanded treatment and fair distribution help define the rights and
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obligations of lpeoble in relation to each otﬁer and to the social institutions of
which they are a part. These same principles define to whom and for what
socie";y’s rewards ought to be distributed.

The tension between evenhanded justice and fair distribution is obvious
since not everyone agrees on how to decide who and what deserves to be |
rewarded. Deciding what is fair becomes a mattér of builc“‘iing .consensus on
guidelines for behavior on the part of authority figures and of individuals so
that no one feels exploited or denied some legitimate claim. Fairness is then
a matter of common expectations as to how pedple will be treéted. People
feel unfairly or unjustly treated when agreed-upon expectations are not fulfilled
or when those in authority deny them their due (Stevens & Wood, 1992,
pp. Xiii-Xiv).

Because public schools are called upon to serve so many individual,
group, and public interests, quesﬁons of individual fairness and social justice
often arise (Stevens & Wood, 1992, p. xiv). The IDEAS instrument focuses |
on one set of 'social justice issues related to the application of special
education law in the classroom. The law requires providing access to
education for students with disabilities and further demands that studvents with
disabilities be given special considerations if they need them in, order to
benefit from their education (Turnbull, 1986). Making decisions about how to
accommodaté students With disabilities while still treating other students in the

class equitably raises question of distributive justice for the teacher. For
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example, a teacher may ask: What are the fair ways of distributing teachef
time and attention, classroom materials, or special opportunities? How does
oné grade the work of students who have unequal abilities? What is the
fairest way to discipline students with varying capacities for self \contrchal?
Answering these questions requires the teacher to consider what is fair in
light of (a) the teacher’s own background and values, and (b) whatever
policies, procedures, or legal restrictions may be imposed by the educational

system or society at large.

Models of Distributive Justice

In the United States, the relationship between education and the
problem of justice has usually been seen in terms of the concepts of merit,
equality, and opportunity (Hochschild, 1981; Stevens & Wood, 1992). Models -
of distributive jdstice stress these concepts in different ways. The following
three categories have been described as exhausting the logical possibilities
for models of distributive justice (Barry, 1973, p. 167), and because of their -
comprehensiveness, these models form the conceptual basis for the

response items in the IDEAS instrument.

Merit-Based/Hierarchical Theories of Justice. The concept of a society

based on merit evolved historically as a reaction to aristocratic theories and-
practices, which assumed that rewards should be based on inherited social

status and wealth (Sandel, 1982; Stevens & Wood, 1992). The idea of merit,
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on the other hand, rested on the assumption thét the individual is free and
capable of making decisions in his or her best interests. That is, the
individual is free to choose and is mbrally respbnsi'ble for thaf choice. In a
meritocracy, it is effort and achievement that should be rewarded, proyiding
the purposes and outcomes of the choices aré worthy of reWard.

Therefore, in a meritocracy, just or fair distribution im)olves providing
rewards to those who have earned them on the basis of the quality of their
- ‘performance (Strike, 1982). In the school setting, application of the merit
principle of justice requires that absdlute étandards of measu,rement‘be used
so that whatever rewards students receive come to them on the basis of their
unassisted ‘performanc;‘e which is evaluated against an unvary‘ing standard.
AppIicétion of this model of distributive justice leads inevitably to the ranking
of students into a hierarchy for each of the subject or pérformance areas
measured. Those students with talent who perform well rank high and
receive more rewérds, and those with less talent who perform less well rank
lower and receive fewer (or lesser) rewards. In other words, students receive
whatever they earn when measured against an absolute standard of
excellence; students with less ability or talent or who experience barriers to
learning like disabilities, illness, hunger, or poor teaching receive fewer
rewards unless they are, 6n their own, able to overcome whatever barriers

they experience and produce a superior performance. Fairness consists in
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letting all students participate and be governed by the same rules of
performance and evaluation (Bricker, 1989).

‘ Proponents of the application 6f the merit principle of distributive justice
point out that this standérd is both fair and practical because it prepares
students for the experiences of réal life (Nozick, i974). According to this line
of reasoning, in the adult world individuals sucéeed or fail as a consequence
of their own merit. Thus, in school students must learn to earn the .rewards
they seek (e.g., good grades, teacher attention, or awards and recognition)
on the basis of their own merits and efforts.

When applied to the situation of the student with é disability, the
merit/hierarchy standard suggests that students with disabilities be treated
exactly like other students and be providéd no sbecial accommodations. The
rewards that students with disabilities receive should be earnéd on the same
basis as oiher students. Again, this app‘roach is justified by propdnents
because it prepares the student with disab‘ilitie‘s to deal with the adult world in

which no special accommodations are made.

Liberal/Compensatory Theories of Justice. The liberal theory of

distributive justice places greater emphasis on equal opportunity than on.

merit. The basis for the liberal model of distributive justice is the belief that
equity is best achieved if all individuals have access to social opportunities.
Like meritocracy, the liberal ideal also emerged as a challenge to inherited

wealth and status and the seemingly arbitrary authority that accompanied
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them. Thus, one of the enduring concerns of the liberal ideal of equality has
. been that historical fnequalities not be perpetuated from generation to
generation (Rawls, 1971). The liberal assumption is that talent and ability are
widely distributed and do not belong only to a privileged class.

In the educét_ional realm, the Iiberai view of equal opportunity came to
the fore when public education became compuisory. Education. was seén as
an avenue for upward social and economic mobility. The liberal interpretation
of equal eduéatipnalr opportunity meant that no matter what the student’s ‘
background, he or she had a right to access to an education and the
advantages that education could afford. However, with the rapid expansion
of education at the secondary level in the early twentieth century, it became
evident that the common curriculum was out of step with the realities of the
abilities and occupational futures of most students. Many were not collége-
bound, and the traditional liberal érts and language-oriented curriculum of
ninefeenth-century secondary schools lacked relevancy for large numbers of
students. Different students had differ'ent occupational futureé, and equality of
opportunity required providing different curricula for each type of student
(Stevens & Wood, 1992). In other words, equal educational opportu'nity for
an individual did not mean the same opportunity, but rather it meant the
opportunity' that was appropriate relative to the type of student.

Recbgn_ition of individual differences as .a factor in determining equity

became an important component of the liberal theory of distributive justice
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(Barry, 1971 ; Strike & Soltis, 1985). This iiberal concept of individualization
could be applied in a variety of educa’lcional.situations, including those
involving student_s with disabilities. For example, in the liberal model it might
be cbnsideréd fair if teachers awarded grades on the basis of effort rather
than with reference to an absolute standard. In this way, the student with
limited academic abilities could participate and be rewarded with "good”
grades if he or she made maximum effort and reached’arll individual goal for
excellence. Another example of thié type of "fairness" might be the situation
in which a teacher directs one student to do just 10 problems while another
student must do 25. Each student has the opportunity to participate in the
activity, but each is required to do a different amount of practice based upon
the teacher’s judgment about the needs of each student.- Viewing this
situation from the perspeétive of the liberal theory of justice, the assignments
would be‘consi'dered fair, not because théy make equal demands on the
students, but because they meet each student’s individual needs in a
comparable way.

In the 1960s time-honored liberal concepts of equal opportunity came
under greater scrutiny, particularly as a result of the passage of civil rights
and equity legislation in the United States (Coleman, 1968); Emerging from
this civil rights debate was the work of American philosopher John Rawls who
argued for a modification of the Iiberél model of justice which took into evén

greater account the question of individual differences. In his major work
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entitléd A Liberal Theory of Justice (1.971), Rawls contended that to allow a
“natural" system of rewards to emerge on the basis of individual talent and
effort is morally indefensible. According to Rawls, even if equal opportunity is
present in the sense of all participants being protected from cheating and
discrimination, the reward system is still unfair. This is so because rewards
are made on the basis of talents, characteristics, and attitudes that are
controlled by factors (e.g., genetic and environmental) unrelatéd to an
individual’s choices. In other words, Ravyls argued that individuals should not
be rewarded (or punished) for characteristics that were an accident of birth.
Inétead, Rawls advocated for mdving beyoﬁd equal bpportUnity as meaning |
all receive the same amount or the same access to a situation in which equal
opportunity implies compensation or correction for social and cultural
disadvantages (Fishkin, 1983; Fullinwider, 1980; Rawis, 1971).

In his second principle of justice, Rawls outlined a compensatory
model for providing equal opportunlty |

Second Principle. Social and economic inequalities are to be

arranged so that they are both: (a) to the greatest benefit of the

least advantaged . . . and (b) attached to offices and positions

open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.

(Rawls, 1971, p. 302)
Rawls’ second principle implies that, in order for the distribution of rewards to
be fair, those who are disadvantaged by circumstances beyond thefr control

should receive more benefits than those who may, in fact, have greater ability

or merit (Boxill, 1991).
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Applicatiqn of.Rawls’ liberal theory of distributive jus_tic_e to educational
situations clearly leads to the notion of compensatory education for the
disadvantaged and to accommodations for persons whose learning is
hampered by disabilities (Stevens & Wood, 1992). Applications of Rawls’
theory might operate,.for example, in much the same fashion as
"handicapping” does in sports like horse racing or golf in which compensation
is made for the differences in ability of the paﬁicipants. That is, in order to
make the competition between two participants with unlike capacities more
fair, the more talented performed is given a "handicap."

This notion of handicapping applies to the idea of accommodating
individual differences caused by disability in that accommodations made to
compensate for certain aspects of disability are similar to haridicaps prdvid‘ed
in sports. :When an individual with a disability is provided yvith certain
supportive devices (e.g., adapted computers) or pérsonal assistance (e.g., a
persAonal care attendant), these supports compensate for the limitations
caused by diéability so that the individual with disabilities can participate on

an equal footing with those who do not have disabilities.

Utilitarian Theories of Justice. Utilitarian theories of justice are less

interested in the fair treatment of the individual and more concerned about the
general benefit to all of society. Classic utilitarianism defines the rightness of
acts or rules as "maximization of the aggregate utility" (Brock, 1982;

Buchanan & MathieU,‘.1986). In other words, the aggregéte utility produced
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by an act or by general compliance with a rule is the sum of the utility
produced for each individual affected. . Utility is defined as "pleasure,
satisfaction, happiness, or as the realization of preferences, as the latter are
revealed through individuals’ choices" (Buchanan.8; Mathieu,‘ 1986, p. '23). |
For the utilitarian, there is only one feature of a distribution of benefits th‘ét is
relevant to judging it juét or unjust: Does ’it maximize overall utility? Put
another way, does it enhance the godd of all? |

Utilitarianism has been soundly criticized on moral grounds for two
reésons: (a) It fails to take seriously the value of fairness to the individual;
and (b) i'g doés not provide an adequate foundation for equal civil and political
Iibeﬁies (Buchanan & Mathieu, p. 25). If liberalism can be criticized for too
much emphasis on the individual, utilitarianism has been chastised for too
little individual concern. For example, in the utilitarian‘model,.if.it happened to
be the case that distriputing almost all of the goods to a minority and leaving
the majority to do without maximized overall utility, then this grossly .
inegalitarian distribution would be required by utilitarianism. Similarly, it is at
least possible that maximizing overall utility might permit or even require thét
members of one segment of society lead lives of slavery, lacking even the
most basic civil and political liberties. ‘According to the utilitarian, such an
arrangement would be just so long as the contribution the slaves made to the
utility of their masters exceeded the slaves’ own lack of utility (Buchanan &

Mathieu, p. 26). -
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Communitarian Theories of Justice. Communitarian theories of justice

are instances of utilitarianism which attempt to deal with the worst features of -
utilitarian theory-ithat of potential mistreafment of the indi\)idual in order to |
create collective good-- and with the potential abuses wrought by extreme
individual.ization of some liberal theory. Communitarian tﬁeory like other
utilitarian theory is concerned with the collective good but in a unique way.
The starting point of this counter-theory is a conception of human nature
grounded in Aristotle, who says in the Politics that humans by nature are not
self-contained but are "polis dwelling" animals (Schuman,'1 992, p. B2). Thus,
according to Aristotle, communities create individuals; individuals db not
create communities.

Communitarians see the self or the indivileal‘ as being grounded in
community since from birth the individual is not an autonomous and
unencumbered being but is instead immediat_ely a part .of collective activities
(Schuman, 1992). The .’community situates individuals and binds them
together in a web of support and obligation, providing identities and different
roles. In learning the practices and values of their communities, individuals
are constitﬁted as selves. As they beconﬁe conscious and reflecti\;e, they
discover that they are encumbered by relationships, connections, and '
obligations to others. Rather than being autonomous individuals, who are
authors of their own lives, they are instead parts of 'paﬂiculér communities

with collective needs and objectives. The concern is for the good of all in the
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community but should not be at thg expense of the relationships among
~ individuals.
Justice fdr‘ the communitarian involves defining the good life by
- consensus. Deciding what is fair depends upon h‘owv the decision affects all
thé members of the group. Communitarians claim that individual are
motivated by the common purposes of their communities and by a desire tb
-achieve the well-being of all. Moreover, the ‘common puréuit of goals
develops desirable human relations, friendships, generosity, solidarity, aﬁd
caring. These “good" results of participating in a community are experienced
as extrinsically worthwhile, but they are also what motivates individuals to
treat oﬁe another well. The communitariaﬁs argue thatl the experience of
community is far more likely to motivate individuals to treat others ethically
than are abstract concepts like “respect for persons" or "honbring civil rights."
According fo this theory, the motivation for just or human treatment of others
comes from the bonds of community and not from rules, social norms, or
dictates of the law. To communitarians', justice is not about distribution but
about human relationships; the right distribution is necessary to and made
possible by the right relationships but is morally of subordinate importance
(Titmuss, 1970).

The application of communitarian theory to education suggests
collaboration in the classroom and mutual support of students for one

another. Rather than the teacher being the sole arbiter of how benefits are
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distributed, students are involved in‘ decision-making and the distribution of
réwards. Students working together in groups as a matter of course
.accommddate each other’s differences in order to produce a collective
product that meets the group’s standards (Bricker, 1989).

For examble, if a group of fifth grade students is working on a |
vocabulary lesson and the group includes an individual who has Iearning
disabilities and learns slowly, a utilitarian might reason that the students in the
group who are good at vocabulary should concentrate on helping their
disabled colleague in order to raise the group’s average. However, in every
class there is a limited amount of time to help people. For the'utilitérian the
issue 'really is one of knowing what is the most effective way to help people in
order to maximize the godd ina iimited amount of time. Putting a large
amount of time into helping a student who learns slowly might not be th‘e best
strategy. Instead it migh'lc be better to concentrate on those who learn quickly
and who therefore achieve the greatest gainé in the least amount of time.

The utilitarian principle would condone fhis action because the prin'ci.plle
concentrates on the amount of good and not on the individual person who
receives good.

The communitarian, on the other hand, might react in an entirely
different way and choose to assist the student with learning disabilities out of
generosity or concern for the individual. This response would not be the

most efficient in terms of increasing vocabulary scores, but it might be the




83
best étrategy for enhancing relationships within the community of the
classroom (Gilligan, 1982; Margolis, 1982).

Theories of Justice as Theoretical
Framework for IDEAS

Three theories of justice--hierarchical, liberal and utilitarian--suggest
threé different concepts of fairness and equal opportunity. Barry (.1973) has
argued persuasively that these three basic models for social justice, which he
identifies slightly diffe‘rently as hierarchical, liberal, and altruistic/collaborative,
exhaust the logical po;,ssibilitiesl (p. 167). U‘sing Barry"s reasoning, these
models can be applied in simple dyadic terms to the accommodation of
individual differences in the following way: A wiII. accommodate the needs of
B (a) because B merits, deserves or earns accommodation (hierarchy); (b)
because B is disadvantaged and this disadvantage is to be redressed so that
the greatest benefit is provided to the least advantaged (liberalism); or (c)

because A wants to help B (altruistic).

Design of the Instrument

The design of the Individual Differences and Equity Attifude Scale
(IDEAS) utilizes the three theories of distributive justice identified by Barry and
an "other" category which is based on no particular theory. ‘These four
theoretical cdnstructs form the basis for the four subscales of the instrument;

Hiefarchical, Collaborative, Liberal and Other. The format of the instrument
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consisté of eight dilemmas, each involving ‘é situation in the ciassroom in
which the teacher must decide how to distribute educational benefits in an
equitable manner. FoIIowihg each dilemma are four response items which
represent different concepts of fairness and relate'to one of tHe four |
subscales which constitute the instrument. For example, items generated
from the hierarchical theory of justic;e and related to the Hierarchical Subscale
describe situations’in which the person with a disability has to earn a
particular educational benefit or opportunity without receiving any special help
or accommodations from the teacher. ltems in the Liberal Subscale and
based on the liberal theory of justice clos‘erA resemble the requirements of
special education law and demand that accommodations be made so that the
person with a disability has access to a particular benefit or oppbrtunity.
Response items in the collaborative mode and related to the Collaborative
Subscale show accommodations being made for the student with a disability
by the teacher‘or the studehts out of a spi'rit of gene'rosity or altruism or for
the general 'good._ However, the accommodations suggested in the
collaborative solutions rﬁay not be as extensive as required by special
education law. Response items in the Other Subscale do not relate to any of
the three theories of distributive justiée; they represent highly divergent
approaches to equity. .

In overall design, IDEAS mqst closely resembles instruments intended

to measure attitudes, values, and evaluative orientations (Anastasi, 1976).
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The approach taken in IDEAS is similar to the‘ one proposed by Kohlberg
(1969, 1974) for .assessing moral development. Kohiberg’s. Morél Judgment
Scale utilizes nine hypothetical dilemmas. A typical example from Kohlberg’s
Scale involves a man whose wife is dying of cancer but might be saved by a
new drug for which an exorbitant price is demanded. Unable to raise the
money, the husband steals the drug. Respondents to the scale judge the
husband’s behavior as either right or wrong. The evaluator asks the
respondehts to explain their judgment of the husband'’s actions and elicits
fuller explanations from the respondents through probing questions. The
evaluator can then judge the level of moral development of the respondents
based on a comparison between the respondents’ rationales and descriptions
of Kohlberg’s six stage cognitive model of moral development.

Similar to _Kohlberg’s scale, IDEAS utilizes eight ethicél dilemmas which
are based upon realistic situations which occur in educational settings and .
which have been documented in the literature as concerns of classroom
teachers. Each Classfooni dilemma depi‘cts a situation in which the needs of
an individual who has a disability or a learning problem afe juxtaposed
against the needs, desires, and interests of others. Unlike the Kohlberg
scale, in IDEAS no course of action is presented in the dilemma itself.
Instead, the reépondents are given four possible choices of solutions which

are to be arranged in order from the most fair solution to the least fair.




86

The respondent who is analyzing each dilemma must decide how to
distribute benefits or educatienal opportunities in-an equitable manner. In
each ease, the respondent must examine the competing interests of the
individual witi1 disabilities, the teacher, and the other studenits in the class to
determine what the most fair course of action might be. The directions for
the scale suggest that the "most fair" course of action should be "one that is
based upon . . . (the respondent’s own) ideas of fair treatment of the

individuals who are involved in the situation."

Format of the Instrument

The format of the IDEAS instrument eonsists of eight dilemmas each
followed by four response options. The four solutions for each d_ilemma,are
arranged in random order. The respondent is asked to tead each dilemma
and reflect upon the suggested courses of action in the four statements.
Then the respondent is to rank ordei‘ the statements from the most fair
solution to the least fair solution by placing the number of the statement in
the appropriately ranked position on a scale provided on the answer sheet
(Henerson, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1978).

The method for recording answers to IDEAS involves placing choices
in rank order in four boxes representing a continuum from A through D. ‘
Boxes A and D represent the extremes on the continuum with A being the
location for the "most fair" solution and D being the location for the "least fair"

solution. The ranking of B represents a "less fair" solution than A and C a ‘
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"less fair" solution than B. There is no neﬁtral'- choice since each statement is
considered to be fair 6r not fair in éome degree.

The four statemenfs offeréd as choices for each dilemma ére
numbered, but they bear no indication of their possible rank. The distinctions
to be made among the choice itemé depend upon the respondeht’s particular
views of what is fair. All of the response items may be considered "fair" in’
some dggree by the respondent, some of them may appear "fair," or none of
them may appear compiletely "fair" according to the respondent’s own ;/alue
' system, beliefs and attitudes. In every case, however, the respondent must

. order the responses on a relative scale from the most'fair to the least fair
solution from those items' offered as choices. From the respondent’s point of
” view, the instrument does not ask for new solutions to the dilemmas but
rather asks for the respondent to consider the response items as the
available universe of choices. The task for.the respondent is to determine
from the choices givén which is the most fair, somewnhat less fair, still less

fair, and the least fair solution.

Scoring of the Instrument

Scores on the IDEAS instrument are determined by awarding a plape
valué of 4 for items chosen as "most fair,” 3 for items considered to bé'
"somewhat less fair," 2 for items "still less fair," and 1 for items chosen as
"least fair." Each response item is ca;:egorized according to its content as

pertaining to one of the four subscales, either Hierarchical, Liberal, |
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Collaborative, or Other. Scores for éach subscale are computed by adding
up the place values assigned for all eight items attributed to that particular
subscale. The subscale scores show which principle of fairness (which of the
four categories) is given more weight as a fair solution and which categories
are given Iesé weight. Overall, the instrument yields a profile of the relative
value the respondent places on the categories of fairness. |

The highest possible score for any subscale is 32, a score which
would occur if the respondent chose the"samelprinciple és producing the
most fair solution in all eight cases. The lowest possible score for.a subscale
would be eight, a score which would occur if the reépondent found a
particular principle to produce the least fair solution in all eight cases.

Scores on IDEAS are ipsative in that the strength of each respondent’s
commitment to a particular principle of justice is expressed not in absoluté
terms but in relation to the strength of the individual’s commitment to the
other principles. Because the individual responds. by expressing a relative
preference for one item against another, the resulting score is relative. In
other words, the frame of reference in ipsative scoring is the individual rather
than a normative sample '(Ar;astasi, 1976).

A édmputer progrém has been develo'pe;d for scoring the IDEAS
instrument automatically (see Appendix A). This program uses if/then
statements to assign appropriate posit‘ion‘ scores to each of the respondent’s

choices. The program provides totals for each of the subscales, Hierarchical,
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Liberal, Collaborative, or Other, and indicates the degree to which the
respbndent found each of the four principles to yield én equitable solution to
the dilemma presented. The resulting information is a profile of the relative
value the fndividual respohdent places on each principle as a source of fair

solutions.

Construction of the Instrument

Development of Dilem'rhas

‘ | The eighf classroom dilemmas in IDEAS were developed by culling the
literature (Brlcker 1989; Carpenter Grantham, & Hardlster 1983) and usmg a
national jury of experts in spemal education and regular educatlon to
determine which dilemmas occur commonly and represent significant issues
~ for classroom teachers (see Appendix B). From an initial popl of 30 potential
problem situations, the group of dilemmas was narrowed tb 6 éoncerning the
topics of (a) honor roll or student academic awards, (b) assigning grades,
(c) participation in field trips, (d) distribution of teacher attention, (e) teacher-
designed rules for making up work when the student is absent, and
(f) access to speéial equipment or materials. During pilot testing, an ‘
additional two topics were added: (a) reactions to inappropriate behavior on
the part of a student with disabilities and (b) discipline of students with

disabilities.
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Development of Response ltems

The response items used in the instrument were devéloped in the
following manner. Approximately 100 statements concerning the
accommodation of individuél differences were accumulated from the special
education 'Iiterature. These statements included items like: "Students should
receive grades based upon their individual potentials and the amounts of
effort théy expend," or "students with disabilities should be provided with
whatever accommodations they need to function iﬁ thé 'regular' classroom.” A
‘group:of 20 judges (see Appendix C) who were faculty m'embers (10)‘ and
graduate students (10) in special and regular education and reﬁabilitation
counseling were asked to sort the statements into three groupings:

(a) statements pertaining to questions of fairness, equal educatidnali
'opportunity., and accommodation of individual diﬁerenceé, ) statéments not
germane to questions of fairness, equalﬂ educational opportunity, and
: accommodatio_n of inc_jividual differénces, or (c) unclear _‘étatemen;cs.
Statements which were placed in'widely differing groupings were eliminated,
as were statements that all judges foﬁnd to be 'unclear or not germane. This
probess produced 36 statements which were retained for further
consideration. |

Descriptions of the three princip[es of fairness -- hierarchical, liberal,

and collabﬁrative -- were developed. A second group of 15 judges whb were

faculty members (5) and graduate students (10) in special and reguiar
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education and rehabilitation counseling (see Appehdix C) were given an
opportunity to study the descriptions of fhe categories and asked to‘ sort the
36 potential response items into the 3 groups according to whether the
response items reflected a hiefarchibal, Iiberal,uor collaborative principle of
fairness. From this sort, 19 fesponse ifcems were found to be suitable for use
in the IDEAS instrument in that the judges consistently placed them in the
same categories.

Then another set of 20 response items was developed and the second
group of judges were aéked to sort these items into“ hierarchical, Ii'beral and
collaborative groups. From this sorF, five more response items were selected
as fitting into hiefarchical, liberal or collaborative groups. From the group of
30 items which remained unselected after the first, second and third sorting |
processes, an additional 8 response items were selected to .be Uséd in the
"other" category. Thése responses had consistently not’bee‘n considéred by
the judges to flt into the categories of hierarchical, liberal, of colléborative

principles of fairness.

Format Jury Review

The complete format for the IDEAS scale is comprised of directions for |
the instrument, an answer sheet, and the instrument itself, including the eight
dilemmas with four responsé items representing the Hierarchical, Liberal,

Collaborative, and Other subscales. This instrument format was reviewed by
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a jury of experts in the field of tests and measurement, including two
" deéigners of attitudes toward disabilities scales, two professors speéializing in
tests and measurement, and a state director of special education who is a
licensed school psychologist (see Appendix D). These experts made
extensive suggestions for revision, particularly in the presentation of the
dilemmas themselves. The format jury’s suggestions were incdrporated into

the field-test version of the IDEAS instrument.

Construct Jury Revi’ew

The items in IDEAS were developed from concepts found in the special
education literature which relate to the constructs of fairness and
accommodation of individual differences. In order to establish the legitimacy
of the relationships between these ideas and the constructs on which IDEAS
was based, the instrument was reviewed by a national jury (see Appendix E)
consisting of the following types of professionals: attorney (1), ethicists (3),
professors of teacher education (3), and professors of spedial education (3).
The attorney and ethicists were placed on this jury because of their
" knowledge of theories of justice and their practical applications. - Professors of
special and 'regular education were on the jury to attest from their point of
view as educators to the appropriateness of the conceptual framework of the |
instrument and the underlyihg cbnstructé of fairness which aré the focus of

each of the eight dilemmas in the instrument.
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The members of the Construct Jury were given a description of the
conceptual framework of the instrument and a questionnaire asking for their
opinions about the relationship of the constructs implied by the dilemmas and
the response items in the instrument to broadly understood concepts of equél '
educational opportunity, fairness, and accomrrllodation of individual diﬁerénces
(see Appendix E). For example, in Dilemma 1 in which the respondent is
asked to consider whether or not it is fair for MB to be on the honor roll even
~though she has received'extr'a help, the jury considered whether or not this
case is based upon underlying question$ of fairness, equal educational
opportunity, and accommodation of individual differences. In addition, the jury
was asked to consider whether the response options for each dilemma truly
represent the hierarchical, collaborative, and liberal theories of justice and an
"other" category and whether or not the response options are logically and
clearly distinct from each other.

The analysis that the Construét Jury was asked to perform was
intended to serve as part of the basis for establishing the construct validity of
IDEAS. Construct validity is the degree to which an instrument measures an
intended .hypothetical construct (Gay, 1987). The hypothetical constructs
assumed to underlie the dilemmaé and response options for IDEAS are
fairness, equal educational opportunity, and.the accommodation of individual
differences. It was assumed for the purposeé of this research that if the

construct jury members reached at least 75% agreement on the presence of
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an underlying construct in the dilemmas and response options that this was
strong evidence of the validity of those particular dilemmas and response

options.

Content Jury Review

The charge of the Content Jury was to evaluate whether or not IDEAS
has content validity. Content validity is established deductively by defining a
universe and sampling systematically within the Qniverse (Lennon, 1968,
pp. 175-76). The conceptualnuniverse for the IDEAS instrument indludes
concepts of fairness and equity related to (a).special‘ education law, (b) equal
educational opportunity as defined in both law and practice, and |
(c) established principles in regular and speciai education for the
accommodation 6f individual differehc_es in the classroom and in social
situations.

To determine whether or not IDEAS measures an intended content
area, the instrument was reviewed by the Content Jury consisting of 10
professors of teacher education who train either speéial or regular education
teachers (see Appendix F). These Content Jury members have wide
experience in the practices of teaching and are familiar with the range of
topics covered in teachér education. In particular, they are knowledgeable

about the universe of ideas related to accommodating individual differences in
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the classroom and the cultural and social values associated with equal
educational opportunity and fair distribution of benefits in the classroom.

The Content Jury members were given a copy of the conceptual
framework of the IDEAS instrument and a questionnaire which asked their
opinions about whether or not the dilemmas (a) reflect situations commonly
reported in the special and regular education literature, (b) reflect situations
commonly experienced in the field, (c) reflect a significant ethical decision for
teachers, (d) involve applying principles of distributive .justice, (e) juxtapose
the needs of the individual against the needs of others, and (f) describe a
~ situation in which the teacher has.the power to decide.

The Content Jury members were also asked to evaluate the response
options by considering whether they (a) reflect an action commonly reported
in the literature, (b) describe an action within a teacher’s power to take,

(c) describe an action which is commonly taken in the field, and (d) exhaust
the universe of possible actions to take.

It was assumed that if the Content *Jury 'membérs reached at least 75% |
agreement that the content of an item met the criteria of relevance and
comprehensiveness that the item had content validity. If Content Jury
members felt the items in IDEAS were not comprehénsive or relevant, jury
members were asked to s'upply additional 'dilémmas or response options

which would improve the content of IDEAS.
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Pilot Testing

- The pilot test was conducted with two groups of classroom teachers
and prospective teachers in the teacher education program at Eastern
Montana College in Billings, Montana. Pilot Group 1 consisted of 30
practicing teachers in regular or special education, and Pilot Group 2
consisted of 5 practicing teachers in regular education and 20 prospective
teachers preparing to teach in special or regular education. The pilot testing
groups consisted of individuals who were (a) similar to the people who will
typically be assessed with ‘th‘e IDEAS instrument and (b) likely to express the
whole range of attitudes being examined. In other words, the participants in
the pilot tests were students studying to become teachers and practicing
classroom teachers with varying degrees of knowledge about special
education and varying degrees of experience with mainstreamin.g and
accommodating special education students.

Pilot Test Group 1 took Version 1 of IDEAS which included the
‘ ‘folldwing dilemmas: Honor Roll, Grading, Valedictorian, Wrestling, Field Trip,
Restaurant, Teacher Attention, and Makéup Work. The first pilot test and the
Construct Jury and Content Jury reviews revealed serious flaws in three of
the eight original dilemmas. For example, Dilemma 6 (Restaurant), which
dealt with the situation of an adult with a disability being asked to leave a
re'staurant,‘ was eliminated because it strayed from school-related topics.

Dilemma 3 (Valedictorian), which concerned whether or not it was fair for a
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student who had received special education assistance to be the
valedictorian, was eliminafed because the poftenfial of this‘ type of situation
occurring was considéred to be very low. Di[emma 4 (Wrestling), which
concerned eligibility of ‘overage special eduéation students for participation in
sports, was ‘eliminated because it was Cons‘idered to be a low potential itém
and oblique to the central issues of mainstreaming.

To replace the dilemmas eliminated in the "’first pilot testing, three néw
dilemmas were developed. Pilot Test Group 2 took Version 2 of IDEAS which
included the. following dilemmas: - Honor. Roll, Grading, Field Trip, Teacher
- Attention, Makeup Work, Computer Uéége, ‘A‘nxie‘t‘y Attack, and Discipline.
After scores were computed for Pilot Test Group 2, the high and low scorers
were identified in each of the subscales--Hiérarchical‘, Collaborative; Liberal
and Other. Then each statement on the instrument was analyzed according -
to how high and low scorers responded to it. Those items whiéh provided
good discrimination between high and low scorers were retained for the field-

test version of IDEAS (see Appendix B).

Field Testing

Field Test Population
The field test population consisted of 204 participants, 105 fémales and
99 males, who were college students preparing to teach and practicing

teachers trained to teach regular or special education in grades K-12.
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Participants were gleaned from teacher education programs at Eastern
Montana College and from cooperating school districts in Billings, Moor'e;
Belgrade, Missoula, and Thompson Falls, Montana.

| The field t_ést participan‘ts were evenl)'/ aivided between those who were
currently certified to teach and those earning certification. Among those
curréntly certified, 32 participants were relatively new teachers, having taught
less than 5 years; 20 had taught 6 to 10 years; 38 had taugﬁt 11 to 20 years;
and 12 had taught more than 21 yeafs. Grade levels taught by the certified
participants were distributed in the following fashion-: 27 primary (K-3), 16
intermediate (4-6), 20 middle school (7-8), 20 high school (3-12), and 19
special education teachers (K-12). Of the participants, 79 had relatives who
were served in special education, and 125 did not. In terms of courses taken
in spédial education, 18 participants reported taking no courses in special
education, 97 had taken 1 or 2 courses, and 89 Had taken 3 or more

courses.

Field-Test Purpose and Procedures

The purpose of the field-testing process was to gather information
about (a) how a typical sarhple of the population of pfolspective‘ and
practicing classroom teachers would respond to the IDEAS instrument;

(b) whether such factors as age, gender, certification, years of teaching
experience grade level taught, number of courses thé individual had taken in

special education, whether or not the individual had a relative in special
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education were reléted to the principle of fairness ranked highest by the
ih‘dividual; (C)‘ whether or not the responses on IDEAS truly reflect the thought
processes of the field-test parficipants; and (d) whether a significant
correlation exists between the responses on individual items and subscale
scores (internal consistency).

The methods used to collect the field-test data included: (a) collecting
demographic data by administering a questionnaire to the 204 participants in
the communities of Billings, Moore, Thompson Falls, Belgrade, and Missoﬁla;
(b) administering the IDEAS scale to the 204 participants; and (c) collecting

~ interview data concerning the thought processes of 16 field-test participants.

Administrétion of the IDEAS Field Test. The IDEAS instrument was
administered in five locations in Montana: Billings (160 participan'ts)\, Missoula
(6), Thompson Falls (15), Moore (15), and Belgrade (8). The administration
of IDEAS at each site involved the following activifiés: (a) an explanation of
the research study in progress, including assurances concerning
confidentiality (see Appendix G); (b) an opportunity for individuals to decide
whether or not to participate in the study; (c) signing of statement of
~ participation; (d) filling out of the demographic questionnaire (see
Appendix G); (e) reading aloud the directions to the test and discussing the
sample test item; and (f) administration of IDEAS it'éelf. The complete |
administration procédure took an average of 40 to 50 minutés with 20-30

minutes spent on answering the scale itself.
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Demographic Questionnaire. The demographic questionnaire

consisted of a series of questions concerning the age, génder, level of
certification, years of teaching experience, grade levels taught, the number of
courses the individual had taken in special education, and whether or not the
individual had a relative being served by special education. The completed
\demographic questionnaires were numbered and matched to the test answer
sheets for each individual. Individual field-test participants were then identified
exclusively during the research project by their assigned numbers.

Information gleaned from the demographic questionnaires was
~analyzed using the chi square procedure to determine whether or not .
individual factors such as gender, age, grade level taught, years of
experience, number of college course in special education, or having a
relative in special education were related to highest subscale scores. This
test was conducted to determine whether thé factors under consideration
. might be predictors of a particular way of responding to the IDEAS
instrument; that is, a preference for using one principle of distributive justice

more than another.

Participant Interviews. Of the 204 field-test participants, 16 were
selected for‘ in depth interviews to determine how accurately the answers on
the IDEAS scale reflected the thought processes of the respondents in regard
to undérlying constructs of fairness or equify. Individuals who scored two

standard deviations above the mean on-one of the particular subscales of
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Hierarchical (3)', Collaborative (3), Liberal '(3_), or Other (2) (and selected
individuals who received tied scores between subscales (5) were interviewed.
Individuals scoring two standard deviations above the mean were selected for
interview because it was thought that these individuals would display the |
strongest commitment to a particdlar principle of distributive justice. The
. individuals receiving tied scores were interviewed to see if their rationales for
their responses to the dilemmas reflected corﬁmitment to principle, lack of
commitment, or ambivalence about the prfnc’iples. | |

The interview participants included nine females and seven males. .
Four interviéwees fell into‘ the age category of 21-30; 6 in the category of
31-40; 6 in the category of 41-50; and-none were 51 or older. Nine
interviewees had less than 5 years teaching exberience, and seven had 6 or
more years of ekperience. The grade levels taught by the interviewees
included: five at the primary level, two at the intefmediate level, none at the
middle school ‘lyev'el, and nine at the high school level. None were special
education teachers. Ten interviewees.had taken one or two special education
courses; six had taken three or more courses in épecial education. Eight
interviewees had no relatives served in special educatibn, and eight had
relatives in special education.

The interviews were conducted by a graduate student in special
education With 8 years of experience working as a consultant -to regular and

special educators (see Appendix C). The interviewees were given copies of
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Dilemma 4 (Teacher Attention) and their own responses to this item, and they
were asked to reread the dilemma and their responses and to consider how
they .had gone about responding to the dilemma. Then interviewer asked a
standard séries of the following eight open-ended ques;rions:

From your experience as a classroom teacher, do you think the

situation described in this dilemma is a realistic one? Why or why

not? In your opinion, do such situations actually occur in schools?

Describe some examples from your experience.

In your experience, do teachers make decisions like the ones

described in the four choice options for this dilemma?

Why did you select “ as most fair?

Why did you select response as least fair?

Is there another response you WOQId like to have chosen which

was different from the dptions proyided?

How do ydu go about deciding what is fair in your classroom?

What guiding principles do you (or would you) use?

What do you think "equal educational opportunity" means?

What uses, if any, do you think an assessment tool like IDEAS

might have?
The interviewer was free to delve more deeply into the rationales of the
interviewees by following up the standard questions with amplifying or

clarifying questions.
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The interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. Answers to
interview Questions 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 on the verbatim transcripts were then
coded by three independent raters who determined whether responses fit into
the categories of hierarchical, collaborativ_e, Iiberal, other or were unknown
(see Appendix C). Raters gave each respondént an overall_ rating, indicating
which principle of fairness was used by the individual most frequently. If a
category of fairness could not be determined for a particular individual, the
rater was instructed to classify that individual’s category as “unknown " Inter-
rater rellablllty was determined, and raters’ chonces were compared to scores
achieved by the interviewees on the IDEAS scale.

In addition, the transcripts of the interviews were analyzed to determine
if they reflected any particular ‘pattérns or "recurring themes" (Gﬁba, 1978) in
the thought processes of the participants. Ideas which reappeared in the
rationales of several of the participants were grouped into themes, and the
themes were refined still further into categories. .The analysis of patterns,
themes, and categories yielded information about commonal.ities in the
thought processes of the 16 interviewees and provided i-nsight'into their

methods for responding to IDEAS. -

Internal Consistency. Based on the data from the field test, scores on

individual items on the IDEAS instrument were correlated with the
respondent s total scores on the subscales of the lnstrument to determine if a

significant correlatlon existed between the responses on lndlwdual items and
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the overall subscale scores. This measure of correlation was calculated in
order-to determine whether or not the overall subscales and the individual
items measure related concepts and to demonstrate whether or not the
individual items explain their expected amount of the variance in the subscale
scores.

Measurement of internal consistency is one method 6f demonstrating
the validity of an instrument. Fundamenfally, procedures for déterrﬁininé test
validity are concerned with the relationships between performance on the
instrument and -other independently observable fécts‘ about the behavior
characteristics under cohsideration. Most measures of validity use an
independent crfterion like another instrument which measures the same
- behavior or a rélated behavior (e.g., intelligence tests and achievement testsj
or some indices of related behavior like grade point average or actual job
performance. Measurement of validity by internal consistency is different from
the usual hethods of valida;:ion because it does not use an external criterion
but utilizes instead the test itself as‘ a criterion.

The process usedrlin measuring inteljnal consistency ié to correlate
scores on individual test items with the overall scores on the test. An
instrument is sald to possess internal consistency if there is a sngnlflcant
correlation between scores on test items and the overall score on the test. In
applying the process of rﬁeasuring internal consistency to the IDEAS

instrument, a variation of thé procedure was used. Since IDEAS yields four
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subscale scores and no total score for fhe instrument, the measurement of
internal consiétency was done by subscale. Correlation coefficients were
computed between response items for a particular subscale and the total
score on the subscéle. A similar use of subscale correlations as a measure
of internal consistency has been reported.in the Iiterature‘. by Napior (1972)
who argues that when the items on an instrument cluster in subsets "an
equally reasonable approach" to measurement of internal consistency.is to
correlate items pertaining to the sﬁbéefs with summary totals for the subsets
(p. 161). | |

When analyzing the internal consistency of the IDEAS subscale scores,
perfect consistency would mean that the individuals responding to the
instrument always ranked the response item for a particular subscale in a
particular place (e.g., as the "most fair" option). However, with real data,
resporise patterns that exhibit no inconsistencies do not ordinarily occur
(Ferguson & Takane, 1989, pp. 457-458). Some variation in selection is
expected, but highly inconsistent scores may be an indication that the
instrument lacks clarity or construct validity. Of interest then in evaluating the
IDEAS instrument is whether or not an item in a subscale accounts for its
expected share of the variance in the totél subscale score.

To determine the internal consistency of IDEAS, correlations of the
item-subscale scores were calculated. These correlations were to be

considered significant if they demonstrated that the particular item explained
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its share of the variance for the whole subscale. This criterion fof significance
was based on the assumption that since there are eight items in the
subscale, each item should explain at least 1 /8 or 12% of the variance. Since
the calculated correlation squared is equal to the amount of variance, an item
can be said to explain its share of the variance if the square of the correlation
between the item and subscale scores is equal to at least 1/8 or 12%. In
Iother words, to be considered significant the item-subscale correlation must
be equal to or greater than .3464 because .3464 squared is equal to .12 or

12% (Gay, 1987, p. 233).
Test-Retest Procedures

Test-retest procedures were used in this research study to evaluate the
reliability of the IDEAS instrument. Reliability refers to the degree to which an
instfument consistently measures what it purports to measure. The more
reliable an instrument is, the more confident the researcher can be that the
scores obtained from an administration of the i.nstrument are essentially the
same scores that would be obtained if the instrument were re-administered
(Gay, 1987). Thus, an acceptable level of test reliability implies a high degree
of confidenc_e in the consistency of measurement.l ' |

The test-reteét method for establishing reliability involves administering
the instrument to a group and retesting the same group after an interval. Thé

instrument is considered reliable according to the degree to which scores on
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it are consistent or stable over time. In bther words, one wéy of desbribing
reliability is to determine the degree ‘of consistency between two measures of
the same things (Mehrens & Lehmanh, 1973‘, p. 162). |

"Such a test-retest method was emplloyed in this research to measure
the stability of the scores on the IDEAS over time. After the field-testing, the
revised form of IDEAS was administered to a group of 36 individuals in a
research design class at-Montana State University in Bozeman, Montana.
The same form of the instrument Was re-administered to these individuals
after a 14-day interval. The data generated from the test and retest
procedures were examined in two ways: (a) to determine if a statistically
significant correlation exists between the rankings of the subscales from the
test and retest administrations of IDEAS and (b) to determine whether or not
differences in ranks from test and retest administrations are -statistically
significant. | |

The test-retest data were analyzed by means of the Spearman Rank
Order Correlation or Spearman’s rho and the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test.
These statistical techniques were chosen because the assumptions on which
these statistics are based are better suited to the nature of the data collected
by the IDEAS instrument (Ferguson & Takane, 1989, p. 431). The IDEAS
measures the degree of cofnmitment that the reépondent has toward using
pérticular principles of justice. The data collected is ordinal in that the

respondent ranks the four choices for each of the eight items in the
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instrument, indicating the relative Weight the respondent gives to tHree
principles of justice and an "other" category. Because the data are ordinal 6r
ranked and dem‘onstrate relationships, rather than fixed intervals, the‘ data
were analyzed using nonparametric statistics (Huck, Qo_rmi‘er, & Bounds,
1974, p. 197). While more powerful parametrié procedures could be used,
the épearman rho correlation and the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test were
utilized because they are designed specifically to glean the most accurate.
information from ranked data. In addition, Spearman‘r‘ho and Wilcoxon
Signed Ranks Test were considered appropriate statistics because they
provide profiles and rankings and supply inforhétion about cohsistency of
ranking instead of consistency of scores. In analyzing the reliability of IDEAS,
what was of interest was the rank of the participants in thé group rather than

an exact duplication of subscale scores.

Spearman Rank Order Correlation

As a test of correlation, the Spearman Rank Order Correlation
compares paired observations to determine whether or not there is a
statis';ically éigniﬁcant relatiohship between tHem. The Spearman coefficient
takes into account rank as well as the values of the matched pairs. it
assumes a value of +1 when the paired ranks are in the same order, a value
of -1 when the ranks are in an inverse order, and expected value of 0 whén
the ranks are arranged at random with respect to each other (Ferguson &

Takane, 1989, p. 415).
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In this study, the Spearman’s rho coefficient was applied to the paired
IDEAS test-retest data to test the null hypothesis at the .05 level that no
significant relationship exists between the ranking of the principles of fairhess
between test and retest. If the null hypothesis were to be demonstrated true
that would be an indication that the rankings of the principles of fairnesé from
test to retest are dissimilar, and the IDEAS instrument has not produced '
consistent results. However, if the null hypothesis were demonstrated false

and there is a significant correlation between the test and retest results, this

~ would be an indication that the rankings on the test and retest are stable.

The IDEAS instrument could then be said to measure the respondents’.
choices in a consistent manner from test to retest. The Spearman rho test
was used, therefore, td demonstrate whether or not the test-re;ceSt data were
correlated, thus indicating to what degree, if any, the rankings of the IDEAS’
subscales might be considered stable from one administratioﬁ to another.

Of interest in this comparison is 'whether or not the participants ._ranke'd
the subscales relative to each other in a consistent fashion from test to retest.
IDEAS does not produce a total score; instead it yields a profile of rankings.
indicating the relative weight that participants place on the utilization of three
principles 6f distributive justice and an other category. If the‘profiles of the
rankings are found to be stable from test to re';est, then this is an indication

of the level of reliability of the instrument.
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However, it is important to keep in mind that statistical significance
does not necessarily demonstrate a level of correlation that reaches the
generally accepted minimum level for reliability. As Gay ‘(19875 has pointed
out, reliabilify coefficients in the .90s are expected for most tests, though
reliability in the low .70s is acceptable for certain kinds of tests like personélity

measures and attitude scales (p. 234). Anastasi (1976) concurs suggesting

- that correlation coefficients in the .70s may be acceptable for attitude scales

(pp. 109-110). Since IDEAS is an attitude scale, it was expected that the
subscales of the instrument should achieve a minimum correlation of .70 in

order to be considered reliable.

Wilgc;xon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks Test

The Wilcoxon Matched-Paifs Signed Ranks Test was used to test
whether the differences in rankings between test and retest on the subscales
of the IDEAS were statistically significant at the .05 level. The Wilcoxon
matched-pairs signed-ranks test is a nonparametric alternative to the t test for
two related samples (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974, p. 204). Use of the

Wilcoxon requires that the data be at least ordinal and that the samples being

-‘compared must be meaningfully related as in a pretest-posttest or test-retest

design.
The Wilcoxon makes complete use of the data in ranked pairs in that it
takes into account the magnitude as well as the direction of the differences

between the pairs. The procedure in applying the Wilcoxon is that the
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difference, d, between each pair is‘calculated. if the two observatiohs ina
pair are the same, then d = 0 and the pair is deleted from the analysis.
Values of d (the differences between paired scores) may be either positive or
negative, but the ds are ranked in two columns without regard t‘o sign; that is,
the absolute values are ranked. A rank of 1 is assigned to the smallest d, of
2 to the next smallest; and so forth. If two or more ds are tied, the tied ranks
are assigned the mean of the ranks they would have‘been assigned if they
had differed. The sign of the difference d is attached to each rank. if d is
positive, the rank is positive; if d is negative, the rank is negative. The null
hypothesis is that no statistically significant -difference_exists‘between the
rankings.

In applying the Wilcoxon to the data from the IDEAS, the differences
between each respondent’s test and retest scores on each of the four
subscales, Hierarchical, Collaborative, Liberal, or.Other, were calculafed and
ranked. W+ (nUmber of positive differences times appropriate rank) and W-
(number of negative differences times appropriate rank) were computed to
obtain critical Wilcoxon T values.

For sémples of 5 or larger, the distfibution of W+ (or W-) apprdaches
the normal form. Consequently for samples of 5 or greater, the normal
approximation may be used (Ferguson & Taken, 1989, p. 440). Since the

test-retest sample included 36 matched pairs, the normal form was assumed,
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and z scores were calculated for each Wilcoxon T value and tested for
significance using a nondirectional test at the .05 level.

In applying the Wilcoxon to IDEAS scores, the null hypothesis being
tested was that no differences exist between the ranked scores on the test
and the retest. In evaluating this hypothesis, it is important to take into
account the ties which may occur between matched pairs. In oth.er words, if
there are tied scores for matched pairs from teét to re.test, this is an indication
that the respondents ranked this item exactly the same béth times. The tied
scores, therefore, provide valuable information and evidence of consistency in
ranking from test to retest. Roscoe (1975) has noted that the Wilcoxon
procedure has a weakness because it discards the information about tie
scores. However, there is a modification of the Wilcoxon which takes into
account the ties (Feldman, Gagnon, Hofmann, and Simpson, 1987, pp. 198-
199). Both the traditional Wilcoxon procedure and this modified procedure
were used in evaluating the IDEAS data because of the importance of
accounting for occasions when the rankings were exactly the same from test
to retest.

The usual application. of the Wilcoxon is in situations in which it is
important to demonstrate a significant difference between the ranking of one
set of scores and another matched set. However, in applying the Wilcoxon to
the IDEAS scores the desired result is the opposite. Of intereét is the

substantiation of no significant difference in the rankings. IDEAS is an
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instrument which yields no overall score; instead the results consist of a
profile of rankings among the four subscales, Hierarchical, Collaborative,
Liberal, and Other; Rather than being concerned with the stability of a total
score, with IDEAS what is important is the stability of the relative rankings of
the subscales. The Wilcoxon test provides information about whether or. not
the rankings of matched pairs are the same or different. If no difference is
found between the rankings of the test and retest results from IDEAS, this is
an indication.that the rankings are stable and'therefore consistent from test to
retest. In other words, if there were no significant differences between the
rankings from test to retest, the results from the instrument are stable and
therefofe consistent, thus r‘demonstrati'ng the reliability of the instrument. If,
however; signiﬁcant differences were found in the rankings from test to retest,
this would be‘ an indication that the rankings on IDEAS are not consistent

from‘,test to retest and the instrument is not reliable.

Summary

~ The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale is an experimental
instrument deéigned to determine the principles of fairness used by‘ regular
classroom teachers in deciding how to distribute the benéfits of education
among students with varying abilities and needs. The design of the

instrument provides a means for linking the items in IDEAS to the literature in
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the field of speciél ‘and regular education and for testing the validity and
reliability of the instrument.

During field testihg,' IDEAS was administered to 204 teécher education
students and practicing educators to determine their scores on the four
subscales of the instrument, Hierarchical, Collaborative, Liberal, and Other.
The chi squafe procedure was used to determine if such factors as 'age,
gender, years of teaching experience, grade level taught, number of college
courseé in spécial education, or having a relative in special education
influenced an individual’s highest subséale score.

The construct validity of the items in IDEAS were evaluated by a
national jury of experts in education, law, and ethics. After the field-testing of
IDEAS, 16 participants were interviewed to determine how accurately the
instrument’s results reflect the thought processes of the respondents and
whether-or not the scale is accurately identifying the respondent’s underlying
concepts of fairness. In addition, field-test results were used to determine the
internal cbnsistency of the instrument as a further indication of the construct
validity of IDEAS. |

The content valid‘ity of IDEAS was evaluated through pilot testing and
review by a national jury of experts. The reliability of the instrument Was
tested by re-administering the instrument to a group of 36 individuals after a
14-day interval and analyzing the consistency of the test-retest data by

correlating subscale rankings using Spearman’s rho and by applying the
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Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks Test to determine if there is a
statistically significant difference between the ranks of the test and retest
subscale scores.

This research has exarﬁined the validity and reliability of the vIDEAS
instrument through jury review, pilqt ahd field-testing, part_icipant interviews,
and test-retest pro;:edures.. This évaluation pfocess waé designed to
determine (a) if the IDEAS instrument idenfifies the relative wei‘ght teachers
assign to certain principles 6f fairness in de(;,iding how to distribute
educational opportunities and "rewards and (b) the degree to wh'icH the

instrument consistently measures what it purports to measure.
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CHAPTER 4 .
FINDINGS -
Introduction

This research evaluated the validity and reliability of the Individual
Diffei‘ehces and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS), an experimental 'aﬁitude scale
designed to identify the relative wéight that classroom teachers place on
particular principles of fairness ‘whén deciding how to distribute the benéfits of
-education. The findings of tests of validity and reliability on the IDEAS |
instrument inclﬁd‘e reéults of jury re\}iew, pilot and field t_esting, participant
interviews, and test-retest p’roéedures. |

Overall, measures of the validity and reliability of the IDEAS instrument
demonstrated an acceptable level-of construct and content validity and
m_oderateiy consistent results in terms of test reliability. The field-testing
conducted with 204 preservice and regular classroom téachers identified 44%
of the participants as relying more .freq.uently oﬁ a'collabpr'ative principle of
fairness and 43% as relyiﬁg on the liberal pﬁnciple. Only 2% were found to
.use a hierarchical model and 1% m.ost frequently selected the other category.

Of the 204 participants, 20 received tie scores: 16 tied between liberal and
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collaborative, 3 tied between liberal and other, and 1 tied between

collaborative and other.

"Chi. Square Analysis of Factors

The chi square procedure was used to determine if age (.64086),
gender (.0080), certification (.6635), years of teaching expefience (.0047),
grade level taught (.1090), number of courses the individual had taken in
- special education (.4755), and whether or not the individual had a relative in
special education (.4929) were related to the principle of fairness ranked
highest by the individual. Results of the chi square procedure indicated that
none of the actual cell counts differed significantly from expectancy,
demonstrating that none of the seven factors tested were related significantly
to the principle of fairness given highest ranking by the individual. In other
words, those who used a particular principle such as collaborative, for
example, did not necessarily come from a part'icular'gehder, experience level,
gréde level taught and so forth. These findings confirm earlier studies |
(Fanning, 1970; Kinnison, 1972; Overline, 1971) which also concluded that
sex, age, and teaching experience alone are not directly related ib teachér

attitudes toward the concept of mainstreaming students with disabilities.
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Construct Validity

The construct validity of the IDEAS instrument was establishéd in three
ways. These were (a) through analysis .by a national jury of e*perts; (b) by
' interviewing participants in the field-testing process to determine if their
respon'se's to the scale wér_e reflective of their thought processes cdncerning
fairness, equal educational opportunity, and accommodation of individual
differences; and (c) fhrbugh a test of internal consistency using the ffeld-test

results.

Jury Review

The items in the IDEAS instrument were reviewed by a national jury of
experts in the fields of te'écher education, ethics, and law. These individuals
were selected for the Construct Jury because of their recogniied expertise in
the application of such concepts as equal educational opportunity,
accommodation of individual differénces, and distributive justice. In the

’diréctions provided to them, jury members were asked to consider the eight
dilemmas which constitute the instrument and determine if each dilemma
poses a question logically related to the-construct‘s of fairness, equal
educational opportunity, and accommodation of individual differences as the
jury members themselves defined these terms (see Appendix E).

The julry reviewed the IDEAS dilemmas tWiée. The first group of

dilemmas reviewed were in Version 1 of IDEAS and covered the following
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range of to'pics: (a) determining who should be on the hqnor roll,
(b) deciding how to assign grades, (C) deciding whether or not a student wh6
had received special help should be the valedictorian, (d) deciding if an
overage student with disabilities should participate in vyrestling, (e) deciding
how to and whether to include a student with physical disabilities on a field
trip, (f) determining what to do when a person with disabilities is refused '
éervice in a restaurant, and (g) deciding how fo distribute teacher attention in
the classroom (see Appendix E).

In the first review, jury members displayed a high degree of
dissatisfaction with three dilemmas (Valedictorian, Wrestling, and Restaﬁrant).
Jury members felt that thel Restaurént dilemma was inapprbpriate because it
did not deal with a classroom situation, and the Valedictorian ,and Wrestling
dilemmas were judged unacceptable because they vdéalt with issues over
which a classroom teacher had no direbt control. Per the jury members
suggestions, the three inappropriate dilemmas were dropped and replaced
with three- new dilemmas which focused on classroom issues and situations
over which the classroom teacher has some control.

The revised version of the scale, Version 2 of IDEAS, inclﬁded eight
dilemmas, five from Version 1 and three new dilemmas 'involving the topics of
computer access, reactions to inappropriate behavior, and application of - |
discipline policies. The dilemmas in Version .2 all described situations in |

which the teacher has the power to decide the fair way to'd_istribute the
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benefits of education among a whole class of students which includes a
student with a disability. The dilemmas involved the following topics in 'thi's’
order: (a) deterrrtining who should be on the honor roll, (b) deciding how to _
assign'grades, (c) deciding how to include students on a field trip,
(d) deciding how to distribute teacher attention in the classroom, () deciding
how to apply teacher-designed rules for rnakirrg up work when a student is
absent, ® deciding who should have access to a computer, (g) deciding how
to react to inappropriate behavior on the part of a student with disabilities,
and (h) deciding how to apply discipline policies to students with and without
disabilities (see Appendix B). |
| In addition to examining the dilemrr_tas,. the Construct Jury was
requested to evaluate the four response options for each dilemma and |
determine (a) if the items were accurate representations of the hypothetical
' constructs of hierarchical, collaborative, liberal, and other; and (b) if the items
were clearly and logically distinct trom each other.. Table 1 depicts the results
of the Construct Jury"s second review of the dilemmas and reSponse items in
IDEAS.

Overall in considering the validity of the dilemmas, the jury members
found the dilemmas to be logically related to constructs of fatrness (92.5%),
equal educational opportunity (33%), and .accommodation of individual
differences (97%). Feur dilemmas were consistently rated valid with 100%

' approval ratings, and three dilemmas had an average rating of 90% approval.
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Table 1. National Jury Evaluation of Construct Validity of IDEAS Dilemmas
and Response Options.

. : No- JiYes | "Nov:
Honor Roll 9| 1] s 2 | 710 0
1.1H 10 ol 10 0
120 6 4 5 5
13L | | 10 ol 10 0 -
1.4 C 5 5 5 5 .
% Yes 77.5 75
Grading 10 ofl1w0]| o 10]fo] '
21L ‘ ‘ | s 4 7 3
22 H 10 ol 10 0
230 5 5 6 4
24C ‘ ; ’ 5 5 6 4
% Yes | 65 70
Field Trip 8 | 2] o 1] ol 1
310 : | : 7 3| o9 1
32C ‘ ‘ 9 11 10 0
33L 10 ol 10 0
34H | | 71 3] 10 0
% Yes ‘ | 82,5 - 975
Teacher Attention 10 ] o)1} o0l 10]f o
41H ’ 10 o| 10 0
42C ‘ 10 ol 10 0
43 1L 10 ol 10 0
440 7 3 9 1
% Yes ‘ . 92.5 97.5
Make-Up Work 10 ol 10] o 10| o
510 : 9 1{ 10 0.
52 C | , 10 o| 10 0
5.3 H : . 10 o] 10 0
5.4 L 9 1| 10 0
% Yes 95 - .100
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Table 1. Continued.

Computer 9 1 8 2 10 0
6.1 0 N 4 3]. 8 2
6.2L . ‘ ‘ 10 0 10 0
63C ‘ 10 0 10 0
64H 10 0 10 0
% Yes : 92.5 95

Anxiety 8 2 10 0 9 1
710 ‘ 8 2 10 0
72C | 10 0| 10 o
73L 7 3 10 0
74 H 10 0 10 0
% Yes | ' 875 100

Discipline 10 0 10 0 10 0
81C : 10 > 0 10 0 |
820 ' : ’ 7 | 3 10 0
83 H 1 ~ 10 0 10 0 !
84L 10 0 10 0
% Yes ‘ ‘ 925 100

Total 74 6 75 5 78 2.

% Yes 92.5 93 97

—

Does the dilemma pose a question logically related to the construct of fairness?

2. Does the dilemma pose a question logically related to equal educational opportunity?

3. Does the dilemma pose a question related to the accommodation of individual
differences? o

Is the response an accurate representation of the principle of fairness indicated?

5. Is the response item clearly and logically distinct from the other response items?

>
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Thus, all eight dilemmas received approval ratings which exceeded the
predetermined criterion of 75% apprc)va!. The Field Trip Dilemma, which dealt
with how to accommodate a student with physical disabilities on a class trip
to an inaccessible reCy;:Iing plant, received the lowest average approval rating
(86%). In their written comments, two jury-members noted that the Field Trip
example appeared less valid because it “stretéhes the concept of equal
educational opportunity;' and "muddies the waters by bringing in concerns
about physical accessibility of public buildings." Also, one jury member noted
that the Field Trip Dilemma did not seem as "educationally importérit“ since it
involves an "extra" activity taking place outside of the classroom. Other
jurors, however, contended that if field trips are part of the educational
program, then they must come under scrutiny for "accessibility, educational

value, and fairness of distribution."

Particigaht Intefviews

Sixteen participants in the field-testing were interviewed in depth to
determine if their answers on the IDEAS scale reflect their thought processes
in regard to underlying constructs of fairness, equal educational opportdnity,
and accommodation of individual differences. The individuals who were
interviewed all scored two standard deviations above the mean on a particular
subscale or received tied scores between subscales. The 16 individuals who
were interviewed included 3 identified as using a Hierarchical principle, 3 using

a collaborative pfinciple, 3 using a liberal principle, 2 choosing the category of
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other, 3 individuals whose scores showed a tie between liberal and

collaborative, 1 with a tie score between liberal and other, and 1 with a tie

score between collaborative and other. Only two individuals were interviewed

from the other category because only two persons in the field-test group
selected that category as their highest subscale. |

The participants were given a copy of Dilemma 4 (Teacher Attention),
the dilemma with the highest overall approval rating which dealt with the
fairest way to c_lietribute teacher attention between a student with disabilities
' anct the other{students in'the class. The interviewees ‘were also provided With
the response. option,‘s for Dilem,ma 4 énc_l their answers for that question.
Each of the interview participants was asked to ’reread the dilemma and their
resportses. The interviewer asked a series of eight open-ended questi‘ons |
. and follow-up questions (See Appendix). The mean Iength of the interviews
was 32 minutes with two interviews Iasting‘r‘nore than 60 mihutes.

The interviews were recorded and transetibed verbatim. Answers to
interview Questions 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8 on the verbatim transcripts were then
coded by three independent reters who determined whether rationales used
by the interviewees fit into the categories of hierercttical, collaborative, liberal,
other or were unknown. Looking at all the statements in the verbatim
interview transcrlpts 51% of the statements could be identified as relating to
either the hlerarchlcal collaborative, or Ilberal theories or the other category

Of these classifiable statements; 5% were judged to be hierarchical, 3% other,
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47% collabofative and 45% liberal. The 49% of the total statements which
were not classified into categbries related to IDEAS were statements of the
following types: (a) overall comments on the ins‘grume'nt, (b) comments on
the participants’ experiences taking the test, (c) suggestions for improvement
of the instrument or the testing process,v('d) personal comments or questions,
and (e) miscellaneous comments. -

Analyzing the interview data for individual participants, the raters
identified none of thé-participants as falling into an "unknown" category. The
three raters reached 100 % agreement on the highest category for 10 of the
participants. Two of the three raters aQreed on'a high categbry for six of the
participants. For these six participants vw."here there was 67% agreement on
the high category by the raters, five of the six participants had ;eceived tied
scores on IDEAS and one (#100) had not. Table 2 depicts the ratings of the
individual interview result.s‘ by the three raters. -

To determine whether or not IDEAS correctly identified the
respondent’s personal convictions concerning prihciples of fairness, the
raters’ evaluations of the réspondents’ interview answers in which the
interviewees verbalized their rationales for choosing partiéular solutions to the
dilemmas were compared to the highest subscale scores the interviewees
achieved on the instrument. This compérison revealed that the highest
subscales scores on IDEAS were the same as the category identified for that

individual by the raters in 10 of the 16 cases. Participants #94, #159, and
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Table 2. Ratings of Interview Results from Interviews with 16 IDEAS Field-Test

Participants.

Hierarchical . #94 H H H 100
#159 H H ‘H 100
#172 H H H - 100
Collaborative #21 C - C C 100
#87 C C C 100
#99 C C C 100
|| Liberal ‘ #75 L L L 100
#100 L C L 67
#126 L L ‘L : 100
Other #68 O 0 0 100
_ #196 0 0] 0] 100

Tied _ _—
L/C #3 L L C 67
L/C #28 C L L 67
L/C #40 C C L 67.
L/O #114 L L (0] 67
C/0 #57 C 0] C 67

#172 were identified by the raters as using hierarchical rationales, and these
individuals receiv"ed their higHest subscale score on IDEAS on the Hierarchical
Subscale. Similarly, participants #21, #87, and #99 were identified by the
raters as most frequently usiné collaborative rationales, and these participants
achieve-d their highest subscale scores on the jCéIIaborative_Subscale.
Participants #75 and #126 were identified as using liberal rationales and
participants #68 and #196 were identified as using fationales categorized as

"other." Participants #75 and #126 achieved their highest subscale on IDEAS
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on the Liberal Subscale, and participants #68 and- #'1‘96'achieved their
highest subscale on IDEAS on the Other Sﬁbscale. Only with participant
#100 was there disagreement between the ratérs and the actual highest
subscale score received. Two of the three raters identified #100 as using
liberal rationales, and #100 'had the Liberal Subscale as the highest subscale.
However, ’ohe rater for #100 identified this individual as using collaborative
rather than liberal rationales most frequently. In total, the raters’ identification
of highest subscales matched the. actual highest subscale scores for
interviewees not receiving tied écores 10 out of 11 times. |

For the five interviewees who had received tied scores on IDEAS, all
received mixed ratings df their rationales. In every case, the raters idehtified
two rationales for these individuals, and the rationales the ratérs ‘identified
were the same two categories that were tied as highest subscales on IDEAS.
For example, for participant #3 two of the raters said t'his individual used
liberal rationales most frequently, and one rater said participant #3 used
gollaborative rationales most often. Individual #3 received a tied score on
IDEAS between the Liberal and Collaborative Subscales. Similarly, in each of
the other four cases (#28, #40, #114, and #57) the.raters identified two
rationales for the individual and these two categories were tﬁe same two
categories identified in that individual's tied score on IDEAS. Table 3
compares ratings of the interviewees’ rationales to their highest subscale

scores.
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Overall, the ratings of the‘rationales for the 16 interviewees matched
closely with the actual highest subscale or tied subscale scores achieved by
the participants bn IDEAS. This close match‘ is a strong indication tﬁat scores
~ on IDEAS represent a true reflection of the thought processes of the

individual’s responding to the instrument.

Patterns in the Interview Data

Beyond the frequency data on rationales identified for individual
interviewees, the interview data provide substantial additional information
about the thought processes of the teachers and prospective teachers who
were in the field-test sample. Of interest is the total fabric of the interviews for
what it revealed about the vélues, beliefs, attitudes, and concerns of the
teachers interviewed. Analysis of the v_erbatim.transcripts for what Guba
(1978) calls "recurring themes" yielded the following 10 major themes or
stateméhts of belief:

-Every student should have the opportunity to grow and flourish.

One student should not be rewarded at the expense of others.

When resources are scarce (or rationed), it is difficult fo decide

whether fhe available resources shbuld go to thoée who are movst

in néed or those whoiare most likely to benefit.

If 1 had a choice, | would rather that someone else decided how

resources should be allocated.
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I have never really thought about the principles | might use in

making decisions about how to allocate resources in _the classroom.

| feel pressure to be accountable for my students’ achievement and

their conduct. |

The real world is not fair; in the real wbrld, accommodations are not

made for individual dffferences.

The best way-to solve problems related to the allocation of

resources is to provide more resources.

I now feel some commitment to model just decision-making.

| need to talk about my feelings towérd adcommodating

individual differences. | |
These 10 themes occurred so consistently throu'ghou'.c all 16 interviews that they
constituted a recogniza“blé pattérn for each individual consisting of these five
overarching categories: (a) beliefs about students, (b) uncertainty about teacher

roles, (c) discomfort with reflection, (d) pragmatics, .and (e) future plans.

Beliefs About Students: Balancing Needs of Individuals and the Class.

In terms of frequency, comments made about the individual worth of students
were by far the most common statements in the interviews. In justifying their ’
solutions to the dilemmas, the participants frequéntly made reference to the
value of eéch student égs an individual "of infinité worth," entitled to "respeét,"
“love," and "fulfillment of potential.” Also commonly mentioned was the right

of every student "to flourish and grow" in the school environment. Particularly
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with reference to the students with disabilities mentioned in thé dilemmas, the
participants emphasized that these students had worth, not based on their
accomplishments, but on their existence as human beings. A corolléry to this
type of statement was the assertion that "there is no acceptable reason for
violating the dignity of a child or providing a child a lesser opportunity just
because he or she is disabled.”

But almost as strong as the comments about individual worth were
statements about the "classroom as a community"‘ where everyone is valued
and no oné is more important than another. Several participants placed
emphasis on the need to consider the welfare-of the "whole class as well as
the welfare of the individual child." Three participants argued strongly that the
teacher is also a member of the classroom community, and the teacher’s
needs have to be considered as well as those of the students. Fourteen of
the 16 participants expressed discomfort at visibly rewarding a student with
privileges which could not be provided to the other students (e.g., exclusive
use of a computer). The same 14 individuals also argued that it was "tofaily
inappropriate" to meet the needs of one student "at the expense of the
others." Three individuals suggested that meeting the specifiq needs of
students with disabilities might actualiy do them harm because of the
"backlash” from other students who might be jealous of the special attention.

Fifteen of the sixteen interviewees expressed some discomfort over

‘what the special education law required them to do" and what they felt was
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the "right tHing to do." One participant said, "Sometimes [ think that the
special ed law goes too far in protecting the individuai. All the kids should
have rights and we should be- able to decide for ourselves what to do in each
situation." All 16 persons interviewed spoke at least once about having to
strike a balance in the classroom between meeting individual needs and
"keeping the whole class on an even keel." As one participant put it, "I think
we have to be flexible.in the way that we follow the special education law.
Special ed students need extra help, but other kids do, too. We have to
balance every-one’s needs and do the best we can to reach all the kids."

Ih fﬁe comments of all the participants interviewed, there was an
obvious tension between their desire to meet indi\)idual needs and their
concern about the class as a whole. The elementary level teachers spoke
more often than the secondary level teachers about "having to strike a
balance." The secondary teachers (with one exception) seemed to imply that
individual needs could only be met within' the context of the whatever the

whole class might be doing.

Uncertainty ‘About Teacher Roles: Decision-Making and Rationing.

Remarkable in the interview data is the number. of references by the
participants to their uncertainty about who shoUId decide how
accommodations are made in the classroom. On'the -one hand, most of
those interviewed thought teachers had the power to decide about the

distribution of teacher attention, but this certainty about teacher’s decision- .
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making bowers wavered when faced with the 'speciﬁc dilemma. When
confronted with a difficult choice about how to distribute teacher attention, all
but one of the teachers said that such decisions should be "made according
to a schoolwide policy," "decided by the principal,”" "up to the school board,"
or "a responsibility of the whole staff." Two participants said that they were
"uncomfortable" in making chqices like the ones pos‘ed iﬁ the dilemma.- One
teacher said, "l make decisions about these kinds of things every ‘day, but
frankly | don’t like to think about them too much. 1 realize that I've probably
done some kids a disservice over the years. | don't always think about their
individual needs." Another teacher remarked,

| tend to think that the decisions about special edUc.atio‘n types

of kids should be made by someone else who understands

them better. | don’t want to hurt those kids by making the

wrong decision, yet | am uncomfortable at times with giving

them special treatment. Frankly, I'd rather have someone else

decide so | didn’t have to think about it.

Even though the interviewees were not specifically asked about
Dilemma 3 (Field Trip) or Dilemma 6 (Computer Access), several of them
mentioned these dilemmas as causing them discomforrt. In the Field Trip
Dilemma the teacher must decide what to do about a planned field trip to a
recycling plant which is not handicapped accessible. The teacher has a
physically disabled student in the class who cannot participate in the field trip
unless special accommodétions are made. -ln the Computer Accessv,dilemma

a student who is deaf and blind can participate in regular classroom activities

only if he has access to the use of a computer. The computer is noisy and
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distracting to other students, and the other sfudents in the class do not‘have
computers to use. The teacher must decide what is fair in terms of providing
computer access for the student with disabilities and the rest of the class.

The discomfort that interviewees expressed in relation to the field trip
and computer access‘dilemmas seemed to \be derived from f.eelings about
rationing (Compqter Access) or denying an 6ppbrtunity (Field Trip). Eleven of
the sixteen interviewed said that they experience rationing of opportunities all
the time in their classrooms.- Some reported nbt having enough textbooks or
equipment. | Most complained about not having enough time to reach every
student. Four of the participants were particularly troubled by having to
decide whether to .prov_ide the opportunity to the student most in need or to
* the student most likely to succeed. One teacher suggested that "maybe the
computer should go to a gifted student," rather than to a deaf-blind student
(as in Dilemma 6). "The gifted student," he argued, "is huch more likely to
be produptive and benefit all of society." Two teachers expressed "disgust” at
the waste of resources on some special education students "like the deaf-
blind boy" who are not likely to benefit. One teacher commented,."l have' to
say it, but | do get angry when I. see some of the special ed kids with things
that the other kids don’t have and won't ever have. | can’t make up the -
difference. There’s no way | can pick up the slack." The fact that resources

are often rationed made some of the participants feel as though decisions
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were out of their control and subject to whoever had the power to allocate

resources like computers and buses for field trips.

Lack of Reflection and Wishful Thinking. All of the individuals

interviewed commented repeatedly about how difficult it was for them to think
about the dilemmas. Some said, "I really don’t like to think about these kinds
of things. | usually just let things happen and hope for the best." Others said
that they had "never really taken the time to analyze what goes on in the
classroom in terms how individuals are treated." One teacher explained:

| don’t normally think about what I’'m doing in terms of meeting

individual needs. We pay a lot of lip service in education to

meeting individual needs, but the truth is--at least in my

classroom--that | don’t think about things much. I'm in the

"survival' mode which means | show up and do what | can,

depending on my mood and the mood of the kids on a

particular day.
Another teacher explained that "it'’s just not possible or realistic to agonize
over what to do for each individual kid. You just react at the moment and
hope that your instincts are usually good."

| j

Those interviewed suggest that they normally do little reflecting about
how they allocate resources in the classroom. Much more likely than
reflection appears to be what might be termed "wishful thinking." All 16
participants mentioned solving one or more of the _dile’mmas by getting more
resources. Fpr example, in commenting on the Teacher Attention Dilemma,

seven of the respondents said the teacher should not have to decide which

students receive attention and which do not. All the students should réceive
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the attention they need. To insure enough teacher attention for all the .
students, teachers "should have a classroom aide" to help. A|SQ some
participants recalled Dilemmas 7 and 8 which both involve discipline problems
and suggested solving these dilemmas by having an aide to monitor the
behavior of the special education student. A common thread in the data is
that dilemmas of distribution should not occur because adequate resources
should be available. - In other words, the problem of how to distribute limited

resources should be solved by providing enough resources for everyone.

Pragmatics. At the same time as the participants were engéging in
wishful thinking, they also were highly pragmatic. Two respondents
suggested "pressure for accountability" might force teachers to ignore the
needs of the student with a disability in favor of providing attention to the

students who were more likely to be productive and meet academic

standards. “There is only so much time to go around," said one teacher.

"And you've got to decide how best to spend it." Several fespondents also
pointed out that making special accommodations in the classroom can be
misleading to special education students because "accommodations are not
made in the real world." An elementary school teacher suggested that
"accommodations have to be made all the way round. AII the kids have to
adjust to each other, and we have to learn to share what we’ve got. It may
not be the best for one particular child, but we can’t always ’be best’ for .

everybody."
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One teacher argued for accommodations of students with special
needs because. "in the long run meeting'their needs in the regular classroom
is cheaper. If those kids can function in the regular class, then they are more
likely to be ablle to do ’regular’ things when they grow up." Another teacher
commented that providing what was required by law for the special education
student was practical because it was probably ';easier to comply than to get

into some kind of pblitical or legal hassle."

Future Plans. All of the participants who were interviewed indicated
that responding to IDEAS was a kind of values clarification exerciée for them.
Taking the test caused them to think about their valueé and‘ how they make
decisions. The process of responding to the IDEAS test seemed to create an
interest in several of the participants in doing more thinking about the issues
raised by the test. Seven of the participants ‘said‘ they wished théy could
have "talked about the test after taking it." Five'parti‘cipants asked if‘ they
- could have copies of IDEAS to use in their schools, and six asked if they
could have their answer sheets and tests to keep. | Four.individuals suggested
that teach'ers in training should "have a chance to discuss" classroom
dilemmas so that they can hear the ideas that others haQe and learn about
solutions thét have been tried.

One individual suggested that she was going to give some thought to

how she could do a better job of modeling fairness in her classroom. After

thinking about the diiemmas, this teacher decided that situations like those in
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the dilemmas could provide the teacher with good opportunities for teaching
the -students about how fair decisions are made. Another individual said he
would like to use the dilemras with his students to see how they would réact

and what suggestions they would make for solutions.

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency is a method of validation which uses the
instrument itself as a criterion. An instrument is said to show internal
consistency if each item differentiates in the same direction as the total score.
Validation by internal consistency is a common methodology used for
evaluating subjective types of tests that measure emotional, motivational,
interpersonal, and attitudinal characteristics as distinguished from abilities
(Anastasi, 1976). Since IDEAS is-an attitude scale yielding subjective and
relative data, validation by internal consistency was one of the methods used
to establish construct validity. Individual items in each of the subscales were
Correlated with total subscale scores to see if the items correctly contributed
to identifying the characteristics.

It was assumed that since there are eight items in each subscale, each
choice should explain at least 1/8 of the variance (12%). To determine if
each individual item was explaining its "expected" share of the variance, each
answer Was correlated with the total score for a particUIar subscale. Since
the calculated correlation _squared is equal to the amount of variance, an item

was assumed to explain its share of the variance if the square of the
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correlation between the item and subscale scores was equal to at least 1/8

or 12%. In other words, to be considered significant the item-subscale

correlation must have been equal to or greater than .3464 because .3464

~squared is equal to .12 or 12% (Gay, 1987, p. 233).

The data collected on the items in IDEAS indicated a high level of

internal cbnsistency for the instrument (see Table 4). Of the 32 coefficient

correlations, 31 reached the standard of .3464 or greater; thus 31 out of 32

items explained at least 12% of the variance. The only item which failed to

reach criterion was the Liberal option in Dilemma 2.

Table 4. Intérnal Consistency of IDEAS Response Options.

.3844**

Hierarchical 4724* B707** .B091** 5574**%
Collaborative .5221* 5766%* .3831** .B6140**
Liberal .4320%* .2103 .5230** 5327**
Other 4146** 5657** 4416* .5606%**
Hierarchical .6482** B197** . 5091 ** . .5145**
Collaborative .5084** 4518** . .B319** .B6125*%*
'Liberal .5142** . .B244** .B292%* 5705**
Other .4689** 5913** .4854%*

Summary of Construct Validity Findings

The construct validity of IDEAS has been established by means of

review by a national jury of experts, corroboration through interviews of
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field-test participants, and measurement of the internal consistency of the :
items in the instrument. The Construct Jury found that the eight dilemmas
and the response options in IDEAS were logically related to the underlying
constructs of fairness, equal educational opportunity, and accommodation of
individual differences. The evaluation of the rationales of the field-test
participants who were interviewed indicated that their thdught processes
concerning the IDEAS dilemmas were accurately reflected in the highest
subscale scores they received on the IDEAS. Ten :out of eleven of the
participants’ highest subscale scores were the same as those found in the
ratings of their rationales. In addition, the 5 interviewees who received tied
scores on IDEAS were identified as L_Jsing rationéles reflective of their‘tyvb
highest subscale scores. Further support of the construct validity is the
finding that 31 out of 32 of the coefficient correlations computed on the
IDEAS items explained their expected share of the variance. Overall, the
findings from jury review, participant interviews, and rﬁeasurement of internal

consistency establish construct validity for IDEAS.

Content Validity

Content validity involves the systematic examination of an instrument to
determine whether it covers a representative sample of the domain being
measured (Gay, 1987, p. 129). The content validity of IDEAS was tested

through review by a national jury of experts in special and regular education
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and evaluation by 16 field-test participants who were interviewed concerning

the contents of the instrument.

Content .Jugy Réview

To determine whether or not IDEAS accurately samples the universe of
ideas concerning fairness, equal educational opportunity, and accommodation
of individual differences, 11 dilemmas prepared for the instrument were
reviewed by the content validity jury comprised of 10 special and regular
educators. The content jury members were aske‘d to consider the dilemmas
in light of the following questions:

- Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the

literature? o

- Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the

field of special education?

- Does this dilemma center around a significant ethical decision for
teachers? |

- Does this dilemma juxtapose the 'needs of the individual against
the needs of other individuals in the groﬁp? |

- Does this dilemma describe a situation in-which the teacher has

the power to choose a just solution?

The results of the content jury evaluation (see Table 5) show that three
dilemmas--Valedictorian (38%), Wrestling (87%), and Restaurant (43%)--were

rated low in terms of their sampling validity. The other eight dilemmas




Table 5. Content Jury Rate of Approval of Content Validity of IDEAS Dilemmas.

47

59
23
22
58
26
59

56

52
52
58

78

98
38

37

96
43
98
93
86
86

%

OOk~

Honor Roll 515 9| 1 81210 10|10} 0] 5 5
Grading 10|l0}10 10100100 ]10 4]0 9 1
Valedictorian 0 (10 218 218411070 911 01 10
Wrestling 119 317 0 |10 82100 01 10
Field Trip 812|110 0|10} 0} 10| 0] 10} 0| 10 0
Restaurant 2| 8 9|1 0 {10 5{5110]0]{ 0].10
Teacher Attention | 10 | 0 | 10 | O 9 11 10 010} 0] 10 0
Make-up Work 812|110 ] 0 911110 |0 911110 | O
Computer 81 2 71310 10|10 |0} 10 |0 7 3
Anxiety 8 | 2 8|2 91| 1 9111100 8| 2
Discipline 101 0110} 0}.10 | O 9114110 | 0 9| 1

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
~Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?
Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of the others?
Does this dilemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to decide?

A4
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received approval ratings of 78% or better with the mean approval rating
being 91%.

After eliminating the three low sqorihg dilemmas, a revised version of
IDEAS containing the eight épproved dilemmas was presented to the Content
Jury. whp were asked to \C(-)nsider the following questionf Does this selection
of eight'dilemmas provide _ah appropriate cross-section of the significant
issues related to just distribution of opportunities and benefits in the regular
classroom? Jury members were encou‘raged to suggest additional dilemmas
if they felt there were content areas not covered by the eight dilemmas. Eight
out of ten jury members found the group of eight dilemmas in the revised.
version of IDEAS to be an accurate sampling of the possible decision-making
situations which classroom teachers actually face on a.regulér basis. The two
dissenting jury members were not able to supply any additional dilemmas
which deglt with new concerns and with situations over which teachers have
direct c':ont'r'ol‘. Thus, the eight dilemmas in the recommended version of
IDEAS (Version [V) all exceeded the predeterrhined standa-rd of at least 75%
approval.

In addition to evaluating the dilemmas in the IDEAS instrument,‘ the
Content Jury was also asked to consider the content of the four response
items for each dilemma. .To evaluate the response items, the Content Jury

considered the following questions:
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Does ;chis response option reflect an action commonly reported in

the literature? | |

Does this response option describe an action within a teacher’s

power to take?

Does this response option describe an actionr which is commonly

taken in the field§

In a logical sense, does this series of four options 'presented for

this dilemma exhaust the universe of possible actions to take? -If

the universe is not exhausted, what other courses of action might

be suggested?

The Content Jury identified five reéponse items as weak: 1.1, 1.4, 2.1,
2.3 and 31 (see Table 6). All other respbnse items received at least 73%
approval with most receiving approvél ratings from'83-96%. The one
exception wés option 1.3 which received a 50% approval rating. The content
of option 1.3 was revised per the comments of the Content Jury and appeérs
in revised‘f_orm in Version IV of IDEAS (see Appendix B). |

The Content Jury had 13 rdifferen‘t types of suggestions for additional
response items (see Tablé 7), but there was not a broad consensus among
the jury members for additional response options. Most of the suggestions
were oﬁered by just one or two individuals with one alternative being offered
five times. Some of the. suggestions would have denied an opportunity |

entirely to the student with a disability. Other ideas involved providing an
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Table 6. Content Jury Rate of Approval of IDEAS Response Options.

1.1 4 6 3 7 7 3 14 . | 46
1.2 8 2 3 7 | 7 3 22 | 73
1.3 7 | 3 7 3 5 5 19 50
1.4 0 10 2 8 2 8 4 13
2.1 1 9 0 1 0 10 1 .3
2.2 7 3 10 | O 10 0. 27 90
2.3 4 | 6 3 7 2 8 9 30
2.4 7 3 8 2 7 3 22 73
3.1 2 8 3 7 4 6 9 30
3.2 8 2 7 3 |7 3 22 | 73
3.3 7 3 9 1 8 2 24 80
3.4 9 1 10 0 10 0 29 96
4.1 10 0 10 0 9 1 29 - 96
4.2 . 7 3 9 1 9 1 25 83
4.3 8 2 8 2 | 10 0 26 87
4.4 9 1 7 3 9 1 25 83
- 5.1 10 0 8 2 10. | 0 | 28 93
5.2 10 0 9 1 | 10 0 29 - 96
5.3 9 1 9 1 8 2 26 86
5.4 8 2 10 0 7 3 25 83
6.1 9 1 10 0 9 1 28 | 93
6.2 7 3 9 1 9 1 25 83
6.3 9 1 9 1 10 0 28 83
6.4 8 2 8 2 9 1 25 83
7.1 10 0 7 3 8 2 25 83
7.2 9 | 1 9 1 7 3 25 83
7.3 8 2 | 9 1 8 2 25 ¢ 83
7.4 7 3 10 0 8 2 25 83
8.1 10 0 | 10 0 9 1. 29 96
8.2 10 0 10 0 9 1 29 96
8.3 9 . 1 9. 1 10 0 28 | 93
8.4 8 2 8 2 10 0 26 | 86

1. Does this option reflect an action commonly reported in the literature?

2. Does this response option describe an action with a teacher’s power to
take? ‘ ‘

3. Does this response option describe an action which is taken in the field?




Table 7. Content Jury Suggestions for Additional IDEAS Response Options.

Honor Roll

MB should be placed on a separate honor roll for special education
students.

S;ilecial education. students should never be allowed on the honor
roll.

Gradinrg

FJ should be greded ona pass/fail basis.

FJ should receive separate grades in the resource program and the
regular classroom

Field Trip

Students should carry KM into those parts of the recycling facility
which are not accessible.

Students should see a film instead of going on the field trip.

Teaeher Attention

LF should learn to self-monitor so that' he can keep himseif on task.

Make-up Work

PR’s make-up assignments should be done at home.

PR should not have to make up assignments unless she doesn’t
understand the material.

e Y VY R

Computer Access

In these times when all school equnpment is rat|oned students like
RV should get no special privileges.

- A computer is an unnecessary crutch so RV should not become

dependent on one.

Anxiety Attack

NM should be in a separate special educatlon program where he
can get specialized help.

Discipline

SS should be placed.in in-school suspension when she misbehaves.

ol
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altefnative qpport'unity for the student with a disabilit_y which was sé different
from the opponunities afforded to other students that it would have had the
effect of excluding or separating the.‘student with a disability. Some of the
suggestions placed greater burdens on the student with'disabilities than are
placed on other stﬁdents. Two suggestidnsl wpuld ha\./e provided the student
with disabilities with greater benefits than other students received. None of
the additional response items offered by the Content Jury wa;s incorporated
into Version IV of IDEAS because the suggestions did not have broad
consénsus among jury members and because they either (a) did not fit as
well into the categories of hierarchical, collaborative, liberal, or other as the
existing response optionsi or (b) called for "harsher" responses than would be |
acceptable legally or professionally.

Response options 1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.3 and 3.1 were revised per the
suggestions from the Content Jury ahd tested on 32 of the 36 individuals who
had been involved in the test-retest process. These revised items appear in

the final, recommended version of IDEAS (Version IV).

Interviewees’ Review of IDEAS Content

Questions 1 and 2 in the interview process asked the participants
(a) whether Dilemma 4 (Teacher Attention) is realistic, ~and (b) whether the
response options for this dilemma are realistic. Question 5 asked the
respondents if there were additional response options they would have liked

to be éble to choosé in order to resolve this dilemma. All 16 of those
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interviewed agreed that the dilemma was realistic, but there was greater
variability in the evaluation of the response'options. About 30% of the
interviewees did not find the response items to be realistic.

In answer to Question 5 about additional choices for response items,
interviewees provided five alternatives. The dilemma being considered
involves the teacher having to decide hovs} to distribute his or her attention to
tmmwmwmmmm3mmmﬂwﬁmmam%Mquwm:Bmwmr
the teacher to devote so much attention to the student With di_sab_ilities that
other students are neglected. The respohse options provided Ai'n IDEAS do

_not allow fer expansion of resources, but in ahswering Quesﬁon 5 in the
interview process, the interviewees wanted to.provide the teacher with options
that depended on increasing the teacher;s reseurces or reducing the
teacher’s workload. The most popular alternatives would assist the teacher in
responding to the disabled student’s individual needs by providing additional
adult assistance through a classroom aide or by reducing the teacher’s
workload by reducing class size (see Table 8). The interviewees suggestions
for additional response options for Dilemma 4 (T eaeher Attention) were not

. incorporated into IDEAS because these suggestions called for additional

resources and did not deal directly with alterﬁatives related to distributive

justice.




Table 8. Field-Test Participants’ Resporises to Interview Questions 1, 2, 5.

#94 Yes No - Provide the teacher with an aide.
#159 Yes. No :
#172 Yes - Yes | © Reduce the size of the class.
#21 Yes Yes _ :
#87 Yes - Yes | - Keep LF after school to complete
#99 Yes No | assignments.
#75 Yes Yes i
#100 Yes Yes 1 - Urge LF’s parents to take him to the doctor
#126 Yes Yes | and get medication.
#68 Yes No s
#196 Yes Yes ' - Give LF shorter assignments
#3 . Yes Yes :
#28 Yes Yes
#40 Yes Yes
#114 Yes No
#57 Yes Yes
Question 1: Are the IDEAS dilemmas realistic?
Question 2: Are IDEAS response options realistic?
Question 5: Are there additional responses for Dilemma 4 (T eacher Attention) you would have liked to

‘choose?

5148




150

Summary of Content Validity Findinas

Content validity of IDEAS has been established through an extensive
review of the dilemmas and response options by a national jury of hteacher
educators who are'experts in either special or regular education. Thesé
experts have wide experience with best practices in teaching and are familiar
with proféésional standards for accommodating individual différenceé in the
classroom and the cuItUral and social values associated with equal
educational opportunity and equitable distribution of benefits in the classroom.
The Content Jury awarded the eight dilemmas an average approval rating of
91% and the response items an average approval rating of 85%. Overall, the
Content Jury found the content of the instrument to be relevaht_ to the |
universe of ideas beihg considered and comprehensive in terms of the rangé
of ideas covered. The data from the field-test participant interviews
cbrroborated the Content Jury findings With the interviewees in 100%
agreement that the dilemmas presented fealistic situations and in 70%

agreement the response options presented realistic solutions.
Reliability

The reliability of IDEAS was examined using test-retest methodology.
After field-testing, IDEAS was administered to a group of 36 graduate
students at Montana State University. The same form of the instrument was

re-administered after a 14-day interval. Table 9 shows that 19 of the
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Table 9. IDEAS Test-Retest Raw Data.

1 - Test 9 Y e

Retest 10 26 o8 6 C

2. Test 9 o5 29 = a

Retest 8 o4 29 19 L

3 Test 12 25 55 T =

Retest 10 26 o4 20 L

5 CTest|. 11 ) % 2 :

Retest 17 2% 4 13 &

6 Test 16 21 > T .

Retest 13 5 o 20 L

Retest 16 18 %6 2 C

8 Test 17 o4 23 6 S

Retest 20 29 1 | 17 S

9 Test 14 57 20 T =

Retest 13 30. B 19 <

10 ~ Test 17 %6 ‘ 3 ” =

Retest 13 o8 5 1a <

11 . Test 14 23 . 21 5 =

Retest 12 21 29 P ¥

12 Test 14 24 | 57 = 3

Retest 14 25 o7 12 N

Retest 13 25 o4 ‘ 18 g

14 Test 14 23 55 8 .

Retest 13 25 4 9 s

15 Test 11 o4 6 —9 5

Retest 12 20 29 19 N

16 Test 9 27 5 19 =

17 Test 11 28 - 20 57 c

Retest 10 29 19 5 S

18 ~ Test 8 %6 ‘ 25 1 27 S

‘ Retest 15 26 o3 TS g




Table 9. Continued.
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19 Test 17 23 20 20 C
Retest 19 20 23 18 L

20 Test 9 22 29 20 L
Retest 10 21 25 24 L

21 Test 15 25 23 17 C
Retest 12 26 24 18 C

{22 Test 9 30 25 16 C
Retest 10 30 21 .19 C

23 Test 15 22 27 16 L
Retest 15 23 25 17 L

24 Test 12 27 26 15 C
Retest 11 22 28 19 L

25 . Test 14 21 21 24 0
‘Retest 16 20 25 19 L

26 ~ Test 11 26 28 15 L
Retest 11 27 25 17 C

27 Test 11 22 . 27 20 L
Retest 16 20 28 16 L

28 - Test 12 25 28 15 L
. Retest 9 28 26 17 C

29 Test . 10 28 26 16 C
Retest 9 27 28 16 L

30 Test | 11 25 26 18 L
Retest 11 24 2 23 C
31 Test 20 22 22 16 C/L
Retest 19 19 25 17 L

32 Test 11 24 26 19 L
. Retest 12 20 28 20 L

33 - Test 14 22 24 20 L
Retest 13 23 26 18 L

34 - Test 8 25 23 24 C
Retest 9 22 26 23 L

35 Test 14 26 . 22 18 C
Retest 11 25 26 18 L

36 Test 12 28 20 20 C
Retest 13 25 22 20 C
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. respondents maintained the same subscale as their highest category (10 had
Collaborative as their highest subscale and nine had Liberal as the highest
subscale) from test to retest. For the 17 individuals who changed their
highest subscale score, the relative rankings of the four subscales rerﬁained
virtually ihe same even though individual subscale scores varied slightly.
Thirty of the 36 participanté had the Collaborative and Liberal subscales
ranked as either highest or second highest sgbscale scores on both the test
and retest administrations of the instrument. When changes occurred in the -
highest subscale score, seven of the changes were from Collaborative to
Liberal and eight changes were from Liberal to Col!aborative. In other words,
30 of the 36 test-retest participants chose eithe;' the liberal or collaborative
solutions to the dilemmas most of the time, 'and the reépondents were
almost eqﬁally drawn to the liberal and collaborative solutions. The rankings
of liberal éhd collaborative solutions rémained high for most of the
participanté from test to retest even though there might have been a shift in
the hig'hes't' subscale score.

Overall, 21 of the 144 subscale scores were exactly the same from test
to retest. Where differences in subscale scores occurred, the differences
were small with the mean difference for Hierarchical being 2.1563, for
Collaborative 2, for Liberal 2.4516, and for Other 2.3846. These data could
be misleading, however, hsince group data could mask wide variations for

individual respondents.
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Spearman Rank Order Correlation

To clarify whether or not the rankiﬁgs remained stable for individuals
from test to retest, the field-test data were analyzed using the Spearman’s
Coefficient of Rank Correlation. As Table 10 shows, the Spearman
correlations (corrected for ties) for the Hierarchical (.63), Collaborative (.67),
and Liberal (.46) subscales reached statistical significance at the .05 level.
However, the correlation for the Other Subscale failed to reach statistical
significance. Uéing Anastasi’s (1976) terminology and standards, the three
statistically signific_:ant correlations were "‘r.noderate" for the Hierarchical and
Collaborative subscales, and "low moderate" for the Liberal Subscale
(pp. 109-110).

Applying the Pearson produbt-moment procedure to the same test-
retest data also showed stability in the same three areas: Hierarchical (.66),
Collaborative (.69), and Liberal (.49), but no stability in the Other Subscale
(.33). Examination of scattergrams of the Pearson correlations (ngures 1-4)
for the Hierarchical and Co‘IIabérative subscales showed a typical distribution
of scores corresponding to.a positive gereIation‘. The scores clustered close

to the regression line; the trend was in the positive direction, though there

~ was a certain amount of scatter for individual entries. The scattergram for the

Liberal Subscale showed a weaker positive trend with more "outlying” points and
low moderate positive correlation, and the scattergram for the Other Subscale .

exhibited greater scatter and less clustering about the regression line.




Tabie 10. Spearman Correlations of Test-Retest Scores on IDEAS Subscales.

Subsc

Hierarchical 7 9
Collaborative 8 10
Liberal 10 8

Other 8 . 7 | 0284 | 1.68

GGt
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y = .675x + 4.202, r

O Column 2

Column |

Figure 1. Scattergram of Pearson Correlations Between Test-Retest Data on
the Hierarchical Subscale of IDEAS.

y =.918x + 1.785, r

O Column 2

Column |

Figure 2. Scattergram of Pearson Correlations Between Test-Retest Data on
the Collaborative Subscale of IDEAS.
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y =.51x+ 12.365, r

O Column 2

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Column |

Figure 3. Scattergram of Pearson Correlations Between Test-Retest Data on
the Liberal Subscale of IDEAS.

y =.316x + 12.415, r

O O O Column 2

Column |

Figure 4. Scattergram of Pearson Correlations Between Test-Retest Data on
the Other Subscale of IDEAS.
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Even though paired scores for three of the subscales had correlations
reaching statistical significance, these correlations were lower than the .70
level which. is the generally accepted minimum level for establishing test‘.'
reliability (Ferguson & Takane, 1989, pp. 476-77). The raw data indicated that
shifting in position had occurred in the responses from test to retest. In fact, |
only 53% of thé respondents retained the same highest.scoring category on
the retest. Howeve‘r, the consistency of.the highest scoring subscale was not
-as important in analyzing the test-retest daté as the stability of the overall
rankings of the subscales. While the correlations of the subscales did not
reach the rﬁinimum level for establishing tést réliability, the statistically
significant Spearman rho correlations and corroborating' Pearson correlation
data indibated that the ranking of three of the subscales, Hierarchical,

Collaborative, and Liberal, was stéble from test to retest.

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test -

Since the IDEAS yields ranked data, another wéy of examining the level
of consistency between the test and retest data was to consider the
magnitude of difference in the ranks of the matched pairs of scores and
whether thdée differences were statistically significant. The Wilcoxon Signed
Ranks Test was used to test the diﬁerenceé in ranks between test and retest
on the subscales of IDEAS. The null hypothesis for this test was that there
would be no‘statistically significant differences at the .05 level between the

ranked scores on the test and retest. The usual application of the Wilcoxon
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is in situations in which it is important to demonstrate a significant difference
between tﬁe ranking of one set of scores and another matched set.
However, in applying the Wilcoxon to the IDEAS scores the desired result was
the opposite. Of interest was thé substantiation of no difference because this
would demonstrate a consistency in ranking from test to retest.

Resﬁlts of the Wilcoxbn Test reported -in Z scores. (corrected for ties)
showed that for all four subscales -- Hierarchical, Collaborative, Liberal, and
Other -- there were no statistically significant differences between rank
scores on‘ the subscales (see Table 11). In order to be considered significant

the z scores would have had to reach the critical level level of 1.96.

Table 11. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test Comparison of Ranks Between IDEAS
Test-Retest Data.

Hierarchical

- Ranks 14 | 248 17.714

+ Ranks 18 280 15.556

Collaborative ‘ -0.524 -0.530
- Ranks 15 236 15.733

+ Ranks ‘ 17 292 17.176

Liberal | ©.0.823 .0.832
- Ranks 17 290 17.059

+ Ranks 14 206 14.714

Other | ' 0262 | -0.264
- Ranks 16 . 191.5 11.969

+ Ranks 12 214.5 17.875
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Since none of the Z scores reached the critical level of 1.96, there was no
evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no difference. In other words, the
ranking (relative positions) of the four IDEAS subscales did not differ
significantly from test to retest.

Because responses on IDEAS are a forced-choicé resulting from the
ranking of items, any position change in a subscale causes change in one or
more of the other subscales. An absolute consistency of ranking or position
is, therefore, highly unlikely. However consistency for individ‘uals in patterns
of responding on the subscales is more probable. It is this pattern of
responding which has been shown to be consistent by the Wilcoxon Signed
Ranks Test data when no statistically significant differences were found in

ranks on the subscales from test to retest.

Summary of Reliability Results

The ‘reliabflity of IDEAS was evaluated using the test-retest procedure.
The test-retest data Were analyzed using two nonparametric statistics,
Spearman Rank Order Correlation and Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test, which
. are both designed to describe relationships between- pairs of ranked data.
- The Spearman correlations indicated statistically significant relationships
between the rankings on test and retest, but the correlations failed to reach
the generally acceptable mihimum level of test reliability of .70. However, the
stability of the rankings found with the Spearman rho procedure for three of

the subscales, Hierarchical, Collaborative, and Liberal, was corroborated by
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similar data on the same three subscales using Pearson product-moment
correlations. In addition, application of the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test to
the test-retest data indicated no significant differences in the rankings ef all
four subscales from test to retest. In other worde, the Wilcoxon analysis

indicates stability in the rankings of the IDEAS subscales from test to retest.

Potential LJ§§'§ for IDEAS

The final question in the interview process asked the field-test
participants to speculate about whether or not the IDEAS instrument had
potential uses in the field of education. All 16 interviewees indicated that they
could envision potentially worthwhile activities involving the use of the IDEAS
instrument (see Table 12), and they were able to generate a lengthy list of
possibilities, including (a) self assessment, (b) preservice and inservice
training, and (c) encouragement of discussion by varieus groups involved in
public education. ‘Most of the participahts indicated that they personally
would like to use the instrument either for their own development, for working

with other staff members, or for generating discussion with their students.
mma

The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) has been
evaluated with several procedures to determine its validity and reliability.

Methodologies for determining construct validity indicated that the instrument
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Table 12. Field-Test Interviewees’ Suggestions for Potential Uses for IDEAS.

- To assist individual teachers in clarifying their own
thinking and values

- To generate discussion in inservice training
- To train preservice teachers

- To help staffs clarify schoolwide policies concerning
classroom resources

+ To train staff for inclusion

- To start a dialogue between special and regular education
teachers

+ To help teachers and parents to mutually set expectatiohs
for sharing resources among students in the classroom

- To serve as part of the 'program at a PTA or Parent .
Advisory Committee meeting

- To spark discussion between teachers and
administrations about who makes decisions about
classroom resources

- To generate discussion among students about how
classroom resources should be allocated

+ Use with school Quality Planning Teams

16

15

15

14

12
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is based on underlying constructs of fairness, equal educational opportunity,

and accommodation of individual differences and that the items in the
instrument are internally consistent. Tests of content validity showed that
IIDEAS includes an appropriate selection of situations from the possible
universe of dilemmas related to fairness and the accommodation of individual
differences in the classroérﬁ.. Further, the Vrespcjnse items for each of the
eight dilemmas generally appeared to identify an appropriate array of logically
distinct options representi.ng the concepts of hierarchical, collaborative, and
liberal principles of distributive justice and an other category following no
particular principle.

Although strong evidence supporting the validity of IDEAS was
demonstrated, reliability data on the instrument were not as conclusive. Test-
retest data were analy_zed using Spearman Rho correlatiéns and the Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test: Cofrelations of teét-retest‘ scores though statistically
s:gnlflcant did not verify a mlnlmal level of reliability of .70 or better (Ferguson
& Takane, 1989 pp. 476-77). However, the correlation data for the three |
subscales representing principles of justice did show a level of reliability well
beyond random selection (e.g., .46, .63, and .67). Further evidence for
stability in the rankings between test and retest was found when the Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test was appiiéd. Differehces in the paired subscale rankingé
were not determined to be statistically significant, thus indicating that the

rankings were similar and stable from one administration to ancther.
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Though test-retest data showed consistency, reliability of the instrument
was not definitivély establiéhed. Thé instrument has been demonstrated to
produce a consistent profile of the respondent’s relative preferences for‘
certain principles of justice over others, but the correiations between test and
retest data did not reach the generally accepted minimum level.

The overall results of the evaluation of the IDEAS instrument
established its validity but indicated that its reliabifity does not reach generally
acc-epted‘ minimum standards. In édditioﬁ, the evaluation process rais\ed a
number of .questions about the nature, value, and potenfial uses of this
measurement tool. The fiéld-test results, Which find the majority of the
respondents clustered in two categories or achieving tie scores between the
same two categories, generatéd questions.about what the instrument is
measuring. Data from the participant interviews indicated an enthusiasm for
the instrument on the part-of those who héVe used it, yet the intervieweesh
also indicated some difficulty in responding to the items in thg scale. The
positive results concerning validity and the mixed results in assessing
reliability of the IDEAS instrument indicatéd the need for a thoro'udh analysis

and careful interpretation of the poséibilities suggested by the data.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
lhtroduction

" The purpose of this research has‘ been to develop and validate an
instrumenf capable of determining the principles of fairness that teachers' use
in deciding how to distribute the benefits of education and the.( degree to
which teachers see accommodating the special needs of étudents with
disabilities as équitable. Data collected on the Individual Differences an'd-
Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) through jﬁry revi-ew, pilot and field-testing,
parficipant interviews, and test-retest procedurés indicate that the instrument
has construct and content validity, but failé to reaéh a generally accépted
‘minimum level of ’reliability. The instrument does, however, yield information
about teachers’ attitudes toward acco_mm‘odation of individual differences of
students with disabilities, and, despite its weak reliability, it has potential for
use as a self assessmenf tdol, a \(ehicle fdr teacher training on 6ore values in
public education, and as a stimulus for discussion among individuals and
groups witH a stake in public education. |

Generally, attitude scéles havé had a reputation for weak validation and

"meager" reliability (Anastasi, 1976, p. 547). In fact, Towner (1984) 'i\n her
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review of the literature on méthodologies for measurement of attitudes foward
people with disabilities has noted that most attitude research has been
conducfed with researcher-designed instfur‘nents'for which no‘ décumentation
- of validity or reliability is provided. Those instruments for which validity and
reliability information is supplied (e.g., Attitude Toward _Disabled' Persons Scale
and the Minnesota Teacher‘. Attitude Inventory) show serious deficiencies in
validify or reliability or in bofh (Horne, 1985). The unique and subjective
nature. of the IDEAS ‘instrument makes it as sgbject to technical problems as
other attitude scales, but its focus on specific components of attitudes (e.g.,
principles of justice) gives it the advantages Towner (1984) describes as
characteristics of better designed instruments; that is, greater clarity of
purpose and sharper ;‘ocus of measurement (p. 254). Field testing and
aﬁalysis of IDEAS confirm that the instrument measures the concepts it is
intended to measure and that it provides revealing information about the-
thought processes of respondents concerning the distributi‘on of educational
benefits and the accofnmodation of individual differences.

Overall, the data collected on ‘IDEAS are encouraging in terms of the
value of further research on the instrument and its potential usefulness as an
evaluation tool. The following six general conclusions are supported b‘y the
data: ‘.

Factors Influencing Concepts of Fairnéss. Concepts of fairness are

not influenced by such general factors as gender, age, years of
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teaching experience, grade levels taught, whether or not the
respondeﬁt has taken' courses in special education, or whether or
not the respondenf haé a relative who receives special education.
Construct and Conténf Validity‘/. The 1Individual Differences and
Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) has credible construct and content
validity. |
Reliability. Reliability for IDEAS has not been established at the
generally accepted minimal level because of a combination of
factors related to the nature of the responding mephanism for the
instrument and the instability of the respondents’ commitment to
particular principles of distributive justice.
Teachers’ Decisions..‘ Teachers.make decisions about the
distribution of the benefits of education and the accommodation of
in‘dividual differences of students with disabilities whi_ch are based |
not on the consistent'application of the principles of fairness
measured but instead on their personal analysis of the situation on
a case-by-case basis. |
Teachers’ Beliefs. Individual téachers hold conflicting be[iefs about
. what is fair in the distribution of educational benefits and about how
fb accommodate individual differences of students with disabilitiés.
Potential Uses of IDEAS. IDEAS hés pofential uses as (a) an

instrument for self analysis, (b) a tool for enhancing preservice and
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inservice training concerning the core values of public éducation,
and (c) a vehicle to encourage. thinking about and discussion of the
accommodation of individual differences by various groups involved
©in public education. |

Conclusions

Factors Influencing Concepts of Fairness

This reseérch tested the relationship between a number of general
factors and the choices of principles of fairness that field-test participants
made in order to solve the IDEAS dilemmas. - It was assumed that such
factors as gender, age, years of teaching experience, grade levels taught,
number of courses taken in special education, or whether or-not the
respondent had a relative served by specfal education might influence how
respondents thought educational benefits should be distributed. An analysis
of all seven of these factors using the chi square procedure indicated no
statistically signifiéant relationship between any of these factors and the
respondents’ choices of principles of fairness. The interview process revealed
instead that the participants were probably influenced in their decision-
making less by personal factors and more by the nature of the situation
described. The factors which the interviewees described as having the
greatest influence on their thinking about the dilemmas included (a) a
pragmatic assessment of the resources available, (b) a sense of the specifics

of the situation, and (c) a level of confidence in their own freedom to decide.
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These factors correspond to ones noted by Jamieson (1984) in her analysis

of predictors of success or failure in mainstreaming efforts (p. 219).

Construct and Content Validity

Coné’;ruct and content validity were tested for the IDEAS instrument
using jury review, participant interviews, and statistical analysis of the field-test
data_.' Much of the data supporting validity is subjective because it comes
from the judgment of the jury members and from confirmation by the field-test
participants who were interviewed. However, these data carry weight since
the jury members are all distinguished representatives of the fields of
education, special education, law and ethics and because ratings of the
interview data from the field-test participants show remarkable consistency in
identifying the principles of fairness which make up the instrument. In
addition, the analysis of internal consistency also met standards of statistical
significance. Ovérall, thé data reveal th‘at“the jury members’ analyses of the
instrument’s validity were consisténtly positive, the presence of the “principles
of fairness in the thought processes of the participants were cbnfirmed, and
the internal .consiste_ncy of the test items was substantiated statistically, thus

leading to the conclusion that the validity of the instrument is credible.

Construct Validity. Construct validity has been one of the weakest.
technical areas in the development of attitude scales. Towner (1984) has

noted in her review of 47 attitude change studies that a significant deficiency
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in the instrumentation used is a lack of focus on "specific component(s) of |
attitudes being examined" (p. 254). According to Towner, attitude scales tend
to measure one attribute of an attitude but that attribute is not always clearly
defined or discernible. In d.esigning the IDEAS ihstrument, an attempt was
made to provide a clear, logical and focused theoretical framework which is
the conceptual basis for every aspéct of the instrument. The underlying
concepts which form the basis of the instrument are questions of fairness,
equal educational opportunity, and accommodation of individual differences.
These concepts are undergirded by three alternative theories of distributive
justice--hierarchical, collaborative, and liberal.’

The conceptual framework of the instrument and its underlying
constructs were examined in this study in two ways: (a) through analysis by
a national ‘jurylof experts and (b) by interviewing participants in the field-
testing process to determine if their responses to the scale were reflective of
their thodght processes cbncernin_g fairness, equal educational obportunity,
and accommodation of individual differenées. In considering the construct
validity of IDEAS, ‘member.s of the Construct Jury considered the dilemmas
and the potential solutions béth separately and together.

Jury members concluded that thé conétructs of fairness, equal
educational opportunity; and éccommodatibn .of individual differences were
evident in each of the eight dilemmas in the version of IDEAS selected for the

field-testing process. As one jury member put it, "Each of the eight dilemmas
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deals with fair treatment, though some dilemmas emphasize access more
than fair dealing." Another jury members suggested,

The dilemmas each juxtapose the needs of the individual student

. against those of each of the other members of the class.

Sometimes the issue centers around resources, sometimes

around teacher assistance, and other times around access to

opportunities or rewards. Still all of the dilemmas focus on

individual needs and the limitations on resources and teacher

time.

- Among jury members, there was 92.5% agreément that the dilemmas pose
questions logically related to the underlying construct of fairness, 93%
agreement that the dilemmas are related to edual_educational opportuhity,
and 97% agreement that the dilemmas relate to questions of accommodation
of individual differences. These data support the conclusion that the IDEAS
instrument is valid.

The 16 respondents who were interviewed answered three opened-
ended questions concerning the relationship of IDEAS to the underlying
constructs of fairness, equal educational opportunity, and accommodation of
individual differences. All of those interviewed found that these concepts were
evident in the dilemmas. One participant noted that “after finishing the first
dilemma, | found myself thinking about 'what is fair’ throughout the rest of the
test. | think the test really brought out ideas of fairness." Another participant -
suggested that "the dilemmas did make you think about the rights of the

individual versus the rights of the others in the class." Respondents seemed

somewhat less clear about the presence of questions of equal educational
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opportunity. One of the intervieweeé commented, "I'm “not sﬁre about.
whether equality is something that you necessarily think about. My
responses, anyway, were more practical--based on the'situaﬁon itself. |
wasn’t thinking about equality per se."

Construct Jury members seemed to be more aware than the
respondents of the questions of équal educational opportunity raised by the
dilemmas. For example, one jury member pointéd out that "the dilemmas
raise questidns, about what equal educational opportunity means in light of
the fact that students are not all equally talented and equally capable of
benefitting from education.‘;' According to a majority of the jury members, one
of the concerns of all the dilemmas. is "what is meant by ’equal opportunity’
when the students th‘emselves' ére not equally endowed either mentally or
physically.".

There was, however, Iéss_unanimity among jury members about the
" logical connections between the response items and the principles of'
distributive justice they aré‘ihtended to repfés‘ént. Agreement of jury
members concerning the éffectiveness of response items varied from 65%
rating to 100%. However, the méan rating Was 85% fof accurate repreéentation
of the categories and 92% for logical distinction, indicating that overall the jury .
members found the respbnse items to be reflective of the constructs intended

and that the constructs were logically distinct from each other.
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While basically satisfied with the underlying constructs of the
instrument, some jury members pointed What they thought there were
inherent problems with the conceptual framework. Two jury members aréued
that the three categories--liberal, cdllaborative, and hierarchidal--did not
necessarily exhaust all the logical possibilities for principles of distributive
justice. Other jury members wished to give the céfegories different tifles. Still
others would have chosen more, or fewer, categories. Some objecfed to the
“other" cétegory used as a distractor in the instrument, arguing that the other
category presents "too many perspectives" and is unnecessary for the
effectiveness 6f the instrument.

However, all the jury members and participants agreed that the
conceptual framework which was chosen as the basis for IDEAS is a valid
one, though not the only valid one. In addition, given this particular
framework, the jury and participants agre'ed. that the response options
appeared to be adequate, though some individuals had questions about the
quality dr wording of individual response items. Overall, jury rhembers
indicated that their criticisms of the conétruct validity of the instrument were
minor ones. Despite somé‘reservations, theif total analysis of the conceptual
framewbrk and underlying concepts in IDEAS iﬁdicated that the jury members
supported the conclusion that IDEAS has satisfactory construct validity.

In addition to jury review, the construct validity was evaluated through

a measure of the internal consistency of the instrument. The item validity of
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the IDEAS instrument was tested by computihg correlation coefficients
between the scores of responSe options. in a subscale and the tetal subscale
score. The correlations were compuied 'on the data from the 32 individuals
who responded-to Version ill of IDEAS which includes the five revised
response options. It was assumed that since there are eight items in each
subseale, each choice for each subscale explaine 1/8 of the \_/ariance. (12%).
The variance is equal to the correlation squared; thus, individUaI correlations
had to be .3464 or better because .3464 squared equals .12 or 12%.

Thirty-one of the 32-cor‘relat'ions between eredictive response optiens
and total scores on a subscale met the criterion of .3464 or better; that is,
they explained at least 12% of the variance. With almost all of the response
options reaching the establnished critefion, the IDEAS instrument is internally
consistent within its own conceptual framework. However, one response

option, the liberal choice in Dilemma 2, still needs refinement.

Content Validity. IDEAS was anelyzed for content validity through

review by a national jury which was asked to determine how well the
instrument samples the tetal content area it “is intended to cover. 'The
national jury agreed that the eight dilemmas used in Version 2 of IDEAS
reﬂected SItuatlons commonly reported in the literature and commonly
experienced in the fie!d. All eight dilemmas were judged to reflect significant
ethical decisione which were in the province of teachers’ ‘decisiorj'-making.

The overall approval ratings for the dilemmas ranged from a low of 78% to a
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high of 98% with the mean at 91%. Though jury members could think of
~other situations that might be included in the ?instrument, they expressed
satisfaction that the eight chosen represented an adequate cross-ééction of
topics and concerns, posing significant ethical questions and illustrating the
opport_u_nities that teachers have for making choices related to distributive
| justice.

'_ In addition to evaluating the content of the dilemmas, the content jui’y
also ;cohsidered the content of the four response items fér each dilemma. All’
except six of the response options in the Version 2 of IDEAS received at least
75% approval from the Content Jury. Howevef, the jury did identify the
following six response iter_ns as weak: 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 2.1, 2.3, and 3.1: After
the field-testing was completed and on thé Content Jury’s recommendation,
five of these items (1.1, 1.4, 2.1, and 3.1) were revised and tested with 32 of |
the original 36 individuals who pérticipated in the test-retest procedure. The
'resullts from testing the revised options supported their inclusion in the |
recommended version of IDEAS. Item 1.3 was revised separately and the
revisions approved by the Clbntent Jury. The revised Item 1.3 also. appears in
fhe final recommended version of IDEAS (see Appendix B). Inclusion of
these revised items in IDEAS must, howevér, be considered provisional at this
point because of their limited testing.

The Content Jury and the 16 individuals infervieWed from the field-test

population had a number of suggestions for additional response options, but
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most of them involved providing additional resources to the classroom. In
other words, the suggested responses would have resolved the confiict
between providing resources to an individual that could not be provided to
~ the whole group by increasing the supply of resources. For example, if the
student with disabilities required a computer and only one computer was
available, some jury members suggested getting enough computers for all the
students. These types of suggestions were not adapted because the
decision to increase the amount of resources is seldom within the province of
the classroom teacher to make. Increasing resources woulci, in some casee,
resolve dilemmas of distribi.utive justice, but wom.ild nct address the realistic
situation of rationed resoui'ces virhich is common in American public school
classrooms. " |

Overall, the data sinpctted the conclusion that IDEAS has content
validity. Coupled with the data on construct validity, it can be concluded that

validity has been established for the IDEAS instrument.

Reliability
Reliability of IDEAS was tested using the test-retest methodology and
the data were analyzed using Spearman Rho correlations and Wilcoxon
Signed Ranks Test. - Statistical analysis of the test-retest data indicated‘ that
the correlations between test-retest ranking scores were significant but did not
reach the generally accepted minimum level of test reliability (.70). These

findings demonstrate that the relative ranklngs of the four subscaies were
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consistent (e.g., related to each other) from test to retest, but the vcoArr'elation
did not reach the .70 level. Furth‘er analysis of the rankings of the subscales
with Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test revealed no statisticélly sighifiqant difference
between the rank scores from test to retest; thus, sqpporting the conclusion
that the rankings of the subscales remained stable (not different) from test to
retest. X |

" While the evidence of stability in the ,rankihg's of IDEAS subscales from
test to retest suggests some consistency of measurement, the‘data réquire
drawing the conclusion that IDEAS lacks an acceptable level of test reliability.
This conclusion is not an unexpected one given the nature of ‘attitude scales
in general. Fishbein (1967), Summers (1979), and Anastasi (1976) have all
suggested that the establishment of reliability in an instrument which -
measures attitudes and vélues presents unique challenges. Whether attitudes
expressed in surveys or scales can be regarded as i.ndicators of "real"
attitudes has frequently been quéstioned (Gay,l 1987, p. 148). With attitude
scales, there is always the danger that, instead of expreésing their "true"
attitudes, resp‘ondehts will give answers they think are more socially
acceptable. This tendency fo answer in a socially acceptable rather than an
accurate manner may lead an individual to respond differently from one
adminiétration of an.instrument to the next. While it i's generally accepted in
attitude change theory that attitudes are deeply felt beliefs, values and

opinions which are not themselves subject to rapid change (Hovland &
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Rosenberg, 1960; Insko, 1967; Shéw & Wright, 1967), the public expression
of attitudes (e.g., respohding to an attitude survey) has been found to be
situation specific. In other words, an individual may respond one way on a
given day and an entirely different way- on another 6ccasion, depending on
the circumst_ances of the situation (LaFave, Haddad, & Marschall, 1974;
Mischel, 1968; Petersoﬁ, 1968).

Besides the problem with public and private expressions of attitudes,
attitude scales are subject to all the other technical problems relafed to
reliability. Reliability can be influenced by a number of factors, including
(a) the "learning" which may take place while taking the test, (b) ambiguity in
wording of items, (c) conditions of administration, (d) status of the participants
at the time of tésting, or (e) any combinatién of these factors. Establishing
reliability for attitude scales‘is, therefore, generally considered to be difficult -
and often attitude scales are designed and used without any attempt to
establish reliability. Asﬂ Anastasi (1976) has noted, reliability data on attitude
scales is generally "meager." Many attitude scales used in attitude change
studies are designed specifically for those proje‘cts and no data is reported on
their reliability (Towner, 1984; Horne, 1985).

In the specific case of the IDEAS instrumént, the lower than acceptable
level of test reliability. is related to two factors: (a) the nature of the response |

.process in the instrument itself, and (b) the instability of the respondents’
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commitment to a particular principle of distributive justice’ due to the ad hoc
nature of the respondents’.décisidn-making processes.

IDEAS utilizes a somewhat unusual method of responding which
requires the respondent to rank all of the options for each. item from the most
fair to the least fair. Participants in both the pilot and field-testing described
the process of responding to' the instrument as “arduous” and complained
that the instrument required a high degree of concentration and "took a Iong'
time." In the pilot and field-testing, the actual time required to complete the
instrument was reasonable, ranging from 2O to 30 minutes, but the
respondents described then'iselve‘s as feeling as though taking the test took a
long time because it requfr’ed so much effort on their part.

Evidence from the pérticipant interviews suggests that respondents
concentrated so hard on the instrument because they had difficulty settling on
their sedond and third chdices in the rankihg. According to the interviews,
most fair and least fair choices "come easily," but the other two chdices were
difficult to make. Commitment to the middle two c‘hoicés, therefore, was
minimal, suggesting that second and third choices in the first administration of
the instrument could change.._in the second. Any change in the second and
third ranks then influenced dne or more subscales and had a "ripple" effect .
on the overall results. So a'lack‘of commitment to some of the rank choicesh
contributed to instability in the subscale scores and less than satisfactory

reliability.
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Another factor influencing the reliability of the data was the instability of
the respondents’ comfnitment to é particular principle of distributive justice.
The test-retest data support the explanation of ambivalencé and lack of
specific commitment to princ;iple on the.part of respondents. For example,
the highest subscalé scores of 17 of the 36 participants changed from thé
first to the second administration of the scale. Thirty of the participants had
scores on the collaborative and liberal subscales which were close in value
and ranked either first or sécohd. On retest, seven of these individuals
switched from collaborative to liberal and eight changed from liberal to
collaborative, indicating that pérhaps they were (a) drawn to both principles,
(b) undecided about which principle to use, or (c) making decisions
depending on their view of the situation at the time of testing.

Evidence from the .p.airticipant intervieWs indicates that the respondents
made decisions concerning the dilemmas 6n an ad hoc basis. Most
interviewees described their decision-making process as being based on how
they were feeling at the time. Several indicated that their choices might
change from one time to the -next, depending on circumstances when they -
were responding. One particfpant said, fof example: "I've really been
thinking ‘about a couple of the dilemmas since | took the test and now | think
I would respond differgntly." When asked if he thought his opinions might
continue to change over time, this same individual responded, "Yes, 1 think |

might continue to change. I've never really thought about this kind of stuff
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before. 1 think now that maybe | shouid think about it | might change as |
go along."

None of the interviewees mentioned using a consistent method for
making decisions; none indicated relying on any particular principle as a
standard for making choices. Because the respondents had no paradigm for
deciding upon their answers, it is not surprising to see that their ranking of
choices chénges slightly from one administration of the test to the next. Their
overall pattern of responding, however, remains fairly consistent as the data
from the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test indicates.

The less than adequate reliability data on the IDEAS instrument is
related to a combination of (a) technical problems with the instrument itself, -
particularly the use of ranking as a response mechanism, and
(b) characteriétics of the decision-making process of the resporllldents.‘
Though the reliability data fail to reach the generally accepted minimum level
of .70, there is a consistency in the patterns’ of uresponding from one
administration to another, indicating that the respondents, though unstable in
their commitment to particﬁlar principles, generally favor collaborative and

liberal solutions over other possibilities.

Teachers’ Decisions

- Two important assumptions of this research concerned how teachers
make decisions about the distribution of educational benefits and the

accommodation of individual differences of students with disabiiities. One
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assumption was that there is a value-laden, moral or ethical component to the‘
judgments that teachers make. about hsw to treat students in the classroom,
particularly students with special needs. Certainly, the placement of students
with disabilities in the regular classroom is required by law, but teachers have
the opportunity to decide how they. will comply with the legal requiremeht. It
was assumed that when teashers decide how to respond that an ethical
dimension enters their thinking. Any of the three principles of distributive
justice, hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative, provides ethical choices for
respondents; some of the choices, however, are not in compliance with the
law. Only'the Iibefsl options are fully compliant with the requirements of
speciarl 'éducation law.

Ths second research assumption was that teachers, consciously or
unconssiOUSIy, adopt some particular met'h‘od for making their decisions
about hoyv to allocate educational resources and accommodate individual
differences in the classrosm. “This method could involve the consistent
application of a principle of judgment, a case-by-case type of decision-
making, sr the deferment "o'f decision-making power to others.

The data collected in the field-testing of IDEAS, participant interviews,
and test-retest processes have shed some Iight' on the assumptions of this
research and have allowed some conclusions to be drawn about how
teachers actually make their decisions. The field-test data indicate that

teachers use the collaborative and liberal principles most often and that even
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though these principles are quite different in nature, teachers are drawn to
them alnﬁost equally. The response options in the Liberal subscale directly
follow the requirements of special education law. When respondents choose
liberal 6ptions, .they are" choosing actions which comply with legal
requirements and provide accommodatibn for the individual with disabilities in
a legally acceptable way. When the respondents select the collaborative
options, they are choosing _'actions which take into cénsideration the wetlfare
of all the students and emphasize sharing and altruism in the classroom but
may not comply fully with legal requirenﬁents to accommodate the individual
with disabilities. Even though the collaborative and liberal options emphasize
quite different approaches to distributive justice (e.g., group welfare vs.
individual welfare), the data collected in this study indicate that most
participants prefer the collaborative and liberal -options and that there is a high
degree of switching between these principles even though they represent
entirely different approaches to fairness.

“The'interview data confirm the interest in collaborative and liberal
choices and a lack of commitment to either principle. During the interviews,
all 16 of the field-test participants reported that they were strongly drawn to
both the liberal and collaborative choices, and they had a difficult time
choosing one over the other. Five of those interviewed indicated that th‘eir
choice of the liberal or collaborative response would "depe'nd on the

situation." They might decide “for the student with the disability" on one
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occasion and “for the other kids in the class" on another occasion.
Fourteen of those interviewed indicéted they saw the hierarchical bhoices as
least faif, but the other choices all had appeal. WhicH of the other three
options v'v.ould‘be chosen at any giVen time again "depended on thle‘
situétion." _ |

Though all ‘of the participants used language that indicatés ,they reiy
on collaborative and liberal principles of justice and to some degree’ on the
hierarchical principle, nowhere in the trénsCript does 'any one of the 16
mention or describe a process of decision-making which involves
consciously using a particular principle in order to make a decision. Instead,
there is repeated mention by the :pa&icipants of being guided by the
situation itself, or, to a lesser degree, of hbping for guidance from some
‘out‘side‘so-urce like authority figures (e.g., principal, school board). There
are some instances in the transcript in which participants complain about
allocating résources‘in a way that "does not seem fair." The word "fair" is
used 247 times in the transcript, but the meaning of the word clearly varies
from individual to individual and within the trahscript for a particular
individual. So, though the participants were concerned about fairness, they
did not articulate a consistent definition of fairness or méntion any one idéa
of fairnéss-as a guiding principle for making decisions. Instead the teachers
described a process of as.sessing the parﬁcular situation and making a

judgmeht on the merits of the case at the time. Analysis of the interview
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data leads to the interpretation that teachers either (a) are using principles in
their decision-making which are different from those offered in IDEAS and
which they cannot or do not articulate or (b) are making decisions based
not on the consistent application of prihciple but on their énalysi_s of the
characteristics of each individuél situation. It can be concluded, therefore,
on the baéis of the IDEAS data that teachers make decisions about the
distribution of edﬁcational benefits not based on the consistent application of
the principles of fairness measured by IDEAS but instead on a case-by-case

basis.

Teachers’ Beliefs

The data from thé field-testing of IDEAS and the participant interviews
support the conclusion that individual teachers have beliefs about distribUtive
justice but that they simultaneously hold confliéting beliefs. By far the
majority of the field-test participants chose col.lab-orative or liberal
solutions for the dilemmas, suégesting perhaps that these solutions might be
similar in nature. But the fécts are that these alternatives are not similar;
they are instead in obvious conflict with each other. For example, in
Dilemma 4 (Teacher Attention), the collaborative choice says that the
dilemma of how to distribute the teacher’s attention t')etween the student -
with special needs (LF) énd other students in the class should be resolved
by assigning peer tutors to redirect LF’s attention when he becomes ‘

distracted, thus freeing the teacher to work with the rest of the class. The
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liberal choice for this dilemma suggests that the problem be resolved by
having the teacher alone redirect LF’s attention. These solutions are
obviously not the same; ‘either the teacher must remain responsible for
serving LF’s needs (while perhaps neglecting the needs of others), or the
teacher does not serve LF’s needs but rather assigns this task to other
students in the class.

These solutions are logically distinct, but teach‘er respondents do ﬁot
see it that way. According to the interview data, the respondents. are drawn
to both solutions and want to implement them both, even though the
solutions are incompatible. They want to decide “for the student with the
disability" and “for the other kids in the class." The teacher respondents
report being uncomfo‘rtable with the rationing of educational benefits by
choosing either to serve the student with a disability or the needs of the other
students in the class. When‘given the opportunity to suggest other
alternatives, the respondents inevitably turn to solutions which involve
increasing the resources ava.ilable so that there is no need for rationing. For
examp'le, in the case of limitations on the teacher’s attention, the respondents
want to put an aide in the classroom so'fhat all the children can recei\)e an
appropriate amount of attention from an adult. |

Birnbaum (1989) has suggested that in their unexamined state, the
atti';u,des that a person holds may be "loosely.coupled" (p. 166); that is, they

may be logically inconsistent with one another but the inconsistency goes
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unnoticed because the individual does not focus on all of the related beliefs,
‘opinions, and values at once. Teachers seem to have "loosely coupled"
beliefs about the distribution of classroom benefits; they want tol serve the
individual and the group simultanéously ahd, unless compelled to do éo, they
do not examine the incompatibility of their _beiiefs. For example, teachers
believe simultaneously that every student should have the opportunity to grow
and flourish and that one student should hot be rewarded at the expense of
others. In situations wherel itis nécessary to compromise one of these
beliefé because resourcés ére limited, teachers want to increase resources

rather than compromise their beliefs.

Potential Uses for IDEAS

The weak reliability of IDEAS limits its use as a diagnostic“tool or an
instrument for quantitétive research, but it potentially cah be an effective
tool for qualitative research, self assessment, preservice and inservice
training,_ and encouragemént of discussion by various groups involved in
public education. The pai'ticipants who were interviewed about their
reactions to the iDEAS instrument indiéated that they "enjoyed" the test,
found it "interesting to take," and found themselves "thinking about the
dilemmas and talking about them with friends” after the testing was
completed.. It appears that fesponding to the instrument is a demanding
task, but one which stimulates an interest on the part of par‘ticipén‘ts that

continues for some time after the scale is completed. Participants who were
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asked for suggestions about how IDEAS could be used 'effec'tively were able
to generate a lengthy list, includihg clarification of personal values
concerning the accommodation 6f individual differences, the encogragement.
of reflection by preservice and‘inservice teachers, and the géneration of
discussion among special and regular educators, administrators, parents,
students and the general public. Several respondents indicated that they
would like to have copiés of the instrument for their personal use. Many
said they were curious about their scores and were interested in their results
as a matter of self analysis--to'know, in other words, what their answers
might tell them about their own values. Others suggested that they would
like to use the instrument with their students or with membéré of their school:
staffs.

The data, therefore, support the conclusion that there are several less
formal potential uses. for IDEAS. More formal uses as a‘diagnost‘ic tool or
as an instrument for quantitative research should ;take into account that the

reliability of the instrument is weak.

Recommendations

The preliminary technical analysis of the IDEAS instrument presents a
wealth of data, including encouraging results concerning validity, less than
optimal reliability results, and interesting corroborating data from participant

interviews. Taken altogether, these results have substantiated six conclusions
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relating to (a) factors influencing teachers’ concepts of fairness, (b) construct
and content validity of IDEAS, (c) reliability of IDEAS, (d) teacher’s
decision-making processes, _(e) teachers’ beliefs, and (f) potential uses of
the IDEAS instrument. These conclusions have generated several
recommendations for further analysis, refinement, testing, and use of the

instrument.

Factors Influencing Concepts of Fairness

Conclusion: Concepts of fairness are not influenced by suoh "
general factors as gender, age, years of teaching experience,‘
grade levels taught, whether or not the respondent has taken
courses in special educatioh, or whether or not the respondent

has a relative who receives special education.

Reoommendatioo: It is recommended that further analysis be
done of teachers’ perceptions to determine what aspects of
classroom situations have the greatest impact on their
decision-making concerning the accommodation of individual

differences.

The-underlying purpose for asses'sing teachers’ attitudes concerning
fair distribution and the accommodation of individual differences is, of
course, to use this assessment information to determine how teachers’

attitudes can be influenced. It is'apparent from data collected using IDEAS
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that general factors like gender, age, years of experience 'and grade levels
taught are not critical factors in influencing teachers’ choices. Nor does it
appear that taking courses (or.npt taking courses) in special education has
an impact. Even having a relative who receivés special education does not
appear.to be influential. !nstgad the data indicate that teachers are more
influenced in their Opinioﬁs by the sitﬁation itself and its char"acteristics.
They mention specifically being swayed by three factors: (a) a pragmati'c
assessment of the resources available,‘ (b) a sehseof the spécificé of fhe
situation, and (c) a level of confidence in their own freedom to decide.

In their work integrating students with dﬁal sensory impairments into
Vermont schools, Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edleman, and Schattman
(1991) have noted similar findings. Giangreco has discovered that‘ teaéhers
harbor conflictiﬁg beliefs about accommodating students with special needs.
On the one hand, teachers value the individual disabled student, but oh- the
other hand, they feel threatened by the demands that the disabled student
may make. Teachers are concerned that they will be asked to make

accommodations which exceed their personal and professional resources.

According to Giangreco et al. (1991), no amount of inservice training or

advance preparation changes teachers’ perceptions (p. 32). Instead what
influences them is the situation itself--actually having the child with the
d'isability in the classroom and managing the resources of the class on a

daily basis.
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In Giangreco’s research, 17 of 19 regular classroom teachers who
integrated a student with dual sensory impairments into their classrooms
described the experience as a positive, even "transforming" experience. By
transformation, Giangreco means that teachers experienced increased
ownership and involvement with the student with severe disabilities in their
classes. Those teachers who experienced a transformation challenged their
original expectations for the student with severe disabilities and for
themselves. They increased their responsibility for the student’s educational
program and their personal interaction with the student. The cautious and
negative comments used to describe their initial reactions were replaced by
such descriptors as, "positive," "good," "successful,” “interesting," "arﬁazed,"
"pleased," "great," "wonderfulf" and "enjoyment" (Giangreco et al., 1991,
pp. 13-14).

In analyzing his data, Giangreco (1991) has r_aised the question,
which has also been raised by this research: What factors about the
situation of having a child with a disability in the classroom are
“transforming" or attitude changing. Giahgréco has suggested that the
following situational factors may be influential: shared framework and goals,
physical presence of support personnel, validation -of the teacher’s
contribution, and teamwork (p. 19). |

Of interest would be some further exploration of the situational factors

that influence attitude changes. In this regard, IDEAS could be used to
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evaluate groups of teachers who have had the experience of integrating
students with truly challenging disabilities into their classrooms and groups-
of teachers who have not had this experience to see if there are any
diﬁerencés in their choices of principles of distributive ju‘_sticev. Also
potentially useful would be an anaiysis‘of the teacher’s reasoning processes
in solving the IDEAS dilemmas. The research questions would center
around whether or not actual classroom experience with a student who has
significant disabilities influences teachers’ thought processes and under'lying
attiiudes and values. Of additional importance would be the situational
factors that teachers mention as having had an impact on their

decision-making.

Validity
Conclusion: The Individual Differences and Equity Attitude

Scale (IDEAS) has credible construct and content validity.

Recommendation: To examine the criterion-related validity of
IDEAS by systematically observing teachers to see if their
actions in classroom situations reflect the types of behaviors

predicted by their scores on IDEAS.

The IDEAS instrument has met standards for both construct and
content validity, and the data collected to this point support its use

in a number of contexts. Still to be examined, however, is the




1_93.

criterion-related validity of IDEAS; that is, whether an individual who scores
| higher on a particular subscale actually shows evidence of using that
principie of distributive justice in real situations.. Independent studies should
be done to examine how scores on IDEAS relate to an individual’s
performance in situations demanding application of principles of distributive
justice.

With a subjective attitudinal scaIe I|ke IDEAS, it is expected that the
correspondence between scores on the scale and respondents actual
behavior will be less direct than the correspondence between, for example,
the behavior samples in a road test for a driver’s license and actual driving
behavior. Nonetheless, the worth of IDEAS as a diagnostic tool can be
established through a methodology that dernonstrates empirically some
significant correspondence between respondents’ performances on the scale
and in real life teaching situations. The greater the correspondence between
the scores on IDEAS (predicted behavior) and actual behavior, the more
useful and trustvvorthy the instrument for‘diagnostic purposes. |

Observing teachers in terms of how they distribute their attention and
the otherbenefits of education presents new challenges for the observer.
Though there have been studies which have analyzed how much time.
teachers devote to disabled and nondisabled students and to students with
particular types of disabilities (Brulle et al., 1983; Horne, 1985), there have

not been studies which look at the whole spectrum of educational benefits
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and how they are distributed in the classroom. It "is,‘ however, in this type of

broadly focused study that IDEAS may prove to be of particular value.

Reliability
Conclusion: Reliability for IDEAS has not been established
at the generally accepted minimum level because of a
combination of factors.related to the nature of the responding
mechanism for the instrument and the instability of the
~ respondents’ commit}nent‘ to particular principles of distributive

justice.

Recommendation: To address concerns about reliability of
IDEAS, it is recommended that two variations of the response
process should be field tested to see if either version is easier

_for respondents to use and produces more consistent results.

The reliability of scores on the IDEAS instrument is influenced to some
degree by the nature of the response mechanism which asks respondents to
rank all four response options from most féir to least fair. It has been
demonstrated that respondents are more committed to their choices at the
extremes (e.g., most fair, least fair) and less committed to the middle two
rankings. 'So greater stability might be achieved in IDEAS scores if the

response mechanism were set up differently.
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One method of changing the response mechanism, which wodld make
responding a less taxing process and perhaps make the scoring clearer,
would bé to reduce the number of response' options from four to three by
eliminating the “"other" category and using only the three response options
rel_ated to the three theories of distributive juétice. The resulting patterns of
answers might be more clear and consistent than they are in the version of
IDEAS that includes the other category as a distractor.

Another approach to improving the response mbde is to increase tﬁe
number of dilemmas from 8 to 10 or 12 and ask the respondent to give only
the "most fair* solution (e.g., only ‘one answer) to each dilemma. With moré ‘
dilemmas and only one solution to be chosen, there should be enough |
informatioh about the respondents’ patterns of selection without the
interference of ranking second and third choices to which the respondent has
little commitment.

These two revised vefsions of IDEAS using fewer responée options,
one version asking the respondents to choose only one "mbst fair" response
and another version asking for a ranking of three rathér fhan four items could
be field‘-t_ested.' Results from field-testing of these new versions could then be
compared to data from the original version of IDEAS to see if either of the “
revised response modes produces more consistent results with less strain on

the respondents.
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Teachers’ Decisions

Conclusion: Teaéhers make decis'ions about the distribution of
the benefits of education and the accommodation of individual
differenceé of students with disabilities, not based on the |
consistent application of the principles of fairness measured, but
instead on their personal analysis of the situation on a

case-by-case basis.

Recommendations: (a) To determine if teachers’ decisions can
be influenced by instruction ahd discussion, it is recommenced
that IDEAS be used in a-qualitative research project in whiéh a
group of teachers responds to the instrument before and after a
period of instruction. (b) To determiri_e if the sample popu_lation
of teachers is unique in responding to the IDEAS dilemmas on a
situational basis .ratﬁer than‘ consis;tently using one of the |
principles in IDEAS,-it is recommended that other populations be
tested to see. if their methods of responding are the sarﬁe or

different.

Teachers responding to IDEAS in the field testing conducted in this
research were judged to respond to the IDEAS dilemmas on a situational
basis rather than consistently using one of the principles in IDEAS to guide

their decision-making. To explore this conclusion further, a study could be
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conducted to determine if teachers’ methods of responding to IDEAS could
be influenced by a process of direct téaching concerning principles of
distributive justice and how they might be applied in classroom situations.
The study would involve giving a pretest with IDEAS to a group of teachers
followed by an educational program consisting of a series of discussion
periods in which the teachers have an opportunity to explore with their peers
the different approaches to distribﬁtive justice (Kohlberg, 1987). After the
discussion period, the teachers would respond to the IDEAS instrumeﬁt
again. Then the teachers would be interviewed to allow them to ‘ekplain any
changes which may have oc.curred in their methods of respdnding to the
IDEAS instrument. Of interest would be any changes in the teachers’ IDEAS
subscale scores and the rationales the teachers give for the decision-making
after the period of instrucfcion.

Another avenue for further researcﬁ using IDEAS is consideration of
whether or not teachers as é group are unigue in their approach to the
IDEAS dilemmas. Even though IDEAS is intended for use with classroom
teachers, it may be useful to learn how. ofher populations respond to the
instrument. Would, for example, clergy, politicians, Iawyefs, doctors, or the
general public respond differently fro'm teachers? Would other groups
respond on the basis of the principles in IDEAS rather than on the basis of |
situational characteristics? At this point, it is difficult to speculéte how other

groups might respond, but patterns of decision-making on I-DEAS may differ
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among different population samples. Testing other populations could shed
light both on the properties of IDEAS and on the original field-testing sample

population of teachers.

Teachers’ Beliefs

Conclusion: Individual teachers h'ol,d conflicting beliefs about
what is fair in the distribution of educational benefits and about
how to accommodate individual differences df students with

disabilities.

Recommendation: To determine if.opinions_ about the
accommodation of individual differehces of students with
disabilities can .be influenced, it is recommended that IDEAS
be used as a vehicle for making teachers’ views about
distributive justice explicit and ijects for discussion and

reflection.

Notable in the inforrﬁation drawn from the field-testing of IDEAS is the
conclusion that individual teachers hold conflicting values conc':'erning‘
fairness and the accommodation of individual differences of students with
disabilities and that these values are largely unexamined. The interview data
suggest that teachers have either not had an opportunity or have not taken
the time to reflect upon just how they do make decisions about the |

distribution of benefits in the classroom. Ihé framework, therefdre, that
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teachers use for decision-making goes unnoticed or unexamined. If alsked‘
why they grade in a certain way or attend to one student more than
another, teachers do not have a ready answer (Strfke, Haller, & Soltis,
1988). Recent scholarship and debate concerning professionalism in
teaching (Bowman, 1989; Go'odlad, 1988; Goodlad, Soder, & Sirotnik, 1990;.
Lieberman, 1988; Schon, 1983, 1987; Scriven, 1988; Sockett, 1989; Soder,
1986, 1988; Soltis, 1987; Strike & Soltis, 1984; Sykes, 1987; Tom, 1986;
Zeichner & Liston, 1987) have noted this lack of reflection on the part of
practicing teachers. Giroux (1988) has suggested that to be effective |
teachers ought to be more réflective; that is, they ought to become
"transformative ‘intellectuals” who actively examine their teaching practices

and the underlying values which influence their behavior. Kohl (1983) has
described this type of reflective intellectual in this way:

An intellectual is someone who knows about his or her field, -

has a wide breadth of knowledge about other aspects of the

world, who uses experience to develop theory and questions

theory on the basis of further experience. An intellectual is also

someone who has the courage to question authority and who

refuses to act counter to his or her own experience and

judgement. (p. 29)

If teachers were called upon to examine their conflicting values
concerning fair distribution of educational benefits and the accommodation
of the individual differences of students with disabilities, this more conscious

struggle over decision-making might make teachers more aware of the

principles they could use. McGuire (1960a) has suggested that, when the
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individual is called upon to examine a set of attitudes in close proximity of
time, fhe individual notices the incoﬁsistency and has a tendency /to revise
the attitude set in the direction of becoming hore logically consistent. It i's
this very process of reconciling inconsistencies which Kohlberg utilized
effectively in his attempts to influence morél development thrbugh tHe public
discussion of moral dilemmas (Kohlberg, 1987).

Like Kohlberg’s moral dilemmas,.the‘ IDEAS instrument utilizes a .
series of classroom dilemmas which raise- moral and ethical questions for
teachers. As such it is an appropriate vehicle for use in the public deba‘té
over fairness and the accommodation of ihdividuél 'differences in public
. schools. Reflection upon the IDEAS dilemmas and debate concerning their
resolution can have the effect of refining teabher’s sensibilities and |
transformihg the.ir thinking, In‘,any case,' the public debate of the issues
which can be sparked by the use of the instrument has the'potential for
promoting more thoughtful and perha‘psll better informed classroom

decisions.

Potential Uses for IDEAS

Conclusion: IDEAS has potential uses as (a) an e\)aluative
instrument in qualitative research, (b) an instrument for self
anélysis, (b) a tool for énhancin,g preservice and inservice
training conicerning "che core values o_f_ public edu:cation, and

(c) a vehicle to encourage thinking about and discussion of the
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accommodation of individual differences by various groups

involved in public education.

Recommendation: To test the usefuiness of IDEAS as an
informal values clarification tool, it is recommerided that IDEAS
be field-tested as a vehicle for (a) qualitative research, (b) self
ahalysis, (c) preservice training, (d) inservice training,

(e) school-communify analysis and discussion, and

(f) classroom analysis. and discussion.

The recommended version of IDEAS is now ready for usé in variety of
ways as an informal tool for values clarification. IDEAS can be utilized by
researchers in qualitative research projects, by teachers for self-analysis, by
teacher educators as a training exercise in preservice or inservice training,
and-by a variety of groups interested in distributive justice at the classroom

level as vehicle for discussion and analysis.

Qualitative Research. IDEAS is well suited to qualitative research

projects which explore teachers’ beliefs about mainstreaming and the
accommodation of individual differences of studehts with disabilities.

The instrument can be used as a tool for structuring interviews with
teachers who are approaching mainstreaming for the first time. or who
already have students with disabilities in their classrooms. Responding to

IDEAS can be a safe way of raising sensitive issues since it allows
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participants to explore "neutral” situation,é not directly related to their own
classrooms. In the interview prbcess, responses to IDEAS can be explored
in greater depth without putting teachers on thé defensive about their own
school situations.

IDEAS also can be used in case studies in which detailed profiles are
‘being developed of particular teachers or teacher-student relationships.
Responses to IDEAS can serve as the basis for interviews that encourage
the subjects of the case studies to reveal information about their decision-
méking processes and their beliefs and cdncérns about accommodating
individual differences. IDEAS can suppiy additional data to assist in
developing a composite portrait of a claésrbom or a school in which
mainstreaming is taking place. Teachers; students, and other staff members
can respond to the IDEAS instrument and then be interviewed concerning
their responses in order to create an overall picture of the "climate” in the
classrbom or school concerning the accommodation of the individual

differences of students with disabilities.

Self Analysis. IDEAS has strong.po'tential as a tool for self anaiyéis.
The individual who responds to the scale can léarh about‘how his or her
responsés relate to various principles of distributive justice. Respondents
can use this information as a values clarification exercise to determine what
underlying values may influence their behavior toward nondisabled and

disabled students. Results from IDEAS can provide insight for respondents




203
into their own notions of fairness. With this knowledge, they can corhpare
their set of values and their understanding of fairness with what is expected
of them by school district policies, professional standards, special education
'law, local customs, and the standards of the community at large.

Awareness of their notions of fairness may be valuable to teachers for
their own self-knowledge and for their Uhderstanding of themselves in |
relation to their profession and its role in society. In recent years, teachers
have had to become increasingly mindful about whether their behavior in a
particular situation might be considered unfair or discriminatory (Stevens & |
Wood, 1992). Since the 1950s, federal and state courts have taken a much
more active role in guiding educational policy at all levels. There is virtually
no aspect of a teacher’s life today that has gone untouched by court
decisions and legislation.

This increase in regulétion is certai‘nly true of the guidelines for
teachers in their treatment of students with disabilities in the classroom
(Osborne, 1992). Expeétations of teachers have been spelled out in special
education law, regulation, and professional best practices. By analyzing
their own core values concerning the just treatment‘of disabled and
nondisabled students, teachers can determine for themselves how much
their personal values coincide with legal and profeésional- expectations.

Thé importance of individual teachers’ decisions makes their pérsonal

value systems all the more significant. In many ways, teachers are the final
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arbiters of how rewards are distributed in society. It is according to the
individual teacher’s judgment how various minority groups, |nclud|ng
students with disabilities, are treated W|th|n the classroom and to what
degree individual students have access to educational opportunities. The
distribution of educational benefits, in turn, determines to a large degree the
distribution to individuals of the social and financial rewards in society at
large (Stevens & Wood, 1992).

The use of IDEAS as a self analysis tool can assist teachers in
understanding their own values and can provide them with insight into how
their decisions about accommodating individual differences and providing
equal educational opportunity may affect the well-being and potential social

and financial status of all their students. -

Preservice Training. IDEAS has potential for use with teachers-in- -

training, particularly as prospective teachers are studying ~the philosophical‘
and social basis for the teaching profession (K_earney & Durand, 1992).
IDEAS can be used as a tool for acquainting students with the concept of
distributive justice and for explaining to studerits the kinds of teacher-made
decisions which may have impact on the long-term welfare of students with
disabilities and their classmates. |

Trie educational sy./stem of the United:States to which preservice
students are being introduced is based upon a tradition of democracy andits

attendant concern for justice. But no matter how much information teachers
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receive about the traditions of the American system, beginning teachers still

must sort out for themselves what democracy and justice mean in the

.classroom. In the American style of education, there -are inherent tensions

between elitism and democraéy and between the pursuit of excellence and
the provision of equal opportun’itiés for éll (Bricker, 1989). Without some
preservice preparation for dealing with these tensions, mény teachers are
thrust into their decision-making role in the classroom with no idea of hbw,to

treat students fairly or on what basis to make decjéions which are in line

+ with the core values of the American educational system.

There is a need, therefore, for preservice t‘eéchers to have the
opportunity ;co learn about the core valués of the system and to study their
own values as well. IDEAS is a tool which can help prospectivé teachers
examine their values in relation to realistic dilemmas which occur routinefy in
typica'l classrooms. In discussion with peers and educational mentors,
preservice teachers can Iéarn what is expected of them in terms protecting
the rights of minorities, including students with disabilities, and can match
those expéctations to their own sets of values (Bloom, 1981; Goodlad, 1991,
pp. 48-49; Gordon, '1976; Oakes, 1985). Discussing these issues prior to
student teaching can give prospective teachers an' opportunity to think -
through issues which might otherwise be daunting for them once they are on
their own in the classroom. 'Thinking about core values in relatioﬁ to students

with disabilities can provide prospective teachers with the opportunity to
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clarify their ideas of fairness before they are cohfronted with difficuit deéisions
and while there are still respected mentors available to them to provide
guidance (Goodlad, 1991, pp. 250-256).

In the context of breservice training, IDEAS provides an excellent
format for opening dialogue between prospective teachers and professors of
teacher education. Through its series of eight dilemmas, 1DEAS gives
breservice students a chance to apply information about the philosophical
foundations of .education to practical situations which they are likely to face in
the classroom. Responding to IDEAS and discussing the results with peers
and mentors provides the education student with an opportunity to see the
practical application of such Brpad concepts as justice, equality, merit, and
accommodation of individual differences. Having such discussions can begin
the habit of reflection which has beén advocated by such educational
reformers as Freire (1973), Giroux (1988), and Goodlad (1991), Goodlad,

Soder, and Sirotnik (1990), and Su (1989).

Inservice Training. IDEAS has extensive potential as a staff

devélopment tool for members of staffs involved in the implementation of
mainstreaming (e.g., part-time placement of disabled students in the regular
classroom) or full inclusion r(e.g., full-time placement of disabled students in
the ‘regular classroom) as educational practices. Gottlieb (1980) and others
(Fenton, 1975; Glass & Meckler, 1‘972) have suggested there is value in using

discussion as a vehicle for changing attitudes toward persons with disabilities
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and inclusion or malnstreamlng The IDEAS lnstrument is a tool which can
be used to spark discussion and provide structure for the outcomes of the
discussion.

The dilemmas in the instrument cover topics which are related to
mainstreaming and which are potentially difficult and divisi\re issues for the
members of school staffs. When a significant social change like
mainstreaming or full inclusion is being contemplated for a particular school,
the members of the staff eould respond to fhe IDEAS scale, and then discuss

-the answers to the dilemmas among themselves. Discussing the IDEAS
dilemmas provides some distance from the local situation but also provides a
vehicle for discussion of issues which do have local implications. From these-
discussions could emerge consensus on how to address such problems as
fairness in grading, distribution of equipment, distribution of teacher attention -
and so forth (Giangreco, 1990). |

Since all the members of the staff have had the same opportunity to
consider the dilemmas as individuals, all start the general discussion with a
similar knowledge base and similar set of experienees related to
mainstreaming and aceommodation of individual differences. In other words,
the process of responding to IDEAS gives participants a common experience
which provides substance for their subsequent discussion. In addition, the
principles of distributive justice which form the underlying conceptual

framework of the instrument can also be used to structure the discussion
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based on IDEAS. Participants can learn about different"concepts of justice
and can decide for themselves which principle or principles ought to be
applied in their local situations.

With IDEAS as a focal point, staff discussions can be used as a
method for building cons?nsus and developing a description of a set of
values on which all staff members can agree. With consensus on core
values, the implementation of mainstreaming 6r full inclusion practices can
presumably be more smoothly done with less dissension and concern on the
part of staff members (Giangreco et al., 1991; Jenkins & Leicéster, 1992;

Valesky & Hirth, 1992).

School/Community Analysis and Discussion. IDEAS can be used in

similar way in community training as it can be used for staff training. Again,
if a school district is contemplating more mainstreaming or full inclusion of
students with disabilities in regular classrooms, it may be important to build
consensus on how students with and wi_thout disabilities should be treated in
the classroom. One way of building such consensus is to use IDEAS as a
values clarification exercise for various school district and community
constituencies (e.g., members of the teachers’ union, support staff, PTA
members, disability organization members, administrators). Each
constituency can hold its own sessions to discuss the IDEAS dilemmas and
build consensus on solutions. Then some effort can be made to bring the

various groups together for a larger discussion and consensus-building
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activity. Through this process of (a) testing with IDEAS in small groups,
(b) holding small group discussions, (c) developing small group consensus,

(d) holding larger group discussion, and (e) building large group consensus

a school district could build broad agreement on how mainstreaming or full

inclusion should take place.

The evidence is that the success of the :implementation of inclusion
policies depends heavily on ihe preparation of the participants ahd the
degree to which all segments of the school community feel that they have

been “heard" and included in the decision-making (Anderson & Miiliren,

 1983; Benham Tye, 1987; Certo, Haring, & York, 1984; Gartner & Lipsky,

1987; Halvorsen, 1983; Murray-Seegert, 1989). Responding to IDEAS in
smaller and then larger groups can hélp to build that larger consensus
through common experiences and opportunities to discuss values and

rationales for decisions.

Classroom Analysis and Discussion.. IDEAS is an instrument which

can be used by young peopie as well as adults. The instrument.is ideal.for_
use with students from grade 5 through higH school (Kelker, 1992). |
Students can be givén the opportunity to respond to the instrument and
then a chance to discuss with each other what fhe most fair course of
action would be in each dilemma. These disbussions provide students with
an opportunity to hear others’ notions of what is fair and to argue. for their

points of view. Students can think about how mainstreaming affects them
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personally and about how it affects students who have traditionally not been
afforded the same access and benefits as others. Though students are
likely to have widely different levels of maturity in their approaches to
distributive justice, they can benefit from the opportunity to he'a‘r the views of
others who may be conceptualizing justice in a quite different ways
(Kohlberg, 1984).

Older students can be introduced to the principles of justice which
form the conceptual framework for IDEAS. They can learn how basic
principles affect specific actions. Mo’st imp.drtantly, they can decide for
themselves which principles of justice make the most sense to ;chem and
which they would like to have applied to themselves and their friends.

Another advantage in students taking the IDEAS test and disbuséing
the dilemmas afterwards is that this process provides students with some
insight into tﬂhevir feachers’ requnsibilities as decision-makers. Students can
see for themselves why it may be difficult for a teacher to be "perfectly fair"
in his or her treatment of both disabled and nondisabled students. Students
can also see ‘how‘ laws and regulations can impinge on decision-making on
the local level, in particular in the typical classroom (Strike, 1982).

For students the opportunity to think about classroom dilemfnas and
then discuss fairness, equal educational obportunity, an_d acéommodation of
individual differences is a chance to apply abstract concepts of fairness‘ in . |

situations which are within their own experience. All of them know of
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instances in which teachers seem to have acted unfairly by appearing to
favor one studen’t or one group over another. Responding to IDEAS and
then discussing the dilemmas can help students see how difficult i't is to
decide what is fair and how other factors entér into decisions about fairness

and equal educational opportunity (Benninga, 1988).

Summary

Teachers’ attitudes are influential in the process of mainstreaming
students with disabilities. They havé the legal and professional responsibility
for making and monitoring major instructional decisions for all their students,
for providing instruction in the normal developmental curriculum, and for
seeking using, and coordinating assistance for studeﬁts who need more
intense instruction. Though these responsibilities have always been a part of
the teaching role, they have gained greater impetus since the passage of the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975 (Osborne, 1992). Since
that time, teachers have been required by both federal and state law to follow
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) of special education students and to
make accommodations for their individual differences which may involve
modifying assignments, tolerating extra equipment, grading students on a
different scale, or using alternative discipline systems. Historically, attitudes of
teachers toward mainstreaming and mékring accommodations ‘for.individual

differences have been negative (Donaldson, 1980). Numerous attempts have
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been made to influence teachers’ attitudes in a positive direction with little
solid success to report (Horne, 1985).

This research study began with an underlying question concerning why
teachers.have negative aﬁitudes toward mainstreaming and why they are
resistant to following the special education law. It was assumed that part of
the resistance might be attributed to teachers’ perceptions that their basic
concepts of fairness were being violated by being required by the special
education law to treat some students differently from others. What has
emerged from the research is, however, a much larger question concerning
whether or not teachers are being properly equipped to deal with the ethical
fssues surrounding the implementation of the special education law. John
Goodlad and Jeannie Oakes (1988), nationally recognized leaders in teacher .
education, have suggested that the central question facing American
education today is how to offer equal access to knowledge in light of the
great variety of individual differences in. students. Stanley Deno (1990), a
respected leader in the field of special education, has reached é similar
conclusion. Deno argues that accommodating individual differences is the
central question in public education and that current teaching practices,
however sophlstlcated they may be, still fail to do an acceptable jOb of .
meetlng mdnwdual needs. Deno (1990) suggests that it is Ilkely that
differences in clinical skills of teachers play a significant role in determlnin,g

the success of individual students" (p. 172).




213

Teache_rs’ skills ih accommodating individual differences aref recognized
by scholars in both special and regular education as the key element in
student success. Part of the teacher’s jolb in accommodating individual
needs is making the day-to-day decisions about how to distribute educational
benefits in the classroom. Classroom teachers find themselves in the position
of applying bes;c practices in teaching and the principles of the special
education law in an arena in which resources for all students are limited and
in which there are multiple demands on teachers’ time; energy, and good will.
But-teachers report little opportunity for reflection and little ability to prepare
themselves for making decisions in this “rationed" environment (Kearney &
Durand, 1992).

Zeichner and Liston (1987) in their extensive study of "teaching student
teachers to reflect” have reported formidable obstacles to encouraging
"reflectivev teaching" (p. 40). One of their central objectives in their work with |
student teachers was to build into the student teaching process opportunities
for students to contemplate their values and reconcile ethical dilemmas as.
they occur in real world situations. Zeichner and Liston (1987) have reported
some success in reaching their objectives, but they have suggested that a
"variety of material and ideological constraints, both within and outside of the
program . . . 'work against’ the program’s stated aspirations" (p. 40).

Making ethical decisions is an everyday demand on teachers’ personal

resources, yet the evidence from this research is that teachers are not
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prepared to meet this oemand. Teachers in this study have reported
spending little time in reflection and having little basis for their decisions
except the circumstances at the tirne the decision is b'eing made. These
findings suggest that an approach to improving teachers’ ability to respond to
the demands of the special education law and meet the individual needs of
students with disabilities may be to build into teacher training both at the
preservice and inservice levels opportunities for teachers to reflect upon their
values and how those values influence their behavior in the classroom.:

The Indi\riduaI_Differences and Equity Attitude Scale (IDEAS) is a new
instrument with potential as a tool for assisting teachers with understanding'
and articulating their own values. IDEAS can be used to open dialogue,
cause reflection, and structure self analysis. It is the type of values
clarification activity which allows teachers to consider realistic classroom
diiernmas and ponder solutions based on recognized principles of dietributive
justice. This tool could be an asset to preservice training when teachers are
preparing to enter the classroom for the first time. It can also be used as a
vehicle for opening up discussion between teachers and administrators,
between regular and special educators, or among parents, teachers, school
board members, and administrators. Any of these types of discussions could '
be used for airing concerns about mainstreaming, building consensus on
local policies for accommodating individual differences, recognizing opposing

views, and reconciling differences.
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At this point, IDEAS requires further technical refinement. Next steps in
refining the instrument should include independent tests of criterion-related
validity. Also, important is furfher revision of the response options and |
retesting of the instrument’s reliability. Until further technical refinement and
testing with more popUIations has taken place, IDEAS shoqld be ljéed with
caution in experimental or quantitative research projects.. However, the
instr_ument is ready for use in quélitative research and as a tool for seif-
analysis and for training situatio_ns in which the there is a need to 6Iarify

values and encourage discussion of how values affect a teacher’s decisions

concerning equity in the classroom.
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The scoring program for IDEAS was developed by Dr. Gary Conti of the
College of Education, Health and Human Development at Montana State
University, Bozeman, Montana, in July 1993. This program automatically
calculates and sums position scores for each of the four subscales of the
Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale. The program is available on -
disk in the DOS format. '

data list file = 'data.asc’/
id 1-3 month 4-5 day 6-7 year 8-9 gender 10 certify 11 taught 12
exper 13 cnt 14-16 career 17- 19 training 20-21 relative 22 courses 23
intervie 24
at1 to at30 25-54 :
a1l b1 cl1dla2b2c2d2 a3 b3 c3 d3
a4 b4 c4 d4 a5 b5 c5 d5 a6 b6 c6 d6 a7 b7 ¢7 d7 a8 b8 c8 d8 55-86. .
recode al to d8 (sysmis = 0).
missing value month to d8 (0).

if (@1 = 1) ola = 4.
if (@1 = 2) cla = 4.
if (@1 = 3) Na = 4.
if (@1 = 4) hla = 4.
if (b1 = 1) o1lb = 8.
if (b1 =2)cib = 3.
if (b1 = 3) 1b = 3.
if (b1 = 4) hib = 3.
if (c1 =1)olc =2
if ¢1 =2)clc = 2.
if (c1 =3)11c = 2.
if (c1 = 4) hic = 2.
if d1 =1)o1d = 1.
if d1 =2)cld = 1.
if d1 =3)11d =

if d1 = 4)hid = 1.
if (@2 = 1) I12a = 4
if (@2 = 2) h2a = 4.
if (a2 = 3) 02a = 4.
if @2 = 4) c2a = 4.
if (b2 = 1) 12b = 3.
if (b2 = 2) h2b = 3.
if (b2 = 3) 02b = 3.
if (b2 = 4) c2b = 3.
if c2 =1)I12c = 2.
if (¢c2 = 2) h2c = 2.
if (c2 = 3) 02¢c = 2.
if (c2 = 4) c2c = 2.
if (d2 = 1)12d = 1.




if (d2
if (d2
if (d2
if @3
if (a3
if (a3
if (23
if (b3
if (b3
if (b3
if (b3
if (c3
if (c3
if (c3
if (c3
if (d3
if (d3
if (d3
if- (d3
if (a4
if (a4
if (a4
if (a4
if (b4
if (b4
if (b4
if (b4
if (c4
if (c4
if (c4
if (c4
if (d4
if (d4
if (d4
if (d4
if (a5
if (a5
if (a5
if (a5
if (b5
if (b5
if (b5
if (b5
if (c5
if (c5

= 2) had
3) o2d
4) c2d
1) 03a
2) c3a
3) I3a

4) h3a

1) o3b

2) c3b

= 3) I3b
= 4) h3b
= 1) 03c
= 2) c3c
= 3) 13c = 2
= 4) h3c =
= 1) 03d =
= 2) c3d =
= 3) 13d = 1.
4) h3d

4.
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2) cd4a
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1) hdb
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if (¢6 = 3) hbc = 2.
if (c5 = 4) I5c = 2.
if (d5 = 1) 05d = 1.
if (d5 = 2) c5d = 1.
if (d5 = 3) h5d = 1.
if (d5 = 4)15d = 1.
if (@6 = 1) oBa =

if (@6 = 2) I6a = 4.
if (@6 = 3) cba = 4.
if (a6 = 4) h6a = 4.
if (b6 = 1) 06b = 3.
if (b6 = 2) Ieb = 3.
if (b6 = 3) c6b =

if (06 = 4) h6éb =

if (c6 = 1) o6c = 2.
if (c6 = 2) 16c = 2.
if (c6 = 3) c6c =

if (¢6 = 4) héc =

if (d6 = 1) o6d = 1.
if (d6 = 2) 16d = 1.
if (d6 = 3) c6d = 1.
if (d6 = 4) héd = 1.
if (@7 = 1) o7a = 4.
if (@7 = 2) c7a = 4.
if @7 = 3) I7a = 4.
if (@7 = 4) h7a = 4.
if (b7 = 1) o7b = 3.
if (b7 = 2) c7b = 3.
if (b7 = 3)I17b =

if (b7 = 4) h7b = 3.
if (c7 = 1) o7c = 2.
if (¢7 = 2) c7c = 2.
if ¢c7 =3)I7c = 2.
if (¢7 = 4) h7c = 2.
if (d7 = 1) o7d = 1.
if (d7 = 2) c7d = 1.
if (d7 = 3) 17d = 1.
if d7 = 4) h7d = 1.
if (@8 = 1) c8a = 4.
if (a8 = 2) o8a = 4.
if (@8 = 3) h8a = 4
if (a8 = 4) i8a = 4.
if (08 = 1) c8b = 3.
if (08 = 2) 08b = 3.
if (08 = 3) h8b = 3

4.

3
3. -
2

2.
2.
1.
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if (b8 = 4) I8b = 3,
if (c8 = 1) e8¢ = 2.
if (8 = 2) o8¢ = 2
if (c8 = 3) h8c = 2.
if (c8 = 4) I8c = 2.
if (d8 = 1) c8d = 1.
if (d8 = 2) 08d = 1.
if (d8 = 3) h&d = 1.

if (d8 = 4) I18d = 1.
recode ola to 18d (sysmis = 0). :
compute hier = value(h1a) + value(h1b) + value(hic) + value(h1d)

+ 4+ +++ + +

compute coll

+++ + ++ +

value(h2a) +
value(h3a) +
value(h4a) +
value(h5a) +
value(h6a) +
value(h7a) +
value(h8a) +
= value(cia)
value(c2a) +
value(c3a) +
value(cda) +
value(c5a) +
value(c6a) +
value(c7a) +
value(cBa) +
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value(h2b) +
value(h3b) +
value(h4b) +
value(hsb) +
value(hBb) +
value(h7b) +
value(h8b) +
+ value(cib)
value(c2b) +
value(c3b) +
value(c4b) +
value(c5b) +
value(céb) +
value(c7b) +
value(c8b) +

value(h2c) +
value(h3c) +
value(h4c) +
value(h5c) +
value(hBc) +
value(h7c) +
value(h8c) +
+ value(cic)
value(c2c) +
value(c3c) +
value(c4c) +
value(c5c) +
value(c6c) +
value(c7c) +
value(c8c) +

value(h2d)
value(h3d) -
value(h4d)
value(h5d)
value(h6d)
value(h7d)
value(h8d).
+ value(c1d)
value(c2d)
value(c3d)
value(c4d)
value(c5d)
value(c6d)
value(c7d)
value(c8d).

compute liberal = value(l1a) + value(l1b) + value(iic) + value(l1d)

+ 4+ 4+ + + + +

value(l2a) +
value(i3a) +
value(l4a) +
value(l5a) +
value(l6a) +
value(i7a) +
value(i8a) +

value(l2b) +
value(I3b) +
value(l4b) +
value(Isb) +
value(leb) +
value(l7b) +
value(I8b) +

value(l2c) +
value(I3¢c) +
value(l4c) +
value(I5c) +
value(léc) +
value(l7c) +
value(i8c) +

value(l2d)
value(I3d)
value(l4d)
value(15d)
value(16d)
valug(17d)
value(I8d).

compute other = value(o1a) + value(o1b) + value(oic) + value(o1d)

+4++++++

value(o2a) +
value(o3a) +
value(o4a) +
value(o5a) +
value(oBa) +
value(o7a) +
value(o8a) +

value(o2b) +
value(o3b) +
value(o4b) +
value(oSb) +
value(o6b) +
value(o7b) +
value(o8b) +

value(o2c) +
value(o3c) +
value(o4c) +
value(o5c) +
value(o6c) +
value(o7c) +
value(o8c) +

value(o2d)
value(o3d)
value(o4d)
value(o5d)
value(o6d)
value(o7d)
value(o8d).

recode at1 at2 at3 at4 at6 at7 at8 at10 at11 at13 at15 at16 at18 at20
at21 at26 at27 at28 at30 (1=6)(2=5)(3=4)(4=3)(5=2)(6=1).
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compute atdp = at1 +at2 +at3 +at4 +at5 +at6 +at7 +at8 +at9 +at10 +att1
+at12 +at13 +at14 +at15 +at16 +at17 +at18 +at19 +at20 +at21 +at22
+at23 +at24 +at25 +at26 +at27 +at28 +at29 +at30.

compute ch1 = hia +h1b +hic +h1d.

compute ch2 = h2a +h2b +h2¢c +h2d.

compute ch3 = h3a +h3b +h3c +h3d.

compute ch4 = h4a +h4b +h4c +h4d.

compute ch5 = h5a +h5b +h5c +h5d.

compute ché = héa +h6b +h6c +h6d.

compute ch7 =-h7a +h7b +h7c +h7d.

compute ch8 = h8a +h8b +h8c +h8d.

- compute cc1 = cta +c1b +cic +cid.

compute cc2 = c2a +c2b +c2c +ca2d.

compute cc3 = ¢3a +c3b +c3c +c3d.

compute cc4 = c4a +c4b +c4c +c4d.

- compute cc5 = cba +c5b +c5c¢ +c5d.

compute cc6 = cba +c6b +c6c +cBd.

compute.cc7 = c7a +c7b +c7c +c7d.

compute cc8 = c8a +c8b +c8c +c8d.

compute clt = 1a +Hb +Ilic +I1d.

compute cl2 = 12a +12b +12c +12d.

compute cI3 = 13a +I13b +13c +I3d.

compute cl4 = |4a +14b +l4c +l4d.
compute cl5 = 15a +15b +15¢ +15d.
.compute clé = 16a +16b +16¢c +l6d.
‘compute cl7 = I7a +17b +I7¢c +I7d.
compute cl8 = 18a +I18b +18c +18d.

compute co1 = ola +01b +01c +o01d..

compute co2 = 02a +02b +02¢c +02d.

compute co3 = 03a +03b +03c +03d.

compute co4 = od4a +04b +04c +04d.

compute co5 = o05a +05b +05¢c +05d.

compute co6 = oba +06b +06c +06d.

compute co7 = o7a +07b +07c +07d.

compute co8 = 08a +08b +08c +08d.

save outfile = ’'kathy.out’.

set listing = ’freq.out’.

freq year to intervie atdp hier coll liberal other

/format = onepage/statistics.

corr hier with ch1 ch2 ch3 ch4 ch5 ch6 ch7 chg/
coll with cc1 cc2 cc3 cc4 cc5 ccb ec7 cc8/
liberal with cl1 cl2 cI3 cl4 cl5 cl6 cl7 clg/ ,
other with co1 co2 ¢o3 co4 co5 cob co7 co8.

finish.
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VERSIONS OF IDEAS, ANSWER KEY
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE
DEFINITIONS AND ANSWER KEY

For each dilemma, four possible solutions are presented. No solution
is considered to be the "right" answer. The scale is being used to determine
which, if any, principle of distributive justice the respondent uses in making

decisions. Each of the options is based upon a principle of distributive justice o

which may or may not match an individual’s own set of values and beliefs.
The principles used in developing the solutions have been designed to
exhaust the logical possibilities; that is, all other possibilities are simply
variations of these models. The principles are defined as follows:

Hierarchical: Hierarchical solutions assume that the most equitable
distribution of benefits is on the basis of some absolute standard of
merit or judgment. In other words, the same standard is applied to
everyone, regardless of their individual differences. Those who earn
the privilege will rise to the top of the hierarchy and recelve the benefits
that go with their position.

Liberal: Liberal solutions assume that individual differences should be
accommodated. The Maximin Principle of the liberal theory of justice is
applied; that is, social benefits are arranged so that the least
advantaged individual receives the greatest benefit and all have access
to the available privileges and opportunities. In the liberal solutions, the
individual described as having a disability is assumed to be
"disadvantaged" and therefore entitled to compensating greater benefits
and access, along with all others, to all available opportunities.

Collaborative: Collaborative solutions involve working out a solution
among all the parties in which each individual may be asked to
compromise or participate in developing a solution which represents an
overall advantage to the whole group. In these solutions, the individual
with a disability may have to forego some privilege temporarily, as may
other members of the group, in order to bring about an acceptable
solution which benefits all. The collaborative model assumes a certain
amount of altruism on the part of all group members.

Other: Solutions labeled "other" do not fit into the three categories
hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative. They represent instead divergent
solutions following no particular pattern. Some may be solutions which
are contrary to law; some may suggest ideas which are contrary to
practice, untried, or innovative.
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CASE STUDY 1: HONOR ROLL

-1

1.2

1.3

1.4

M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll only if she earns the honor by
doing the same level of work -as the other students who receive the honor.
Hierarchical: This solution implies that M.B. should be judged on an
absolute standard, the same one used for all other students.
M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll this time, but the guidelines for
the honor roll should be re-written so that it is clear that students
receiving special help are not eligible for the honor roll, no matter what
grades they earn.
Other: This is a divergent solution which arbitrarily denies the
opportunity of being on the honor roll to anyone in special education.
In effect, this solution sets up two standards, one for those in regular
education and another for those in special education.
M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll because she has met the -
criteria set by the school for placement on the honor roll.
Liberal: This is the liberal solution because it provides access to the
opportunity and it accommodates the individual by. allowing her to
qualify, even though some of the grades she has earned did not
require the same level of accomplishment as her peers.
M.B. and her fellow students should not be compared for purposes of -

. identifying students for the honor roll. There should be no honor roll

because it is unfair to compare individuals with dlffenng abilities on an
absolute standard.
Collaborative: This is a collaborative solution because all individuals
are allowed the benefit of being treated individually (not judged by
the same absolute standard) and none is awarded placement on the
honor roll.

CASE STUDY 2: GRADING

2.1

F.J. should receive letter grades like other students, but his grades should

be circled to indicate that they were not achieved in a standard way.
Liberal: This is a liberal solution because F.J. is allowed access to
the opportunity (e.g.to receive letter grades), but there is an
accommodation, F.J. does not have to do the same work to earn the
grades. The difference in accomplishment is indicated by circling the
grades.

2.2 F.J. should not receive so much assistance; he should earn his grades in

the regular classroom by doing the same work in the same way as
everyone else.
Hierarchical: This is a hierarchical solution because F.J. would be
held to the same standards for receiving grades as the others in his
class.
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2.3 F.J.’s grades should be determined individually on the basis of the level
of his achievement in relation to his ability.
Other: This solution represents a divergent way of handling F.J.’s
.grades. It is similar to the liberal solution in that it represents
accommodation, but it is different because it does not mark F.J.’s
treatment as different (e.g. his grades would appear to be the same).
2.4 The grades for all the children in the fifth grade, |nc|ud|ng F.J., should be
determined on the basus of their individual achievement in relatlon to their
abilities.
Collaborative: This solution is collaborative because all of the
students would receive the accommodation, all would be treated
individually.

CASE STUDY 3: FIELD TRIP

3.1 The teacher should abandon the idea of going on a field trip to the
recycling center because it is too difficult to accommodate K.M. The
teacher should teach the same learning objectives in another way.

Other: This solution is divergent because it denies the opportunity of
going to the recycling center to all the students. It allows the
presence of K.M.’s disability to become a barrier for all the students.
This solution is contrary to practice.

3.2 K.M. should go with the class to the recycling center and visit those parts
of the facility that are accessible. Other students in the class can
describe the facility to K.M. and share the information they have learned.

Collaborative: This solution is collaborative because all of the
students would be involved in trying to include K.M. on the trip. K.M.
would sacrifice some involvement (e.g. she couldn’t go to parts of
the center), but the other students would sacrifice their time and
energy to educate K.M. about the parts that she missed.

3.3 The teacher should choose another place to go for the field trip so that
K.M. can participate fully.

Liberal: This solution is liberal because the choice of action is driven
by a decision to accommodate K.M.’s individual needs, even though
this action results in denying a particular opportunity to the rest of
the students.

3.4 The class should go on the field trip to the recycling center and K.M.
should stay at the school and do an alternate assignment on recycling.

Hierarchical: This solution is hierarchical because K.M. is denied an
opportunity since she cannot meet the standards for attendance (e.g.
she is not physically capable of accessing all of the recycling center).
No accommodation is made for K.M.’s individual differences. Instead
K.M. must make all of the accommodation herself.
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CASE STUDY 4: TEACHER ATTENTION

4.1 L.F. should wait his turn for teacher attention just hke the rest of the
students in his classes. He should receive neither more, nor less,
attention than other students. ,

Hierarchical: This solution is hierarchical because it requires that L.F.
receive teacher attention on the same standard as other students.
His individual differences are not accommodated.

4.2 Each day a different peer tutor should be assigned to redirect L.F.’s
attention, so that the teachers are freer to meet the needs of other
students who may require assistance that only the teachers can give.

Collaborative: This solution is collaborative because classmates are
involved in helping L.F. pay attention and finish his assignments.
Classmates must make certain sacrifices in order to help and L.F.
sacrifices because he does not receive the exclusive access to
teacher attention that he enjoyed previously.

4.3 L.F.’s teachers should continue to redirect his attention so that he
completes his assignments.

Liberal: This solution is the liberal one because it provides special
access to teacher attention for L.F. Since he is disadvantaged by his
attention problems, he is compensated by receiving additional
teacher assistance.

4.4 L.F. should not participate in regular classes until he can meet the
standards in regular education for competing work. He should receive
training in special education for paying attention and completing
assignments.

Other: This solution represents a divergent solution. It is contrary to

- law because it denies L.F.’s entitiement to participate in the regular
classroom with whatever supplementary aids and services may be
necessary to help him function.

CASE STUDY 5: MAKE-UP WORK

5.1 When she is feeling well, P.R. should come in regularly before school
starts and work ahead on her assignments.
Other: This solution requires P.R. to make all of the accommodation ‘
herself. She compensates for her disability. This is a divergent
solution.
5.2 P.R.s classmates should be assigned on a rotating basis to help her
understand assignments she has missed.
Collaborative: This solution is collaborative because classmates are
given the responsibility of helping P.R. to make up the work that she
misses. Classmates sacrifice their time, and P.R. must rely on fellow
students, rather than the teacher for help.
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5.3 P.R. should be held accountable for the assignments’ she misses so that
she has the opportunity to learn all the same material as the other
children. If she cannot complete her work in one year’s time, she may
have to repeat sixth grade.

Hierarchical: In this solution, P.R. is being held accountable to the
same standards as the others in her class.

5.4 P.R.’s classroom teacher should pare down P.R.’s assignments to the
minimum and do frequent informal checks with P.R. to make sure that
she is understandlng her school work.

Liberal: This is the liberal solution because the teacher is providing
accommodation for P.R.’s individual differences. -

CASE STUDY 6: COMPUTER ACCESS

6.1 A computer should be purchased for R.V., but he should use it only in
the resource room because his set-up is noisy an distracting for others
and no one else in regular education has the use of a personal computer.

Other: This is the "other" solution because it is contrary to law. R.V.
would be denied a necessary service because of its inconvenience.

6.2 A computer should be purchased for R.V. and he should be allowed to
use his computer in all his classes.

Liberal: This is the liberal solution because R.V. would be provided
an accommodation which enables him. to' operate in the regular
classroom.

6.3 A computer should be purchased for R.V., and he and his aide should
discuss with his classmates when and how to use his computer so that it
is not annoying to others. R.V. should limit his computer use to times
and places which are convenient for others.

Collaborative: This is the collaborative solution because R.V. and his
classmates would develop a mutually agreed upon accommodation
in which R.V. and his classmates would all have to sacrifice
something. R.V. could not use his computer all of the time, but his
classmates would have to tolerate the computer use some of the
time. The classmates would also have to accept the fact that R.V.
had the use of a.computer and they did not.

6.4 A fund should be started by the school district for purchasing computers
for the classroom. R.V. should wait like the other students for the time
when there is enough money to purchase both a computer for R.V. and
a computer for each classroom in the high school. ,

Hierarchical: This is the hierarchical solution because all involved
would be treated in exactly the same way. R.V.’s need for special
accommodation would not be recognized. All would have to wait
until such time as all could receive the same benefit. This despite
the fact that it could be argued that R.V. had greater need for
computer use than other students.
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CASE STUDY 7: ANXIETY ATTACKS

7.1 N.M. should be placed in special education in the afternoon because he

cannot manage in the regular classroom unless he has an aide with him.
Other: This solution is contrary to law because N.M. is entitled under
special education law to whatever aids and services he may require
in order to function in the regular classroom.

7.2 N.M.’s teacher and fellow students should be taught'what to do when he
gets upset. He should have a special time out space where he can go
to calm down. N.M.’s outbursts should be ignored and class should go
on as usual.

Collaborative: This solution requires the cooperation and
involvement of N.M.’s teacher and fellow students. To participate
this intensively in N.M.’s program requires a degree of altruism on
the part of all that are involved.

7.3 Regardless of the cost, N.M. should have an aide with him at all times
when he is in the regular classroom. :

Liberal: This is a liberal solution because it is based on the concept
that N.M. should have whatever aids and services he needs in order
to function in the regular classroom.

7.4 N.M. should be removed from the classroom when he behaves
inappropriately. He should not return until he has learned acceptable
behavior.

Hierarchical: This is a hierarchical solution because it holds N.M.
accountable for an absolute standard of behavior. .

CASE STUDY 8: DISCIPLINE

8.1 S.S. should be told by her teachers and her classmates when her
behavior is annoying. She should be given options for helping herself to
gain control.

Collaborative: This is a collaborative solution because S.S.’s
classmates and teachers are all to be involved in helping S.S. learn
to control her behavior. This solution requires a degree of altruism
on the part of the teacher and the classmates. e

8.2 S. S. should attend special classes until she learns to treat her teachers
with respect.

- Other: This solution is contrary to law in that it suggests that S.S.
: must earn the right to be in the regular classroom.

- 8.3°S.S. should be subject to the regular discipline system of the school and

be suspended for her inappropriate behavior. ‘ -
Hierarchical: This solution is hierarchical because it suggests that
S.S. be held to the same absolute standard that applies to all other
students.
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8.4 S.S. should be held responsible for a discipline program designed -

~ specifically her for her. _ . '
Liberal: This is a liberal solution because S.S. is being provided ‘an
individualized program which accommodates for her disability.
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE
DILEMMA REVISIONS

.Comments. from the Construct and Content Juries and resuits from the
first'pilot testing indicated that three of the dilemmas in Version | of IDEAS
were not appropriate for the instrument so these three dilemmas were
eliminated from thé instrument.

Dilemmas Eliminated after Pilot Test 1
CASE STUDY Iil: VALEDICTORIAN

C.T. and R.J. have achieved the highest grade point average in their senior class. They
both qualify, in other words, to be valedictorian of their class. The state awards college
scholarships to every valedictorian planning to attend a state college or university. C.T. is a
special education student who has taken several subjects in which he has received special
education assistance. The school board is reluctant to name C.T..valedictorian because
naming him would take away from R.J.’s achievements in the regular program. C.T.’s parents
argue that he has earned the same grade point average as R.J. so the two should serve as
co-valedictorians.

Faculty and members of the senior class are divided on the issue which threatens to put a
damper on the graduation ceremonies.

CASE STUDY IV: WRESTLING

S.W., who is a junior in high school, loves all sports, but wrestling is his specialty.
Unfortunately, this wrestling season S.W. is not'going to be able to participate. S.W. is
already 19 years old and the Athletic Association Rules say that 19 year-old students cannot
participate in varsity sports. This rule is to protect younger students from being outmatched
by older, more physically mature students. The reason that S.W. is 19 and only a junior in ‘
high school is that he was held back twice in elementary school. He had a learning disability,
but it was not detected until he was in the fifth grade. Now S.W. is receiving extra help in
special education and is doing much better in his studies. S.W. is discouraged, though,
because he cannot participate in his favorite sport. Sometimes he thinks about dropping out
of school because it seems as though he has nothing to look forward to..

CASE STUDY VI: RESTAURANT

R.N., who is twenty-five, lives in an apartment and has a job as a clerical worker in a
government office. R.N. was born without arms. She has learned to do many things for
herself--including eating and typing-- by using her feet. For her birthday, some of R.N.’s
friends decided to take her out to eat at a nice restaurant. When the food arrived, the waiter
came over to R.N. and asked her to leave the restaurant because she was disturbing other
diners by eating her meal with her feet.
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The Valedictorian, Wrestling, and Restaurant Dilemmas were replaced in
Version Il (and all subsequent versions) of IDEAS with Computer Access,
Anxiety. Attacks, and Discipline.

New Dilemmas Appearing in Versions Ii, lll, and IV of IDEAS
CASE STUDY 6: COMPUTER ACCESS

R.V., a tenth grader who is deaf/blind, attends regular classes at Stillwell High School .
and is assisted by a full time aide/interpreter. Because of his sensory impairments, his level
of cognitive functioning has been difficult to determine. Lately, it has been discovered that
R.V. can express himself using a computer with a voice synthesizer and braille output. The
cost of the computer set-up R.V. needs is several thousand dollars. No other student in-
R.V.’s high school has access to a computer except in computer classes. Should R.V. be
provided computer access?

CASE STUDY 7: ANXIETY ATTACKS

N.M. who is 9 and has autism attends a regular third grade class in his neighborhood
school. N.M. has an aide who accompanies him to class in the morning, but she leaves after
lunch and N.M. remains in the classroom in the afternoon without the assistance of an aide. -
Sometimes in the afternoons, N.M. has anxiety attacks and becomes quite upset. He shrieks
loudly and flails his arms. Sometimes he knocks over other students or bites someone who
may be in his way. N.M.’s classroom teacher has tried everything that she knows how to do
to keep N.M. calm at all times. She is worried and nervous that N.M. will really hurt himself
or others. Some days very little school work gets done in the third grade in the afternoon.
How should N.M.’s anxiety attacks be handled? '

CASE STUDY 8: DISCIPLINE

$.8., a ninth grader with a serious emotional illness, attends regular classes at her
neighborhood high school. She has average intelligence and is able to do her class
assignments without any particular assistance. She does, however, have difficulty deallng with
authority figures. She talks back to teachers and sometimes uses inappropriate language.
S.S. is frequently sent to the Dean’s Office for defying her teachers, being tardy to class or
refusing to do her work. ‘She has been in in-school suspension three times. With her next
offense, she will be suspended from school for three days. How should S.S.’s behavior be
handled?

Version Il which contained the three new dllemmas was used in Pilot Test
Il and in the field testing -of IDEAS.




INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY
ATTITUDE SCALE
(IDEAS)

VERSION |
by Katharin A. Kelker .

Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana

‘ldentification Number . , : Location _

Total Score '_ ‘ s ‘ ~ Date

Note: This version of IDEAS was used in the first pilot testing.

114




INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE

Directions: On the following pages you will find eight case studies dealing with accommaodation of individual differences. In each
case you will be asked to determine what the fair solution might be to the dilemma presented. The cases describe the conflicting
interests of individuals and members of a group. You will be asked to rank solutions to the dilemma from the most fair solution to
the least fair solution. A fair solution is one that you think provides for the needs of the individual without jeopardizing the legitimate’
interests of the other members of the group. .

Read the case studies carefully. After each case study, write the number of the statement which you consider to be the most fair
solution in the box on your answer sheet marked A, the next most fair solution in the box marked B and so forth until you have
placed the last statement in the box marked F. The statement you place in Box F should be the statement you think provides the
“least fair" solution to the dilemma. Do not write on this booklet. Place all of your answers on your answer sheet.

Below is an example to try. Read the case study and the statements which follow. Place the number of the statement you consider
to be the most fair solution to the dilemma in Box A, the next most fair solution in Box B and so forth until you place the least fair
solution in Box F.

Example

The Johnson family is planning a summer vacation, but the members of the family cannot decide where to go. Dad wants to head
for the mountains where he can fish in the trout streams. Mom wants to go to the beach so that she can lie in the sand. The six

year old twins, Susan and Peter, want to_go to an amusement park and ride on the ferris wheel everyday. Grandma Johnson wants

to go where there will be peace and quiet.

['MOsT FAR ~ LEASTFAR
A B C D E F

1. The Johnsons should not go on a vacation because there is no place where all of the family members can do what they
would like to do.

The Johnsons should choose several vacation locations and draw lots to decide where they will go this year.
The Johnsons should vote on where they would like to go on their vacation, and the majority should win.

4. The Johnsons should investigate a qunet vacation location that is within driving distance of streams, a beach and an
amusement park. .

5. Mr. and Mrs. Johnson should leave Grandma and the children at home and go on a vacation by themselves.
6. Mr. and Mrs. Johnson should leave leave the children at home and take Grandma with them to the seashore.
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CASE STUDY I: HONOR ROLL

M. B. is a seventh grader who has mild mental retardation. She spends most of her school day in regular classes, but she
goes to the resource room two periods a day for help with reading and math. Morton Middle School which M. B. attends posts an
honor roll list each quarter. Students who have B+ averages can get on the honor roll. M. B. gets all A’s and B’s in her classes,
but she is not allowed to be on the honor roll because two of her classes are in special education. The principal says it is not fair
for Mary Beth to be on the honor roll because she does not do grade level work in her resource classes. M. B. is disappointed that
she can-never be on the honor roll and she wonders sometimes whether it is worth it to work hard for good grades |f she will never
be recognized..

1. There should be a separate, special honor roll for students like M. B. who do well in their special education programs.
2. Students in special education should never be allowed on the honor roll no matter what their grades may be.

3. . M. B. should not be allowed on the honor roll unless she earns the honor by doing the same Ievel of work as the other.
students who receive the honor.

4. M. B. should not be on the honor roll, but she should receive special recognition at the annual awards ceremony.

5. If special education students are allowed on the honor roll, the award loses its meaning s$0 honor roll should be -
abolished. .

6. M. B. should be allowed on the honor roll because she has met the crlterla set by the school for placement on the
honor roll.
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CASE STUDY li: GRADING

F.J. is a fith grader who has learning disabilities. F.J. gets some help with reading in the resource room, but most of the time
he is in the regular classroom. Occasionally, his regular classroom teacher modifies assignments for him because he has trouble
reading the directions. Sometimes F.J. uses taped books, and he takes most of his tests orally. For most of his written work, F.J.
uses the computer. With the extra help he receives, F.J. is able to make excellent grades in school. Some of his classmates,
however, resent the fact that F.J. gets so much help. They think it is unfair for him to get good grades, when they have to do
harder work and they do not get any special help from the teacher. F.J.’s classmates think that he should receive no grade higher
than a C if he has received special help. '

7. F.J. should receive letter grades like other students, but his grades should be circled to indicate that they were not
achieved in the standard way.

8. F.J. should be graded the same way as other students, and he should not be given lower grades because he receives
extra help. ' : .

9. F.i. should not receive letter grades like the other students in fifth grade; instead he should receive pass or fail grade
because he gets extra help.

10. If grades cannot be awarded on exactly the same standard for everyone, then letter grades should not be used for
anyone. : '

11. No student who receives-extra help should get grades above a C.

'12. F.J. should not receive so much extra help; he should earn his grades in the regular classroom like everyone else.
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CASE STUDY lil: VALEDICTORIAN

C.T. and R.J. have achieved the highest grade point average in their senior class. They both qualify, in other words, to be

valedictorian of their class. The state awards college scholarships to every valedictorian planning to attend a state college or.
university. C.T. is a special education student who has taken several subjects in which he has received special education assistance.
The school board is reluctant to name C.T. valedictorian because naming him would take away from R.J.’s achievements in the
regular program. C.T.’s parents argue that he has earned the same grade point average as R.J. so the two should serve as co-
valedictorians. Faculty and members of the senior class are divided on the issue which threatens to put a damper on the graduation
ceremonies.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Since C.T. has achieved the highest grade point average, he should share the honor of valedictorian with R.J., and both
C.T. and R.J. should receive state scholarshlps

if a special education student is a potential valedlctorlan, then the honor is meaningless and no student should be
named valedictorian. :

C.T. should not be valedictorian, but he should receive a special certificate for his academic accomplishment and

- should be recognized at the graduation ceremonies.

C.T. should be named the special education valedictorian at a separate ceremony for special education students.

C.T. should not be named valedictorian and should not receive special recognition becauseé he has not earned a grades
which are truly comparable to those achieved by students in the regular education program.

C.T. should share the honor of valedictorian, but as a’special education student he should not be a recipient of a state
scholarship for college.
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CASE STUDY IV: WRESTLING

S.W., who is a junior in high school, loves all sports, but wrestling is his specialty. Unfortunately, this wrestling season S.W. is

not going to be able to participate. S.W. is already 19 years old and the Athletic Association Rules say that 19 year-old students
cannot participate in varsity sports. This rule is to protect younger students from being outmatched by older, more physically mature
students. The reason that S.W. is 19 and only a junior in high school'is that he was held back twice in e|ementary school. He had
a learning disability, but it was not detected until he was in the fifth grade. Now S.W. is receiving extra help in special education and
is doing much better in his studies. S.W. is discouraged, though, because he cannot participate in his favorlte sport. Sometimes he
_thinks about dropping out.of school because it seems as though he has nothing to look forward to.

19.

20.

21.

22.

‘23.

24,

An exceptlon should be made to the Athletic Association Rules for eligibility and S.W. should be allowed to wrestle the
next year.

S.W. should not be allowed to wrestle, but an exception should be made so that he can work out with the team and go
to all of its matches.

S.W. ghould not be allowed to participate in sporis at all.
S.W..should have been banned ‘fromrvarsity sports, but he should be eligible for intramural sports.

S.W. should be treated no differently from other athietes. He should be able to participate in sports at school while he
is eligible, butVWhen he turns 19, he should not be allowed to wrestle.

Students like S.W. who have dlsabllmes should not compete in sports at school; they should take up sporﬁs offered
outside of school.
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CASE STUDY V: FIELD TRIP

The eighth grade science teacher wants to take her class to the city recycling plant for a field trip. However, the recycling

center is not accessible to people with physical disabilities. K.M. is in the science class and he uses a wheelchair. The teacher
does not want to deny the other students the opportunity to make the trip, but she is reluctant to tell K.M. that he cannot go.

25.

26.

27.

28.

28.

30.

KM should go on a field trip with another class to a place that is accessible to people with disabilities. .

K.M. should go with the class to the recycling center, but visit only those parts of the facility which are accessible to
him. :

The teacher should choose another place to go for the field trip so that K.M. can participate.

The teacher should abandon the idea of going on a field trip because it is too much trouble to accommodate K.M. and
still try to meet her.educational objectives.

The class should go on the field trip to the recycling center and K.M. should stay at the school and do an alternate .
assignment on recycling. - B

K.M. can go on the field trip to the recycling center if he makes arrangements on his own to get there and get around
ingide the plant.
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CASE STUDY VI: RESTAURANT

R.N., who is twenty-five, lives in an apartment and has a job as a clerical worker in a government office. R.N. was born without

arms. She has learned to do many things for herself--including eating and typing-- by using her feet. For her birthday, some of
R.N.’s friends decided to take her out to eat at a nice restaurant. When the food arrived, the waiter came over to R.N. and asked
her to leave the restaurant because she was disturbing other diners by eating her meal with her feet.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Public restaurants should not admit people with obVious physical or mental disabilities.

-R.N. should speak to the manager about the mistreatment she has received from the waiter.

R.N. and her friends should be moved to a back room in the restaurant where they can have their meal out of gight of

" the rest of the diners.

R.N. and her friends should plan the birthday dinner for a restaurént‘ that provides special accommodations for people
with disabilities.

R.N. should never go to a restaurant without first warning the manager that she is coming and making special
arrangements so that she and her friends will not interfere with other diners.

R.N.’s friend§ should help her to realize the effect that her eating behavior has on other diners. They should persuade
her to have a private birthday party in someone’s home.
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CASE STUDY VII: TEACHER ATTENTION

L.F. is an eighth grader who has difficulty paying attention. He has particular problems with attending to oral directions from

the teacher, so it is of helpful to him when the teacher repeats the directions for him personally, either by writing them down or by
saying them again orally and having L.F. repeat the directions back for clarification. L.F.'s teachers, however, find that repeating
directions for him is time consuming and takes away time from other students who may need assistance. As a group, L.F.'s
teachers have decided to stop the practice of repeating directions and instruct L.F. that he needs to learn to pay attention better on
his own. L.F.’s parents have complained about the teachers’ decision and have asked for a meeting at school to decide what to do.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42,

‘L.F. should wait his turn for teacher attention just like the rest of the students in his classes.

L.F. should not participate in regular classes if he cannot meet the standards for paying attention when directions are
being given.

L.F.’s teachers should return to the practice of repeating directions for him when assignments are given in class.

No student in the eighth grade should receive special help from-the teacher.

L.F. shouid be provided the option of coming in aﬂer school to get extra help when he does not understand the
directions.

L.F. should be placed in a special group within the classroom and be given easier assignments which he can do without
teacher assistance.
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CASE STUDY Vill: MAKE-UP WORK

P.R. has a chronic lung disease which causes'her to be absent often from her sixth grade class. When she is able to attend:

class, P.R. must have pulmonary exercises two or three times a day in order to keep her lungs clear. The combination of frequent -
absences and time lost from class when doing her exercises results in P.R. always being behind in her school work. P.R. is a good
student when she is able to do her work, but her iliness often prevents her from performing at adequate levels. Assisting P.R. in
making up her work is a constant , time-consuming job for the classroom teacher.- Other students and some of the students’
parents resent the fact that P.R. receives so much leeway in making up assignments. Some parents even request that their children.
not be placed in P.R.’s class because of the problems her presence presents.

43.

46.
47.

48.

P.R.’s teacher should recommend that P.R. not be placed in the regular sixth grade class because serving her takes too
much time away from other students. .

. No special accommodatlons should be made for P.R.’s problems; she should be held accountable for the assrgnmems

she misses so that she has the opportumty to learn all the same material as the other children.

P.R.’s classroom teacher should pare down P.R.’s assignments to the minimum and do frequent Informal checks with
P.R. to make sure that she is understanding her schoolwork.

P.R. should come in fegularly before gchool starts and work ahead on her assignments.
P.R. should be given. easier work 8o that she éan complete her assignments more quickly and not get behind.

-

No students in the sixth grade should be allowed to do makeup work. Missed assignments should receive zeros.
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Note: Version IV of IDEAS contains the replacement dilemmas (Computer Access, Anxiety Attack,. and Discipline), revised response
options (1:1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.3, and 3.1), and an additional revised response option (1.3). Version IV also has been edited by removing
the sample question which appeared in Versions |, Il, and ill. Other minor technical changes have been made as well. Version IV is
the recommended version of IDEAS. : )
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE

Directions: On the following pages you will find eight case studies dealing with school situations in which teachers have been
asked to help decide what the equitable solution might be to the dilemma presented. The cases describe the conflicting interests of
individuals and members of a group. You will be asked to rank solutions to the dilemma from the most fair solution to the least fair
solution. The most fair solution is one that in your own personal view provides falr treatment to the individuals involved in the
situation.

Read the case studies carefully. After each case study, write the number of the statemeént which you consider to be the most fair
solution in the box on your answer sheet marked A, the next most fair solution in the box marked B and so forth until you have
placed the last statement in the box marked D. The statement you place in Box D should be the statement you think provides the
"least fair" solution to the dilemma. Do not write on this booklet. Place all of your answers on your answer sheet.
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CASE STUDY 1: HONOR ROLL

M.B. is a seventh grader who has mild mental retardation. She spends four periods of her school day in regular classes, and
she goes to the resource room two periods a day for help with reading and math. Morton-Middie School, which M.B. attends, posts
an honor roll list each quarter. Students who have B+ averages are eligible for the honor roll and being on it is a much desired
award in the school. M.B. has received all A’s and B’s in her classes this quarter. Should M.B. be allowed on the honor roll?

1.1 M.B. should be allowed on the regular honor roll only if she earns the honor by doing the same level of work as the
‘ other students who receive the honor. if M.B. receives special help, she should be allowed on a special honor roll for
students in gpecial education. - ’

1.2 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll this time, but the guidelines for the »ho'ﬁbr roll shbuld be re-written go that i is
clear that students receiving special help are not eligible for the honor roll, no matter what grades they earn.

1.3 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll because she has achieved the grade point aver&ge which is met the @rﬁteﬂon
set by the school ior placement on the honor roll.

1.4 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll but a star should be placed by her name, indicating to the other studénte that
she earned the honor by meeting diiferent standards.
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CASE STUDY 2: GRADING

F.J. is a fifth grader who has learning disabilities. F.J. gets some help with reading in the resource room, but most of the time
he is in the regular classroom. Occasionally, his regular classroom teacher modifies assignments for him because he has trouble
reading the directions. Sometimes F.J. uses taped books, and he takes most of his tests orally. For most of his written work, F.J.
uses the computer. ‘How should F.J.’s work in the regular classroom be graded? }

2 1 F.J. should receive Ietter grades like other students, but hls grades should be determined by taking into consideration
both his in class and resource room performance. His regular and special education teachers should agree on one

grade for reading.

2.2 F.J. should not receive so much assistance; he should éarn his grades in the regular classroom by doing the same
work in the same way as everyone else.

2.3 Since F.J. receives reading instruction in two settings, he should not be graded in reading because it is difficult to
determine exactly his level of performance.

2.4 The grades for all the children in the hﬂh grade, including F.J., should be determined on the basls of their individual
‘ achievement in relation to their abilities.
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CASE STUDY 3: FIELD TRIP

The eighth grade science teacher wants to take her class to the regional recycling plant for a field trip. However the recycling
center is not fully accessible to people with physical disabilities. K.M. is in the science class and she uses a wheelchair. What
should the science teacher do about the proposed trip?

3.1 Since it is difficult to accommodate K.M. on a field trip, the teacher should arrange to teach the same objectivés using .

some other teaching technique.

3.2 K.M. should go with the class to the recycling center and visit those parts of the facility that are accessible. Other
- students in the class can describe the facility to K.M. and share the information they have learned. )

3.3 The teacher should choose another place to go for the field trip so that K.M. can participate fully.

3.4 The class should go on the field trip to the recycling center and K.M. should stay at the schoo! and do an alternate
assignment on recycling.
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CASE STUDY 4: TEACHER ATTENTION

L.F. is an eighth grader who has difficulty paying attention. He has particular problems with getting assignments done,so it is
helpful to him when the teacher redirects his attention as he is doing his work. L.F.’s teachers, however, find that redirecting him is
time consuming and takes away tlme from other students who may need assistance. What should be done about L.F.’s need for
teacher attention?

4.1 L.F. should wait his turn for teacher attention just like rest of the students in his classes. He should receive neither
more, nor less, attention than other students

4.2 Each day a different peer tutor should be assigned to redirect L.F.’s attention, so that the teachers are freer to meet the
needs of other students who may require assistance that only the teachers can. give.

4.3 L.F.’s teachers should continue to redirect his attention so that he completes his assignments.

4.4 L.F. should not participate in regular classes until he can meet the standards in regular education for completing work.
He should receive training in special education for paying attention and completlng assignments.
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CASE STUDY 5: MAKE-UP WORK

P.R. has a chronic lung disease which causes her to miss about 25% of the time in her sixth grade class. When she is able to
attend class, P.R. must have pulmonary exercises two or three times a day in order to keep her lungs clear. The combination of _
frequent absences and time lost from class when doing her exercises resuits in P.R. always being behind in her school work. P.R. is
a good student when she is able to do her work, but her illness often prevents her from performing at adequate levels. Assisting
P.R. in making up her work is a constant, time-consuming job for the classroom teacher. How should P.R.’s make-up work be
handled? . ) ‘ : :

5.1 When she is feeling well, P.R. should come in regularly before school starts and work ahead on her assignments.
§.2 P.R!’s classmates should be assigned on a rotating basis to help her understand assignments she has missed. .

‘5.3 P.R. should be held accountable for doing the assignments on her own that she misses so that she has the opportunity
to learn all the same material as the other children. If she cannot complete her work in one year’s time, she may have
to repeat sixth grade.

5.4 P.R.’s classroom teacher should pare down P.R.’s assignments to the minimum and do frequent informal checks with
P.R. to make sure that she is understanding her schoolwork. ’
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CASE STUDY 6: COMPUTER ACCESS

R.V.; a tenth grader who is deaf/blind, attends regular classes at Stillwell High School and is assisted by a full time
- aide/interpreter. Because of his sensory impairments, his level of cognitive functioning has been difficult to determine. Lately, it has
been discovered that R.V. can express himself using a computer with a voice synthesizer and braille output. The cost of the
computer set-up R.V. needs is several thousand dollars. No other student in R.V.’s high school has access to a computer except in
computer classes. Should R.V. be provided computer access?

6.1 A computer should be purchased for R.V., but he should use it only in the resource room because his set-up is noisy - .
and distracting for others and no one else in regular education has the use of a personal computer.

6.2 A computer should be purchased for R.V. and he should be allowed to use his computer in all of this classes.

- 6.3 A computer should be purchased for R.V., and he and his aide should discuss with his classmates when and how to
use his computer so that it is not annoying to others. R.V. should limit his computer use to times and places which are
convenient for others.

6.4 A fund should be started by the school district for purchasing computers for the classrooms. R.Y. should wait like the
other students for the time when there is enough money to purchase both a computer for R.V. and a computer for each
classroom in the high school. ‘
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CASE STUDY 7: ANXIETY ATTACKS

N.M. who is 9 and has autism attends a regular third grade class in his neighborhood school. N.M. has an aide who
accompanies him to class in the morning, but she leaves after lunch and N.M. remains in the classroom in the afternoon without the
assistance of an aide. Sometimes in the afternoons, N.M. has anxiety attacks and becomes quite upset. He shrieks loudly and flails
his arms. Sometvi'mes he knocks over-other students or bites someone who may be in his way. N.M.’s classroom teacher has tried
everything that she knows how to do to keep N.M. calm at all times. She is wortied and nervous that N.M. will really hurt himself or

others. Some days very little school work gets done in the third grade in the afternoon. How should N.M.’s anxiety attacks be
handled?

~ 7.1 N.M. should be placed in special education in the afternoon because he cannot manage in the regular classroom unless
he has an aide with him.

7.2 N.M.’s teacher and fellow students should be taught what to do when he gets upset. He should have a special time out
space where he can go to calm down. N.M.’s outbursts should be ignored and class should go on as usual.

7.3 Regardless of the cost, N.M. should have an aide with him at all times when he is in the regular classroom.

7.4 N.M. should be removed from the classroom when he behaves inappropriately. He should not return until he has
learned more acceptable behavior.
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CASE STUDY 8: DISCIPLINE

8.8, a ninth grader with a serious emotional illness, attends regular classes at her neighborhood high school. She has average
intelligence and is able to do her class assignments without any particular assistance. She does, however, have difficulty dealing
with authority figures. She talks back to teachers and sometimes uses inappropriate language. S.S. is frequently sent to the Dean’s

Office for defying her teachers, being tardy to class or refusing to do her work. She has been in in-school suspension three times.
With her next offense, she will be suspended from school for three days. How should S.S.’s behavior be handled?

8.1 S.S. should be told by her teachers and her classmates when her behavior is annoying. She should be given options
for helping herself to gain control.

8.2 S.S. should attend special classes until she learns to treat her teachers with respect.
8.3 S.S. should be subject to the regular discipline system of the school and be suspended for her inappropriate behavior.

8.4 S.S. should be held responsible for a discipline program designed specifically for her.

vie
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE
VERSION IliI: ITEM REVISIONS

Both the pilot testing and the Content Jury Review indicated that some of
the response options for IDEAS were weak. These weak items were revised -
and used and Version Il and Version IV of IDEAS. Printed below are the
dilemmas, the original response options and the revisions.

CASE STUDY 1: HONOR ROLL

M.B. is a seventh grader who has mild mental retardation. She spends
four periods of her school day in regular classes, and she goes to the
resource room two. periods a day for help with reading and math. Morton
Middle School, which M.B. attends, posts an honor roll list each quarter.
Students who have B+ averages are eligible for the honor roll and being on it
is a much desired award in the school. M.B. has received all A’s and B's in
her classes this quarter. Should M.B. be allowed on the honor roll?

1.1 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll only if she earns the honor
by doing the same level of work-as the other students who receive
the honor. :

1.1R--Hierarchical
M_.B. should be allowed on the regular honor roll only if she earns the
honor by doing the same level of work as the other students who receive
the honor. If M.B. receives special help, she should be allowed on a
special honor roll for students in special education.

1.2 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll this time, but the guidelines for
the honor roll should be re-written so that it is clear that students
receiving special help are not eligible for the honor roll, no matter what
grades they earn.

1.3 M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll because she has met the
criteria set by the school for placement on the honor roll.

1.4 M.B. and her fellow students should not be compared for purposes of
identifying students for the honor roll. There should .be no honor roll
because it is unfair to compare individuals with differing abilities against
an absolute standard.

1. 4R--Collaborat|ve ‘
M.B. should be allowed on the honor roll but a star should be placed by
her name, indicating to the other students that she earned the honor by
meeting different standards.
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CASE STUDY 2: GRADING

F.J. is a fifth grader who has learning disabilities. F.J. gets some help
with reading in the resource room, but most of the time he is in the regular
classroom. Occasnonally, his regular classroom teacher modifies assignments
for him because he has trouble reading the directions. Sometimes F.J. uses
taped books, and he takes most of his tests orally. For most of his written
work, F.J. uses the computer. How should F.J.’s work in the regular
classroom be graded?

2.1 F.J. should receive letter grades like other students, but his grades
should be circled to indicate that they were not achieved in a
standard way.

2.1R--Liberal
F.J. should receive letter grades like other students but his grades
should be determined by iaking into consideration both his in class and
resource room performance. His regular and special educatlon teachers
should agree on one grade for reading.

2.2 F.J. should not receive so much assistance; he should earn his
grades in the regular classroom by doing the same work in the
same way as everyone else.

2.3 F.J.’s grades should be determined individually on the basis of the
level of his achievement in relation to his ability.

2.3R--Other
Since F.J. receives reading instruction in two seitings, he should not be
graded in reading because it is difficult to determine exactly his level of
performance.

2.4 The grades for all the children in the fifth grade, including F.J.,
should be determined on the basis of their lndlwdual achlevement in
* relation to their abilities.
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CASE STUDY 3: FIELD TRIP

The eighth grade science teacher wants to take her class to the regional
recycling plant for a field trip. However the recychng center is not fully
accessible to people with physical disabilities. K.M. is in the science class
and she uses a wheelchair. What should the science teacher do about the
proposed trip?

3.1 The teacher should abandon the idea of going on a field trip to the
recycling center because it is too difficult to accommodate K.M. The
teacher should teach the same learning objectives in another way.

3.1R--Other
Since it is difficult to accommodate K.M. on a field trip, the teacher
should arrange to teach the same objectives using some other teaching
technique.

3;2 K.M. should go with the class to the recycling center and visit those
parts of the facility that are accessible. ‘Other students in the class
can describe the facility to K.M. and share the information they have
learned.

3.3 The teacher should choose another place to go for the field trip so
that K.M. can participate fully.

3.4 The class should go on the field trip to the recycling center and
K.M. should stay at the school and do an alternate assignment on
recycling.
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APPENDIX C

JUDGES, INTERVIEWER AND INTERVIEW QUESTIONS,
RATERS, DEFINITIONS '
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DEFINITIONS OF HIERARCHICAL, COLLABORATIVE,
LIBERAL AND OTHER

For each case study, four possible solutions to the dilemma are
presented. No solution is considered to be the "right" answer. The scale is
being used to determine which, if any, standard the respondent uses
consistently in making decnsnons Each of the options is based upon a
standard of equity which may or may not match an individual’'s own set of
values and beliefs. The standards used in developing the solutions have
been designed to exhaust the logical possibilities; that is, all other possibilities
are simply variations of these models. The standards are defined as follows:

Hierarchical: Hierarchical solutions assume that the most equitable
distribution of benefits is on the basis of some absolute standard of merit or -
judgment. In other words, the same standard is applied to everyone,
regardless of their individual differences. Those who earn the privilege will
rise to the top of the hierarchy and receive the benefits that go with their .
position.

Collaborative: Collaborative solutions involve working out a solution
among all the parties in which each individual may be asked t6 compromise
or participate in developing a solution which represents an overall advantage
to the whole group. In these solutions, the individual with a disability may
have to forego some privilege temporarily, as may other members of the
group, in order to bring about an acceptable solution which benefits all. -The
collaborative model assumes a certain amount of altruism on the part of all
group members. :

Liberal: Liberal solutions assume that individual differences should be
accommodated. The Maximin Principle of the liberal theory of justice is
applied; that is, social benefits are arranged so that the least advantaged _
individual receives the greatest benefit and all have access to the available
privileges and opportunities. In the liberal solutions, the individual described
as having a disability is assumed to be "disadvantaged" and therefore entitled
to compensating greater benefits and access, along with all others, to all
available opportunities.

Other Solutions labeled "other" do not fit into the three categones
hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative. They represent instead divergent
solutions following no particular pattern. Some may be solutions which are
contrary to law; some may suggest ideas which are contrary to practice,
~ untried, or innovative.
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'PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

" Interviewer: Anita Harris

Graduate Student in Special Education
Eastern Montana College

2915 Rockrim

Billings, MT 59102

From your experience as a classroom teacher, do you think the situation

described in this dilemma is a realistic one? Why or why not? In your
opinion, do such situations actually occur in schools? Describe some
examples from your experience.

In your experience, do teachers actually make decisions like the ones
described in the four choice options for this dilemma?

Why did you select as most fair?
Why did you select response as least fair? .

Is there another response you would like to have chosen which was
different from the options provided?

How do you go about deciding what is fair in your classroom? What
guiding principles do you (or would you) use? ‘

What do you think "equal educational opportunity" means?

What uses, if any, do you think an assessment tool like IDEAS might
have? '
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INTERVIEW RATERS AND DEFINITIONS

- One of the procedures used in evaluating the IDEAS instrument was to
Jinterview 16 of the field-test participants. The interviewees were asked the
same eight open-ended questions. Their answers were recorded and
transcribed verbatim.

The verbatim transcripts were analyzed by three independent raters
who were:

Dr. Mary Susan Fishbaugh
Assistant Professor of Special Education and Reading
Eastern Montana College

Dr. Susan Gregory
Assistant Professor of Education, SpeC|aI Education, and Reading
Eastern Montana College

Dr. Linda Christensen '
Associate Professor of Education, Special Education, and Reading -
Eastern Montana College.

The raters were asked to determine whether the rationales presented by the
interviewees for their choices on IDEAS fit into the categories of hierarchical,
collaborative, liberal, or other. The definitions the raters used in thelr anaIyS|s
of the transcripts were the following:

Hierarchical: Hierarchical solutions assume that the most equitable
distribution of benefits is on the basis of some absolute standard of merit or
judgment. In other words, the same standard is applied to everyone,
regardless of their individual differences. Those who earn the privilege will
rise to the top of the hierarchy and receive the benefits that go with their
position. , .

Collaborative: Collaborative solutions involve working out a solution
among all the parties in which each individual may be asked to compromise
or participate in developing a solution which represents an overall advantage
to the whole group. In these solutions, the individual with a disability may
have to forego some privilege temporarily, as may other members of the
group, in order to bring about an acceptable solution which benefits all. The
collaborative model assumes a certain amount of altruism on the part of all
group members.
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Liberal: Liberal solutions assume that individual differences should be .
accommodated. The Maximin Principle of the liberal theory of justice is
_applied; that is, social benefits are arranged so that the least advantaged
individual receives the greatest benefit and all have access to the available _
privileges and opportunities. In the liberal solutions, the individual described
as having a disability is assumed to be "disadvantaged" and therefore entitled
to compensating greater benefits and access, along with all others, to all
available opportunities. |

Other: Solutions labeled."other" do not fit into the three categories
hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative. They represent instead divergent
solutions following no particular pattern. Some may be solutions which are
contrary to law; some may suggest ideas which are contrary to practice,
untried, or innovative. , ‘
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RESPONSE OPTION JUDGES

The response items used in the IDEAS instrument were developed in the following
manner: Approximately 100 statements concerning the accommodation of individual
differences were accumulated from the special education literature. A group of 20 judges
were faculty members and graduate students -in special and regular education and
rehabilitation counseling were asked to sort the statements into three groupings:

(a) statements pertaining to questions of fairness, equal educational opportunity, and
accommodation of individual differences, (b) statements not germane to questions of fairness,
equal educational opportunity, and accommodation of individual differences, or (¢) unclear
statements. This process produced 36 statements which were retained for further
consideration. -

Group 1: Response Option Judges . .
Professors -

John M. Dodd ;
Professor. of Education, Special Education and Reading
Eastern Montana College

Ronald T. Reitz
Associate Professor of Education, Special Education and Reading
Eastern Montana College

Michael Hagen

Director of Rehabilitation Programs

St. Vincent Hospital and Health Care Center
Billings, Montana

Stephen Moore
Associate Professor of Special Education
University of Nevada

Linda Christensen ,
Associate Professor of Education, Special Education, and Reading
Eastern Montana College

Susan Gregory .
Assistant Professor of Education, Special Education, and Reading .
Eastern Montana College

Vern Barkell

. Director

Yellowstone West/Carbon County Special Services Cooperative
Laurel, Montana

Leonard Orth

Director . : ‘ '
Yellowstone East Special Services Cooperative
Billings, Montana ,

John M. Self

Professor of Habilitative Services, Emeritus
2429 Avenue B

Billings, MT 59102

Elia G. Nickoloff ‘
Professor of the Institute for Health and Human Services
Eastern Montana College
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Graduate Students
Lanita Bamnhart Virginia Halberg -

Billings, Montana ' " Billings, Montana
Special Education : . Rehabilitation Counseling
Scott Brokaw Janeane Hansen ,
Hardin, Montana _ Lodge Grass, Montana
Special Education . Special Education
Sharon Erickson - Dale Lambert
Billings, Montana - . Lewistown, Montana
Rehabilitation Counseling , Special Education
Joseph Gratton Barbara Larson
Billings, Montana Thermopolis, Wyoming

. Rehabilitation Counseling General Education
Mary Kay Grmoljez - Ariie'Lohof
Billings, Montana Billings, Montana
Rehabilitation Counseling Special Education

After the first 36 statements were selected, descriptions of the three principles of
fairness, hierarchical, liberal, and collaborative, were developed. The following descriptions
were used: .

Hierarchical solutions assume that the most equitable distribution of benefits is on the basis
of some absolute standard of merit or judgment. In other words, the same standard is’
applied to everyone, regardless of their individual differences. Those who earn the
privitege will rise to the top of the hierarchy and receive the benefits that go wnh their
position.

Coliaboratlve solutions mvolve working out a solution among all the parties in which each
individual may be asked to compromise or participate in developing a solution which
represents an overall advantage to the whole group. In these solutions, the individual
with a disability may have to forego some privilege temporarily, as may other members
of the group, in order to bring about an acceptable solution which benefits all. The
collaborative model assumes a certain amount of aItrunsm on the part of all group
members.

Liberal solutions assume that individual differences should be accommodated. The Maximin
Principle of the liberal theory of justice is applied; that is, social benefits are arranged so
.that the least advantaged individual receives the greatest benefit and all have access to
the available privileges and opportunities. In the liberal solutions, the individual
described as having a disability is assumed to be “disadvantaged" and therefore entitled
to compensating greater benefits and access, along with all others, to all available
opportunities. .

" A second group of 15 judges who were faculty members and graduate students in
speC|ai and regular education and rehabilitation counseling were given an opportunity to study
the descriptions of the categories and asked to sort the 36 potential response items into the 3
groups according to whether the response items reflected a hierarchical, liberal, or




collaborative principle of fairness. From this sort, 19 response items were found to be suitable
for use in the IDEAS Instrument in that the judges consistently placed in the same categories.

Then another set of 20 response items was developed and the second group of judges
was asked to sort these items into hierarchical, liberal, and collaborative groups. From this
sort, five more response items were selected as fitting into hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative
groups. From the group of 30 items which remained unselected after the first, second and
third sorting processes, an additional 8 response items were selected to be used in the "other"
category.. These responses had consistently not been considered by the judges to fit into the
categories of hierarchical, liberal, or collaborative principles of fairness.-

Professors

Harry Lee
Assistant to Dean

School of Education and Human Services

" Eastern Montana College
Barbara Brehm

Group 2: Response Option Judges

Assistant Professor of Education, Curriculum and Instruction

Eastern Montana College
Rockne C. Copple

Professor of the Institute of Health and Human Services

Eastern Montana College
Anton Hecimovic

Associate Professor of Educational Foundations/Leadership

Eastern Montana College

Lindalee Hickey
Education Specialist

Montana Center for Handicapped Children

Graduate Students

Trish Harder
Billings, Montana
Special Education

Rosemary Lonsdale
Billings, MT
Rehabilitation Counseling
Paula McDaniel

Upton, Wyoming

Special Education

Steve Norrod

Billings, Montana
Rehabilitation Counseling

Carrol Padilla
Billings, Montana

Rehabilitation Counseling

Cheryl Pulley
Cody, Wyoming
Special Education

Beth Tocci
Billings, Montana
Guidance Counseling

_ Ann Treece

Billings, Montana
Human Services

Linda Wanzenried
Lewistown, Montana
Special Education

Sally Williams
Billings, Montana
Educational Diagnostician

Bruce Youngquist
Manderson, Wyoming
Special Education Administration
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FORMAT JURY

George Camp, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
University- of Montana
Missoula, MT 59812

Jack Tringo, Ph.D. .

- Division of Personnel Preparation

U.S. Department of Education

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services
400 Maryland Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20202-4725

Russ Lord H

Professor of Education

Chair, Educational Foundations/Leadership
Eastern Montana College

1500 N. 30th St.

Bilings, MT 59101-0298

Chauncy Rucker, Ph.D. .
Professor of Special Education
University of Connecticut

16 Dodd Road

Mansfield Center

CT 06250

Robert Runkel, MS.

School Psychologist

Montana State Director of Special Education
Office of Public Instruction

1300 Eleventh Ave.

Helena, MT 59620
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FORMAT JURY RESPONSE FORM

DIRECTIONS: Below you will find aspects of the Individual Differences and Equity Attitude
Scale format for your consideration. For each aspect of the test, you are provided some
questions to consider. Please feel free to comment on these questions or to mclude
comments on other areas whlch are of interest to you. :

LENGTH :

Is the test too long, too short, about right .in length? What would you estlmate to be
the range in time for respondents to complete the instrument as written? Is this amount of
time about right? Too long? Is the number of cases about right? Too many? Too few? Is
the number of response options for each case about right? Too many? Too few?

READABILITY

The instrument is written at a fourth grade reading Ievel Do you find the text to be
readable? Clear? Understandable? Appropriate in vocabulary" Diction? Is the sentence
structure simple, too simple, too complex?

PAGE ARRANGEMENT :
Do you find the arrangement of the case studies and response. optlons to be clear?
Convenient? Easy to follow? What do you think of the horizontal arrangement?

DIRECTIONS

Are the directions for the test clear? Concise? Is the operatlonal definition of "fairness”
which is found in the directions adequate for the purpose? Does the example following the
directions help to clarify? lIs_it clear how to mark the answers?

RESPONSE OPTIONS

The response options are arranged in random order. Three of the response options .
represent principles of distributive justice--hierarchical, collaborative, and liberal (See encloséd
definitions). The fourth option is intended to be.a "distractor" so that respondents do not see
a particular pattern in the responses. Do you find the response options to be representative
of the categories mentioned? Are the response options logically related. to the dilemmas they
follow? Are the response options logically distinct? Are there.clear distinctions among the
response options? What do you think of having the “other” category?

ANSWER SHEET ‘

The answer sheet is a separate form which the respondent can move from page to page
while completing the test. Is it clear where to mark answers on the answer sheet? Does the
numbering system make sense? Would some other type of answer sheet or answering
system be better? What type? :

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
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CONSTRUCT JURY

Kenneth Card Ed.D.
Professor Emeritus

Special Education

Eastern Montana College
P.O. Box 906

West Yellowstone, MT 59758

Dean Corrigan, Ph.D.

Director of Commitment to Education
The Texas A and M University
Blocker B 232X ‘

College Station, TX 77843-4241

Johnny Cox, RN, Ph.D.

Staff Ethicist

Sacred Heart Medical Center
West 101 Eighth Avenue TAF-C9
Spokane, WA 99220-4045

' Robert Fox, Ph.D.
- Professor of Psychology and Education

Marquette University
School of Education
Schroeder Complex

Milwaukee, WI 53233

Michael Giangreco, Ph.D.

Professor of Special Education
University of Vermont

Center for Developmental Disabilities
499 C Waterman Building
Burington, VT 05405

Father Thomas Hennessey, S.J., Ph.D.
Professor of Education o
Fordham University

Loyola Hall

Bronx, NY 104_58

George Madden, Ed.D.
Professor of Education
Eastern Montana College
1500 N. 30th St. .
Billings, MT 59101-0298

Gregory Murphy
Attorney

‘Moulton, Bellingham & Mather

Sheraton Plaza, Suite 1900

Billings, MT 59101

James Murphy, Ph.D.

Chaplain to the Psychiatry Department
Sacred Heart Medical Center

West 101 Eighth Avenue TAF-C9
Spokane, WA 99220-4045

Thomas H. Powell, Ph.D.

Dean of the School of Education and
Human Services

Eastern Montana College

1500 N. 30th St.

Billings, MT 59101-0298
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CONSTRUCT JURY RESPONSE FORH

DIRECTIONS: Please comment on the following questions in any format that
you consider desirable. You may wish to consider each dilemma individually
or to make comments on the instrument as a whole or to do both.

1.

Do you find that the eight dilemmas in the instrument are based to some
degree on underlying concepts of fairness or equity? Accommodation of
individual differences? Access to opportunities?

The response options are intended to represent to represent 3 theories
of distributive justice--hierarchical, collaborative and liberal. A fourth
option represents an “other" category which is being used as a distractor
so that the respondent does not discern a pattern in-the answers. For
definitions of the theories of justice, see the enclosed key. Do you think
the options represent the categories as they have been described to
you? Why or why not?.

Do yod think the instrument reflects underlying constructs other than
fairness or accommodation? In addition to fairness or accommodation?

Do you think the instrument lacks a discernible or a consistent basis in
underlying constructs? Why or why not? :

What recommendations would you make for logical or conceptual
changes in the instrument?
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DIRECTIONS:

For each dilemma and response option answer the questlons below either
yes or no.

Dilemma 1: HONOCR ROLL

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the construct of
fairness?

Does this dilemma pose a questlon logically related to equal educational
opportunity?

Does this dilemma pose a questlon Ioglcally related to the accommodatlon of
individual differences? :

Is this response an accurate Is this response item clearly and
- representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? _ response items?
1.1H
1.20__
1.3L
1.4C

Dilemma 2' GRADING

Does this dilemma pose a questron logically related to the construct of -
fairness?

Does this dilemma pose a questlon logically related to equal educational
opportunity?

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the accommodatlon of
individual differences?

Is this response an accurate Is this response item clearly and
representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? response items?

2.1L

2.2H

2.30

2.4C_
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Dilemma 3: FIELD TRIP

Does this dilémma pose a question logically related to the construct of
fairness?

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to equal educational
opportunity?

' Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the accommodation of
individual differences?

Is this response an accurate Is this response item clearly and

representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? response items?

3.10

3.2C

3.3L

3.4H

Dilemma 4: TEACHER ATTENTION

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related.to the construct of
fairness?

Does this dilemma pose a questlon logically related to equal educational
opportumty?

Does this dilemma pose a question Iogically related to the accommodation of
individual differences? = -

Is this response an accurate . Is this response item clearly and

representation of the principle of . logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? response items?

4.1H

4.2C

4.3L

4.40
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Dilemma 5: MAKE-UP WORK

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the construct of
fairness?

Does thls dilemma pose a questlon logically related to equal educational
opportunity?

Does this dilemma pose a questlon Ioglcally related to the accommodatlon of
individual dlfferences’?

Is this response an accurate Is this response item clearly and
representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? o response items?

5.10

5.2C

5.3H

5.4L

Dilemma 6: COMPUTER

Does this dilemma pose a question logically reIated to the construct of
fairness? :

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to equal educational
opportunity? ‘

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the accommodation of
individual differences? ,

Is this response an accurate Is this response item clearly and

representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? response items?

6.10

6.2L

6.3C

6.4H
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Dilemma 7: ANXIETY

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the construct of
fairness?

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to equal educational
opportunity? :

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to the accommodation of
individual differences?

Is this response an accurate Is this respanse item clearly and
representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? . response items?
7.10
7.2C
- 7.3L
7.4H

Dilemma 8: DISCIPLINE

Does this dilemma pbse a question logically related to the construct of
fairness? ‘

Does this dilemma pose a question logically related to equal educational
opportunity?

Does this dilemma pose a‘question logically related to the accommodation of
individual differences?

Is this reéponse an accurate Is this response item clearly and
representation of the principle of logically distinct from the other
fairness indicated? response items?

8.1C

8.20

8.3H

8.4L
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CONTENT JURY
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Diane Ferguson, Ph.D.
Special Training Center
College of Education
University of Oregon
Salem, OR 97403

Rachel Janney, Ph.D.
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Richmond, VA 23284-2020

‘Susan Lehr, MS
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Washington State University
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Professor of Special Education
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- Professor of Special Education
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Director
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658 Cedar St.
St. Paul, MN 55155




208

.CONTENT JURY RESPONSE FORM

DIRECTlONS: Please comment on the following questions in any format that
you consider desirable. You may wish to consider each dilemma individually -

1.

.or to make comments on the instrument as a whole or to do both.

Are the éituations in the dilemmas congruent with situations described in

“the educational literature?

Do the situations in the dilemmas correspond with what you have
observed through research and experience?

Do the‘ response options for the dilemmas represent a range of
responses which you find corresponds with behavior described in the
literature? Behavior you have observed?

- Have important response options been left out? Should some response ‘

options not be included because they do not correspond to behavior
reported in the literature?

_ Do 'the dilemmas appropriately cover a range of concerns that are

typically found in the literature? In the real world? Are there major
equity concerns which have not been presented here but which should
be?

What recommendations would you make for improving the content of the
dilemmas or the response options? - .
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DIRECTIONS:
For each dilemma and response option answer the questions below either
yes or no.

Dilemma 1: HONOR ROLL. .

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juktapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others?

Does this dilemma describe a situation in WhICh the teacher has the power to
decide?

Does this response option  Does this responée obtion Does this responsé option
reflect an action commonly describe an action withina  describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher's power to take? is taken in the field?

1
1.
1
1

AN P

Dilemma 2: GRADING

Does this dilemrha reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this’ dilemma involve applyihg principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others? :

Does this dllemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to
de0|de’?

Does this response optibn " Does this response option  Does this response option
reflect an action commonly describe an action within a  describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher's power to take? is taken in the field?

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4_
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Dilemma 3: VALEDICTORIAN

Does thls dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does thrs dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the fleld'?

~ Does this dilemma reflect a srgnrflca_nt ethical decision for teachers?

Does this diiem'ma involve applying'principles of distributive justice?

Does thrs drlemma juxtapose the’ needs of the mdrvrdual against the needs of
others?" -

Does this drlemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to
decide?

Does this response option  Does this response option - Does this-response optioh '
reflect an action commonly describe an action withina  describe an action which

reported in the literature teacher’s power to take? is taken in the field?
3.1 __
3.2 s
3.3
3.4

_-Dilemma 4: WRESTLING

Does this dilemma reflect situations c_omrnonly reported in the Iitereture?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly exberienced in the field?
Do‘es' tnis'dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilehma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual agalnst the needs of
others?

Does this dilemma describe a srtuatlon in which the teacher has the power to
decide? :

Does this response option Does this response option  Does this response option
refiect an action commonly describe an action within a  describe an action which
- reported in the literature teacher’s power to take? is taken in the field?

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4
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Dllemma 5: FIELD TRIP

'Does th|s dllemma reflect sutuatlons commonly reported in the I|terature’?
. Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers’5
Doés this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual agalnst the needs of |
others?

Does this dilemma describe a situation in WhICh the teacher has the power to
decide?

Does this response option.  Does this response optlon . Does this response option
reflect an-action commonly describe an action within: a ‘describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher's power to take? ' is taken in the field?

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4__

DilemMa 6: RESTAURANT

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the
literature?

Doe_s this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the
needs of others?

Does this dllemma descrlbe a SItuatlon |n WhICh the teacher has the
power to decide? '

Does this response Does this response Does this response
option reflect an action .  option describe an action option describe an
commonly reported in the within a teacher’s power  action which is taken in
literature to take? the field?

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4
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- Dilemma 7: TEACHER ATTENTION

Does th-is,fdile-mma ‘reflec't situations cohmonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations comfhonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilerima reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma invoive applying principles of distributivé justice?

Does- this dllemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others?:

Does this dilemma describe a S|tuat|on in WhICh the teacher has the power to
decide? .

. Does this-response option Does this response option  Does this response option
reflect an action commonly. describe an action within a * describe an action) which.
reported in the literature teacher’s power to take? is taken in the field?

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Dilemma 8: MAKE-UP WORK

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others? -

Does this dilemma describe a situation in WhICh the teacher has the power to
decide? .

Does this response option - " Does this response option Does this response option
- reflect an action commonly describe an action within a  describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher’s power to take? is taken in the field?

8.1

8.2

8.3:

8.4
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Dilemma 9 COMPUTI ER

. Does th|s dnlemma reflect SItuatlons commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethicai‘ decision for teachers?
Does this dllemma involve applying pnncnples of distributive justlce? ‘

Does this d|Iemma 1uxtapose the needs of the individual agalnst the needs of |
others'? ' :

Does thlS dllemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to
decide?

Does this response option  Does this response option  Does this response option
reflect an action commonly describe an action within a describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher’s power to take? is taken in the field?

8.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

Dilemma 10: ANXIETY

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly ekperienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others?

Does this dilemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to
decide? :

Does this response option  Does this'"response option  Does this response option
reflect an action commonly describe-an action within a  describe an action which
reported in the literature teacher's power to take? is taken in the field? .

10.1

- 10.2

10.3

.10.4
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Dilemma 11- DISCIPLINE

Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly reported in the literature?
: -Does this dilemma reflect situations commonly experienced in the field?
Does this dilemma reflect a significant ethical decision for teachers?
Does this dilemma involve applying principles of distributive justice?

Does this dilemma juxtapose the needs of the individual against the needs of
others? '

Does this dilemma describe a situation in which the teacher has the power to
decide? '

Does this response option -Does this response option - Does this response option
reflect an action commonly describe an action within a  describe an action which
reported in the literature ~ -teacher’s power to take? s taken in the field?
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APPENDIX G

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE, CONSENT FORM,
CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND EQUITY ATTITUDE SCALE
" (IDEAS)

Participant Questionnaire

NAME | STUDENT 1D NO.
ADDRESS . - BIRTH DATE
CITY STATE ZIP | F ™

1. Do you-hold a current teaching, specialist, or administrative certificate?
YES NO

2. Have you ever taught in public or private school? :
YES NO

3. If you have taught or are currently teaching, indicate the number of years of teaching
experience you have had. (Check one).

"0 . __1-5years __ 6-10 years __ 11-20 years __ 21+ years

4. If you are currently teaching, indicate the grade level(s) you are teaching. (Check all that
apply.)

Indicate grade levels you have taught at any time in your career. (Check all that apply.)

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

If you are a teacher-in-training, indicate the grade Ievelé for which you are training to
teach. (Check all that apply.)

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

4. Do you have a relative (spouse, parent, child, cousin, etc.) who is now,
or has been in the past, in special education?

|
m
»
Z
o

5. Have.you had any courses in special education? (Check one).
~__ho courses __ 1-2courses ~ 3 or more courses

6. Would you be willing to participate in a 15 minute personal interview -
concerning your reactions to this assessment instrument?
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7 SUBJECT CONSENT FORM
FOR PARTICIPATION IN HUMAN RESEARCH
EASTERN MONTANA COLLEGE

Project Title: Validation of the Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale
PnnC|pal lnvest|gator Katharin A. Kelker

You are being asked to participate in a study to evaluate the validity
and reliability of a new attitude scale to be used to determine the standard(s)
of fairness that teachers use in deciding how to distribute the benefits of
education and the degree to which teachers see the application of the
standard of accommodation of individual differences as equitable. The goal of
the study is to determine if the proposed instrument has validity and reliability
for the purposes for which it is intended. Once the qualities of the instrument
have been tested and it has been revised to meet appropriate psychometric
. standards, it will have potential uses as an assessment tool for determining
teachers’ attitudes toward accommodation. Information gleaned from the
instrument can be used to develop preservice and. inservice training for
teachers which is more closely tailored to their attitude sets.

Three groups of participants are needed for this study: (1) pilot study .
(30 subjects), (2) field testing (200 subjects), and (3) test-retest (25 subjects).
You are being asked to participate in the following subject group:

As a participant in the study, you will be asked to do the following things:

(1) Demographic Information. Fill out a form containing some '
demographic information: name, address, age, Student ID number,
whether or not you have a teaching certificate, if you have taught,
how many years you have taught, whether or not you have taken
courses in special education, and whether or not you have a relative
who is now or has been in special education,

(2) Test Taking. Take two tests--the Individual Differences and Equity

Attitude Scale (IDEAS) and the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons
Scale (ATDP).

Participation in items (1) and (2) should take about 30 minutes of your
time. Those individuals who are in the test-retest group will take only the
IDEAS test. The time involved will be 20 minutes on each of two occasions.
Selection for the groups is being done in a convenient manner from existing
groups of teacher education students or practicing teachers.

In addition, some subjects will be asked if they would be willing to
participate in structured interviews to assess their.reactions to the IDEAS test
instrument and their interpretations of the test items. The purpose of the
interviews will be to determine if the test items are being interpreted by
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participants in similar or different ways. The interviews will require about 15
minutes. ‘ :

You are being asked to participate in this study because you are either
-preparing to become a teacher or you aiready have a teaching degree. The
study will not be of any direct personal benefit to you. If you agree to
participate in the study, any identifiable information gathered through the
demographic questionnaire, the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons Scale, the
Individual Differences and Equity Attitude Scale, or through structured
interviews will be completely confidential and will not be distributed,
discussed, or published during the study or in any subsequent periods.
Results will be reported in terms of group comparisons and in nonidentifiable
statistical analyses. All references to participants will in terms of
nonidentifiable attributes. The researcher will be the only individual with
access to personally identifiable information which will be kept in a fireproof,
locked file cabinet and in a locked computer file with a confidential password.

If you have questions about the study, please feel free to contact the
researcher and ask your questions before deciding whether or not to agree to
be a participant. The researcher can be contacted at 657-2055 (days) or
252-7596 (evenings). You can meet with the researcher in person at her
office, Eastern Montana College, SPED Building, corner of Normal and Poly
Dr., Room 267, Monday through Friday from 8:00 to 5:00.

AUTHORIZATION: | have read the above and understand the nature of the

project and my participation in it. |,

, agree to

participate in the research. | understand that | may later refuse to participate
or that | may withdraw from the study at any time. | have received a copy of

this consent form for my own records.

Signed

Witness

Investigator

Date
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CONFIDENTIALITY ASSURANCE

The following Confidentiality Assurance was read aloud and presented
in writing to participants in the pilot testing, field testing, and interview

.processes of this research project:

Any identifiable information gathered through the demographic
queétionnaire, the Attitude Toward Disabled 'Persdné Séale, the
Individual Differences Attitude Scale, through oral or written comments,
or through structured interviews will be completely confidential and will
not be distributed, discussed, or published during the study or in any
subsequeht périods. Results will be reported in terms of group
comparisons and in nonidentifiable statistical analyses for the purpose
of examining the data collected concerning the validity, reliability, and
usefulness of the IDEAS instrument. Al references to participants will

be in terms of nonidentifiable attributes.







