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ABSTRACT 

Since the passage of The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, PL 
94-142, states and their individual school districts have been under federal mandate to 
accommodate handicapped students in regular classroom setting. There are many compo¬ 
nents of PL 94-142 which must be addressed by local school districts. The single most visi¬ 
ble indicator of the implementation of this legislation is mainstreaming or accommodating 
the handicapped child through the provisions of the least-restrictive-environment compo¬ 
nent of PL 94-142. 

This study surveyed teachers of industrial and vocational agricultural education and 
the administrators of those programs, in Montana, to determine the extent to which handi¬ 
capped students are being accommodated. Survey data also revealed the level of in-service 
and pre-service teacher preparation and what educational services are needed to accom¬ 
modate the handicapped student in the vocational classroom setting. 

The survey data of this study revealed that agricultural education programs had the 
highest enrollment of handicapped students, among the groups surveyed, with 7%. Indus¬ 
trial education classes had a handicapped enrollment of 5%. In support of handicapped 
student enrollment in their classes, 50% of both industrial arts teachers and agriculture 
teachers have had no involvement in the IEP development process. Thirty-five (35) percent 
of the vocational agriculture teachers and twenty-seven (27) percent of the industrial 
education teachers reported previous academic preparation in working with the handicap¬ 
ped. All respondent groups reported that the most available instructional assistance was 
resource-room special education teachers. In-service education opportunities and increased 
funding ranked as the most needed improvements for accommodation of handicapped 
students. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Public Law 94-142, The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, repre¬ 

sents the efforts of educators, parents, and legislators to solidify a comprehensive bill 

regarding the education of handicapped children. This landmark legislation, which involved 

a decade of extensive political maneuvering, assures by federal mandate that all handicapped 

children have available to them a “free appropriate’’ public education. Specifically, PL 94- 

142 secured in federal law provisions that special needs children and their parents had been 

seeking: that handicapped children be educated with nonhandicapped children to the max¬ 

imum extent possible and that an Individualized Education Program (IEP) be developed 

and implemented for each handicapped child. In total, The Education For All Handicap¬ 

ped Children Act is a very extensive law which provides numerous procedural guidelines 

designed to bring state education agencies into compliance with these new standards. 

The major component arising from this legislation has been the “least-restrictive envi¬ 

ronment” concept, which is designed to assure the most appropriate educational placement 

of special-needs students. Today, handicapped students enroll in industrial and vocational 

education courses for the same reasons as nonhandicapped students, that is to prepare 

themselves for careers in our technological society. The educational objectives and expec¬ 

tations planned for these mainstreamed students should not be significantly different 

from those of the other students. The actual implementation needed to integrate main- 

streaming, however, requires careful planning and skillful administration directed at each 

vocational program’s objectives. Furthermore, the procedural guidelines of PL 94-142 are 

subject to different interpretations by the various state and local education agencies as well 
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as by the federal government. In other words, a school district may perceive itself to be in 

compliance with the law, but the Federal Office of Special Education and the states’ 

Office of Public Instruction may determine a local school district to be deficient in com¬ 

pliance. It is an important concern, therefore, to determine the extent of understanding of 

the law at the local level in order to facilitate its implementation. 

Statement of the Problem 

At the present time there are handicapped students enrolled in industrial and voca¬ 

tional education programs in Montana. It is not known if local school districts are able to 

adequately plan for the integration of these students into industrial and vocational educa¬ 

tion programs or the extent to which they have provided for the range of special needs sup¬ 

port services. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of public secondary 

industrial and vocational education teachers and administrators in Montana regarding the 

implementation of the least-restrictive environment component of Public Law 94-142. The 

Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. 

The Need for the Study 

The basic intent of Congress in enacting Public Law 94-142 was to assure the right of 

every handicapped individual to a free appropriate education. The enactment of a federal 

mandate, however, does not ensure that a state will be in compliance with the intent of the 

legislation. The actual implementation of PL 94-142 depends, in measure, upon the good 

will of administrators of vocational education for special needs children (Greenwood, 1975, 
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p. 49) and upon the availability of both federal and state assistance to pay for the delivery 

of the support services (Clark, 1975, pp. 1-5). 

Research studies conducted across the country (Cameren, 1975; Fair, 1976; Hughes, 

1978) address program planning, barrier identification and needs assessment procedures to 

assist in accommodating the handicapped student in vocational education programs. The 

Montana Office of Public Instruction Division of Vocational Education has sought, 

through this study, descriptive research information about current industrial and vocational 

education programs. This information pertains to: (1) the composition of the special needs 

population, (2) vocational courses in which students are enrolled, and (3) the degree of 

educational support services provided. This research paper when finalized will be used by 

the Montana Office of Public Instruction to ascertain the extent to which the state has 

acted in accordance with the intent of PL 94-142. The data will also be used to establish 

guidelines for the pre-service and in-service training of Montana’s industrial and vocational 

educators. 

Specific Objectives 

1. To determine which vocational program areas were available and the number of special 

students enrolled in regular and special vocational classes for the 1982-1983 school 

year. 

2. To determine the level of knowledge and involvement of the secondary vocational 

teachers and administrators in the implementation of Public Law 94-142. 

3. To ascertain the types of support systems that are being used for mainstreamed classes 

during the 1982-1983 school year. 

4. To determine the perceptions of Montana’s industrial and vocational educators and 

administrators regarding the pre-service and in-service needs and barriers relative to 

implementing PL 94-142. 
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Assumptions 

The researcher accepted the view that (a) vocational education can be an integral part 

of every handicapped student’s educational experience and (b) barriers to mainstreaming 

must be reduced if the least-restrictive environment component is to be implemented. 

Additional assumptions were the following: 

1. Mainstreaming is a complex and controversial administrative problem within the 

public-school setting. 

2. The assessments of teachers and administrators in each vocational program are 

valid sources of information concerning the problems in implementing main- 

streaming. 

3. The pre-service and in-service planning strategies can best be based on the per¬ 

ceived needs of the individual vocational educators and administrators. 

Limitations 

1. The respondents were limited to secondary industrial and agricultural education 

teachers and administrators in the state of Montana. 

2. The respondents have varying perceptions about a handicapped student’s range of 

ability. 

Definitions 

Agricultural Education (Agr.). Agricultural education (secondary). 

Industrial Education (I.A.). Includes industrial arts education, trade and industrial 

education, technical education, or a combination of these programs (junior high and senior 

high school). 

Superintendent(s). Superintendent or administrator of the schools surveyed. 
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The following definitions have been taken from: the Handbook of Special Vocational 

Needs Education (Meers, 1980, pp. 341-358). 

Career Education. The totality of experiences through which one learns about and 

prepares to engage in work as part of a way of life. 

Due Process. The process through which the child and parents are informed of the 

pending educational placement and either agree in writing or appeal the placement based 

upon their rights in Public Law 94-142, Subpart E. 

Free Appropriate Public Education. Special education and related services that are 

provided at public expense, including pre-school, elementary school, or secondary school 

education. 

Handicap. A physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more 

major life activities. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP). The IEP is a written statement for a hand¬ 

icapped child that includes the present level of educational performance, a statement of 

annual goals, short-term objectives, specific and related services to be provided, projected 

dates for initiation of services, deliveries of the services, and the evaluation procedures to 

be used. 

Least Restrictive Environment. The environment in which handicapped students are 

educated with nonhandicapped students in public or private schools or care facilities to 

the maximum extent possible and appropriate to the needs of the students. 

Resource Teacher. A specialist who works with children with special learning needs 

and acts as a consultant to other teachers, providing materials and methods to help children 

who are having difficulty in the regular classroom. 

Special Education. A subsystem of the total educational system responsible for the 

joint provision of specialized or adapted programs and services (or for assisting others to 

provide such services) for exceptional children and youths. 
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Special Needs. A vocational education term referring to individuals with disadvantaged 

or handicapping conditions that would prevent them from succeeding in a traditional edu¬ 

cation program. 

The following definitions, taken from Exceptional Children (1975, p. 174), serve to 

clarify the concept of mainstreaming. 

Mainstreaming is: 

- providing the most appropriate education for each student in the least restrictive 

setting. 

- looking at the educational needs of students instead of clinical or diagnostic labels 

such as mentally handicapped, learning disabled, physically handicapped, or hearing im¬ 

paired. 

- looking for and creating alternatives that will help academic and vocational educa¬ 

tors serve students with learning or adjustment problems in the regular setting. 

- uniting the skills of academic, vocational, and special education so that all students 

may have equal educational opportunity. 

Mainstreaming is not: 

- wholesale return of all exceptional students in special classes or programs to regu¬ 

lar classes. 

- permitting students with special needs to remain in regular classrooms without the 

support services that they need. 

- ignoring the need of some students for a more specialized program than can be 

provided in the regular vocational education program. 

- less costly than serving students in special self-contained classrooms or programs. 
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Method of Investigation 

A survey research method was utilized in conducting this study. Within this descrip¬ 

tive research framework, the project was organized into four phases: (1) survey develop¬ 

ment; (2) survey delivery; (3) synthesis; and (4) reporting. 

Survey Development Phase 

Procedures in this phase were directed towards developing a complete state-of-the-art 

perspective on handicapped students in vocational programs in the state of Montana. Voca¬ 

tional programs included in the population were: agricultural education, industrial arts 

education, trade and industrial education, and technical education. 

The survey questionnaires were reviewed and evaluated for clarity and purpose by 

three (3) faculty members of the Department of Agricultural And Industrial Education at 

Montana State University. Questionnaire items were matched against study objectives and 

categories of information needed by the Vocational Education Division of the Office of 

Public Instruction. Corrections were made on the questionnaires based upon suggestions 

provided by the Montana State University group. 

Development of the survey questionnaire was specifically related to each of the four 

objectives of the study. The questionnaire incorporated (a) a structured alternative response 

form and (b) a limited open-response section. 

Survey Delivery Phase 

Following questionnaire review, an explanation of survey purpose was printed in the 

Agricultural and Industrial Education Departmental Winter Newsletter. This newsletter, 

which is sent to all eligible school districts in the population, described the project’s ob¬ 

jectives and asked for each respondent’s cooperation. 
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Specifically, those who were sent questionnaires included an administrator and the 

supervising vocational agriculture and/or industrial education instructor responsible for 

each school’s program. 

The actual questionnaire, cover letter, and self-addressed stamped envelope were 

mailed to the selected population on January 17, 1983. To ensure the highest possible 

return, an additional questionnaire packet and follow-up letter was mailed within three 

weeks of the original mailing. The final procedures used to increase the return rate were 

personal telephone calls from the researcher. 

Synthesis Phase 

The procedures in this phase included a presentation of data and respective explana¬ 

tion of tables. The structured alternative response categories of the questionnaire provided 

the data base from which to identify program characteristics. The open-form section of the 

instrument provided the information for suggesting recommendations and general comment. 

Reporting Phase 

This latter category of the research study was devised to develop and report the final 

results of the study. The synthesized findings provided the information for deriving the 

conclusions regarding the extent of special needs accommodation and implementation. 

Finally, recommendations were offered in reference to the planning needs and modifica¬ 

tions required to integrate the special needs student in the vocational setting. 

Summary 

Due to the wide range of interpretation concerning special education legislation, there 

is a need for establishing continuity in providing vocational education to the special needs 

student. The related literature examines numerous national studies regarding the services 

required to accommodate the handicapped student. This study is an attempt to identify 



9 

the status of vocational special needs programming in the state of Montana and to provide 

a basis for the professional population and support services required for implementation. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter presents a review of recent literature and research pertinent to integrat¬ 

ing special needs learners in the vocational classroom setting. The review was conducted to 

identify the development of important legislation and of program characteristics that 

represent implementation of various special education principles. 

The Early Origin of Responsibility 

An initial examination of America’s response towards special education should address 

the question of social responsibility. In the following description, Melcher (1976) explored 

the development of public service and education: 

School law has had a state and local school district emphasis from the early days 
of our nation. The original Federal Constitution did not assume federal responsi¬ 
bility for this governmental function and hence delegated all school matters to 
the states. Subsequent amendments to the U.S. Constitution also avoided any 
direct federal assumption of school authority, or responsibility.... Many of the 
early state constitutions spoke freely and somewhat loosely about guaranteeing 
free public education to all children. Massachusetts (1837) and Connecticut 
(1838) established state boards of education to oversee public education.... 
While many state constitutions in the last century and in the first half of this 
century promised free public education to all children, this end has not been 
reached in any state of the union. Nonetheless, gradual improvement in the edu¬ 
cation of American children with handicapping conditions has evolved, (p. 127) 

The Philosophy of Vocational Education 

These principles of equal opportunity are closely related to the early goals and intent 

of vocational education. John Dewey’s (1915) tenets of learning theory are very supportive 
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of the American philosophy of education, whereby programs are developed to meet indi¬ 

vidual needs. Dewey’s philosophy of American education directed priorities toward the 

natural growth of the individual according to his or her peculiar capacities, interests, and 

participation in the responsibilities of society. The following statement from his work The 

School and Society is an example of his concern for meaningful opportunity: 

The world in which most of us live is a world in which everyone has a calling and 
occupation, something to do. Some are managers and others are subordinates. 
But the great thing for one as for the other is that each shall have had the educa¬ 
tion which enables him to see within his daily work all there is in it of large and 
human agnificance. (pp. 21,22) 

A similar relationship between vocational education and the most appropriate educa¬ 

tional environment is indicated by Tindall and Gugerty (1979) in the following comparison: 

The least restrictive alternative approach to the vocational education of people 
with handicaps is in one sense the revival of a concept as old as vocational educa¬ 
tion itself: the provision of vocational training designed to meet the needs of the 
individual student. In another sense, the least restrictive alternative concept is a 
major departure from tradition, because it embraces a philosophy which states 
that we all are entitled to realistic opportunities to obtain skills needed to achieve 
dignified employment which leads to an increased sense of self-worth, economic 
independence, and social esteem. That philosophy also states that we are entitled 
to be educated with our fellow humans unless compelling factors mitigate [sic] 
against it. (p. 1) 

Tindall and Gugerty further imply that the vocational mainstreaming concept requires 

careful adaptation of methodology to educational strengths and weaknesses to ensure its 

implementation. 

In the early 1900s, special education efforts expanded in the more progressive states 

to include requirements that special classes must be provided for the mentally retarded by 

local school boards who could identify ten or more such children. During the 1950s the 

movement was incremental and increasing on the state level. The federal government did 

not accept a commitment to educating the handicapped until recently. According to 

Levine and Wexler (1981, p. 13), early programs in this area were financially limited and 
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geared towards improving the individual programs of specific disability groups. These 

authors provide the following assessment of the era: 

During the 1950’s a new awareness of the handicapped developed. ... An advo¬ 
cacy movement begins when those being discriminated against become fed up 
and politically band together for the purpose of adjusting the system to accom¬ 
modate them. In the case of the handicapped, groups of parents whose children 
had similar disabilities formed around the country to provide comfort for each 
other and to work politically for change, (pp. 15, 14) 

An atmosphere of urgency arose during this time, whereby parents and others concerned 

began a push for better education of handicapped children. According to Melcher (1976, 

p. 34), this shift in mandatory legislation required states and school districts to be account¬ 

able for violating the statutes, constitutions, and the rights of children. 

The Role of the Courts 

The use of the federal court system gave increased impetus to the handicapped educa¬ 

tion movement. The following excerpts from Tindall and Gugerty (1979) demonstrate this 

development: 

The principles of equal opportunity and due process expressed in the fifth and 
fourteenth amendments to the United States Constitution and affirmed by 
Brown v. Board of Education (1954) have also reinforced the philosophical 
foundation upon which efforts to improve the quality of educational services to 
handicapped students were built. For many years, the least restrictive alternative 
did not exist as an option in the design and implementation of educational pro¬ 
grams for people with handicaps. These constitutional principles have become 
fully operational for handicapped individuals only at the insistence of concerned 
parent groups, advocacy agencies and professionals, (p. 2) 

Another significant step in the movement occurred when the Pennsylvania Association 

for Retarded Children (PARC) sued the state of Pennsylvania for its failure to provide all 

retarded children access to a free public education. The importance and outcome of this 

landmark case was explained by Shrybman (1982): 

In this case a federal district court approved a consent agreement and order that 
enjoined the state from denying or postponing a mentally retarded child’s access 
to a free program of education and training. The court order specifically provided 
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that the state must provide all retarded persons between the ages of 6 and 21 
years with access to a free public program of education and training appropriate 
to their learning capabilities.... A second landmark case was Mills v. Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia, 348 F. Supp. 866 (D. D. C. 1972). This 
case expanded PARC to all handicapped children and was not limited to men¬ 
tally retarded or other particular disabled populations, (p. 5) 

Other legal sources which extended educational programs to handicapped children 

were found in federal court cases such as Diana v. State Board of Education in California, 

1970; Colorado Association for Retarded Citizens v. State of Colorado, 1972; and Panitch 

v. State of Wisconsin, 1974. Towards the latter part of 1972, 43 states had legislation 

requiring some services for handicapped children. Congress later enacted landmark legis¬ 

lation reinforcing and extending the constitutional rights of handicapped persons-Section 

504 of Public Law 93-112 (1977) and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Shrybman, 1982, 

p. 5). 

In November 1975, President Ford signed into law the Education for all Handicapped 

Children Act (PL 94-142). This legislation established uniform standards for providing 

handicapped students 3 to 21 years of age with equal educational opportunities in the least 

restrictive educational alternative commensurate with their needs. When projecting the 

implementation of PL 94-142 to vocational education, an interesting question develops out 

of the multitude of rules and regulations: “Are we doing what we ought to be doing?” 

(Greenwood, 1975, p. 48). In response to this question the review now turns to the identi¬ 

fication of vocational special education needs. 

Studies Related to the Assessment of Need 

According to Greenwood (1975), one of the real problems with meeting handicapped 

students’ needs lies in the definition. In her words: 

It occurs in interpreting the legislated mandate within the various states-not so 
much in identifying the client population as in determining what constitutes 
“special vocational preparation” for these students. Does it mean different pro¬ 
grams entirely from the regular vocational offering? Or, does it mean a slower- 
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paced way of offering the regular program? It is policy in each state which deter¬ 
mines how efforts for aiding the disadvantaged are set up. (p. 50) 

A look at current assessment research helps to delimit these questions raised by Green¬ 

wood. 

A three-phase research effort was conducted by James Hughes (1978) to identify 

needs and barriers related to the mainstreaming approach. Information was derived on a 

statewide basis to guide development and operation of vocational education programs for 

North Carolina’s handicapped students. Relevant findings from the research are the fol¬ 

lowing: 

There was general agreement among the teachers and principals on the needs 
which must be met and the barriers which must be overcome in mainstreaming 
handicapped students in preparatory occupational education programs. ... 
Teachers also expressed moderate to strong agreement that (1) in-service educa¬ 
tion can change teacher attitudes, (2) labeling leads to segregation of the handi¬ 
capped into special programs, and (3) different teaching methods will be required 
to serve the handicapped student in occupational education programs. . .. 
If adequate levels of support personnel are available, then the occupational edu¬ 
cation teacher may not feel overwhelmed by the task of serving handicapped stu¬ 
dents in his or her classroom, and will have the time to plan and implement pro¬ 
grams for handicapped students utilizing the resources available in a coordinated 
support system, (pp. 105, 106) 

Another study by James Cameren (1975) specifically directs research at the question of 

implementation and interpretation. This research project was designed to assess the voca¬ 

tional education and service needs of Colorado’s handicapped youth and develop guide¬ 

lines to modify and improve the existing secondary vocational programs to meet these 

needs. The following findings suggest increased assessment: 

Vocational educators for the most part are unable to provide data on the extent 
of need, on current numbers served, on promising practices for improvement of 
services; or to advanced solutions or positions regarding the role and responsibil¬ 
ity of vocational education in terms of contributing to the career and vocational 
needs of the handicapped. . .. [T]here is some evidence that while many handi¬ 
capped students are identified and served by vocational education programs, 
they are being excluded from certain programs such as those in the trade and 
industrial education field, (pp. 121,89) 
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Other research pertains to the assessment of need. A study conducted by G. W. Fair 

(1976) the University of Texas at Dallas began an assessment of the status of vocational 

education programming for handicapped school-age students in the state of Texas. The fol¬ 

lowing gives a brief account: 

It is evident that the demand for vocation exceeds the facilities and opportuni¬ 
ties available and that this is a legitimate need in almost every school district. 
However, the addition of facilities, programs, or instructional personnel does not 
speak directly to the issue of serving special education students in regular voca¬ 
tional programs. The fact of selectivity reflects the more basic problem that 
Texas has not yet decided that the priority vocational placement for special edu¬ 
cation students is in the mainstream vocational education program, (p. 109) 

The implications for mainstreaming in this citation are that many schools are uneasy about 

modifying regular programs for regular students. This concern will be explored in terms of 

implementation. 

Implementation of the Least Restrictive Environment 

One of the more ambiguous concepts generated from Public Law 94-142 has been the 

term “mainstreaming.” Many vocal supporters of the mainstreaming effort read PL 94-142 

to mean that mainstreaming had become the law of the land, when in fact, the law’s 

provision for placing handicapped children in “the least restrictive environment” was never 

meant as an order to relocate every handicapped child in a regular classroom (Heward and 

Orlansky, 1980, p. 29). In the regulations for Public Law 94-142 the term “least restrictive 

alternative” is not used. The documents do provide a description of services and elements 

which must occur if a state agency is to be in compliance with the law. The Federal Register 

(1977) specifies: 

Each (local) public agency shall insure: 1) that to the maximum extent appropri¬ 
ate handicapped children, including children in public or private institutions or 
other care facilities, are educated with children who are not handicapped, and 
2) that special classes, separate schooling or other removal of handicapped chil¬ 
dren from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or 
severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of 
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily, (p. 42497) 
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There are many interpretations of mainstreaming in the volumes of special education 

literature. Ideally, mainstreaming serves the educational system as a programming option 

whereby support services are provided within a regular school program. Clark (1975, pp. 

1 >5) suggests that vocational educators need support services for handicapped students, and 

that few special educators have the professional preparation needed to assist vocational 

teachers. Support personnel for vocational education teachers is, therefore, a very neces¬ 

sary component for mainstreaming special needs students. 

This need for strengthening support services is a theme common in much of the voca¬ 

tional education mainstreaming research. In 1976, Manzitti conducted an evaluation of 

mainstreaming in vocational programs in Michigan. His research provided data on programs 

available, support service systems, the types and number of handicapped students, and 

overall problems encountered in mainstreaming. His overall findings concluded that special 

education staff and parents were supportive of mainstreaming, however, regular instructors 

and parents of normal students tended to be less supportive (Manzitti, 1976). 

Other projects have identified issues regarding the efforts of vocational educators to 

integrate special needs students. A national study of Part B Handicapped Programs con¬ 

ducted by the Olympus Research Corporation (1975) noted that planning and evaluation 

information was inconsistent at both the state and local levels. This research determined 

that administrators at the state level were not concerned with planning and evaluating infor¬ 

mation; rather they viewed their primary role to be one of solicitors and funders of pro¬ 

jects. This research also discovered that the assessment of special needs students was an 

administrative problem within itself. Furthermore, efforts to categorize special needs 

students were too general, misleading, or did not take into account students’ individual 

differences. 
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The State of the Art in Planning Procedures 

Material in the previous section stressed the need for support services of all types in 

order to successfully implement the least restrictive environment. In order to identify and 

organize these services, the status of vocational education programming must be deter¬ 

mined, then models of accommodation must be planned. 

Current thinking seems to support the feeling that special needs student can best be 

accommodated in a regular vocational program if the student continues to receive special 

education support services during his or her enrollment (Schoka, 1980, p. 16). This extent 

of cooperation between special education personnel and vocational instructors is a neces¬ 

sary determination in the planning and development of programs. Bergman’s (1975) 

research reveals that most public school special needs students are accommodated in one 
» 

or a combination of four program models. These models are represented as the following: 

1. Regular placement with support 

2. Regular placement with no special support 

3. Vocational instruction in special education classes 

4. Modified vocational curriculum (p. 78) 

Numerous strategies for the delivery of vocational services to handicapped students 

have been developed. At the University of Nebraska, Meers (1977) implemented a trans¬ 

portable pre-service and in-service delivery model to prepare vocational teachers to work 

with handicapped students. The Iowa Survey, conducted by the Iowa State Department 

of Public Instruction and the College of Education at Drake University, determined in- 

service education to be a priority need for improving programs and services for special 

students (Wircenski, 1978, p. 18). Phelps et al. (1978) identified several major planning 

concerns necessary in the delivery of appropriate special needs vocational education. 

These are: 
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1) To offer field-based in-service courses and workshops which address the per¬ 
sonnel needs of local educational agencies 

2) To actively participate in state-wide planning efforts with the state education 
agency to orchestrate the delivery of both pre-service and in-service training. 
(p. 18) 

Responsibility for facilitating special needs vocational education is not solely the task 

of one group. Vocational administrators, coordinators, academic and special educators, 

universities, state education agencies and human service agencies also have a part in the 

process. Clark and Evans (1976, p. 19) suggest that the state-of-the-art in secondary voca¬ 

tional special needs is directly related to the state-of-the-art in vocational teacher education 

institutions. 

Finally, this need for additional research was demonstrated by Keogh (1976) in the 

following: 

Although mainstreaming is clearly mandated, we have few data and limited 
information that provide systematic and clear direction as to effective ways to 
implement it. We have little evidence that delineates program effects.... The 
legal, moral, and ethical imperatives in mainstreaming are obvious. There is, how¬ 
ever, considerable obscuring when it comes to the operation, implementation, 
and evaluation of the mainstreaming effort, (p. 25) 

Summary 

The literature suggests that research and development activities to serve handicapped 

vocational area students has occurred in all areas of the country. There seems to be uni¬ 

formity in the identification of barriers in the delivery system and in the importance of 

meeting students’ needs. Although numerous strategies and models have been developed 

for implementation, the application of the knowledge to the vocational education setting 

is not complete. Research needs to survey what actually happens in the vocational class¬ 

room, and what specifically constitutes the concept of the “least restrictive environment.” 

Attention, therefore, is turned towards an identification of the state-of-the-art for voca¬ 

tional special needs in secondary schools in the state of Montana. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of this survey was to collect data from selected secondary indus¬ 

trial and vocational education teachers and program administrators in Montana regarding 

the extent to which special needs students are being accommodated in the classroom and 

laboratory setting. In addition, this project was designed to assist the Office of Public 

Instruction personnel in developing planning priorities and activities for vocational special 

needs implementation. Other considerations were the identification of special needs 

support services, the availability of these support services, and the degree of individualized 

instruction for the handicapped student. This chapter identifies the procedures used to 

obtain and disseminate the information derived from the investigation. 

Review of Literature 

The review of literature employed for this project facilitated the methodology of the 

study. In addition to the conventional document retrieval mechanisms, a computerized 

bibliographic search from the ERIC data base was utilized to identify the most significant 

and timely research dealing with special needs vocational education. 

Primarily, this review concentrated on research projects which characterized the types 

of support services being implemented in the vocational education setting. This compila¬ 

tion of resources also located a considerable number of assessment models that demon¬ 

strated the priorities of state agencies, school administrators, and tbachers. From this 
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representative collection of data, a wide range of questionnaire forms were located. Perti¬ 

nent vocational special needs surveys were reviewed to assist in designing the format and 

organization of the questionnaire. Studies to be noted are the following: Albright (1981), 

Cameren (1975), Fair (1977), Hughes (1978), and Phelps (1976). 

Selection of the Population 

This study incorporated a total population sampling of selected secondary industrial 

and vocational education programs in Montana. This grouping included vocational pro¬ 

grams in agricultural education, industrial arts education, trade and industrial education, 

and technical education. Specifically, those surveyed were the administrator/superintendent 

of the school or the specific industrial or vocational instructor responsible for the program. 

The listing of these industrial and vocational teachers was obtained from current com¬ 

puterized listings on file with the Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education at 

Montana State University. 

The corresponding numbers of respondents contacted were the following: 71 agricul¬ 

tural education instructors, 176 industrial education instructors, and 156 superintendents/ 

administrators. The total number in the population was 403. 

The criterion for selection of the school’s vocational supervisor was that they be the 

appointed administrator or the teacher responsible for the school’s industrial or voca¬ 

tional program. In situations where this individual was not identified on the computerized 

listing, the questionnaire was sent to the senior industrial or vocational teacher of the 

school. The latter determination was made by the research utilizing the industrial educa¬ 

tion staff at Montana State University. 
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Development of the Questionnaire 

The data accumulated for this research project were derived from three questionnaires. 

The information supplied on these questionnaires was directly related to the four objectives 

of the research project. Three separate questionnaires were designed in order to address the 

information required from a diverse grouping. Although the survey instruments and cover 

letters were directed towards particular programs, they were nearly identical in question 

content. The intent in specializing the heading of each form represents an effort to get the 

maximum number of responses. Rather than generally listing each packet to the vocational 

area educator, the more personal and related heading was utilized to enhance rapport with 

the respondents. 

Specifically, Form 1 packet (cover letter and instrument) was sent to the departmen¬ 

tal teacher responsible for the industrial education related programs. Form la packet was 

sent to the departmental teacher responsible for agricultural education programs and 

Form 2 packet was sent to the administrator of the school (Appendices B and C). 

In order to ensure anonymity, no identification or school locale was required to be 

placed on the questionnaires. An accurate record of response identification was kept by 

coding the back flap of the return envelope. Each packet was also printed on different 

colored paper to expedite tabulation. 

Each survey questionnaire is composed of four sections. The intent in segmenting 

the instrument into these divisions was to correspondingly address the four objectives of 

the research project. 

Section A was designed to generate demographic data about the respondents’ edu¬ 

cational and professional backgrounds as well as educational experience with special needs 

students. Section B is composed of enrollment data in reference to the handicapping 

conditions each program can accommodate. In Section C respondents were asked to iden- 
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tify the extent of special needs program implementation within their schools. Section 

D identified and ranked, in terms of priority, those support services available to accom¬ 

modate the special needs learner. Support services and needs regarding future professional 

development activities were also included in this section. Finally, Section E allowed the 

respondents to enter general comments and recommendations regarding barriers to imple¬ 

menting vocational special needs programming. This open-form section of the question¬ 

naire also allowed the respondents to give direction and suggestions for curriculum special- 

needs planning. 

Data-Gathering Process 

The information-gathering approach for this research project was organized into a 

sequence of procedures. These procedures are the following: 

1. Between December 16, 1982, and January 10, 1983, the survey instrument was 

developed, the populations to be sampled were determined, and arrangements for con¬ 

ducting the mailing were made. The initial instrument was reviewed and evaluated using a 

sample of staff members at Montana State University. The reactions and comments ob¬ 

tained from this review provided the basis for refinement of the questionnaire. 

2. An explanation of the survey purpose printed in the Agricultural and Industrial 

Education Winter Newsletter alerted vocational educators that they would be receiving a 

statewide conducted survey. 

3. The complete survey packet including cover letter, and self-addressed stamped 

envelope was mailed to the selected total population on January 17, 1983. 

4. A follow-up cover letter and the complete questionnaire packet was remailed 

to those respondents who had not returned the questionnaire. This second mailing was 

sent out on February 16, 1983. Respondents were requested to return the questionnaire 

at the earliest possible convenience. 
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5. The final procedure used to acquire the delinquent questionnaires were personal 

telephone calls from the researcher. The respondents were telephone on February 23, 

1983, and asked to please return the questionnaire. 

Data Tabulation 

The results of the data from this project are thoroughly tabulated and presented in 

Chapter IV of this study. 

Summary 

The methodology used in conducting this state-of-the-art survey focused on questions 

related to the identification and assessment of special needs programming in the vocational 

setting. The procedures employed for this project represent a comprehensive effort to 

address the four objectives of the research study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study pertains to four major objectives. These were: 

1. To determine which vocational program areas were available and the number of 

special needs students enrolled in regular and special vocational education classes 

for the 1982-1983 school year. 

2. To determine the level of knowledge and involvement of secondary vocational 

teachers and administrators in the implementation of Public Law 94-142. 

3. To ascertain the types of support systems that are being used for mainstreamed 

classes during the 1982-1983 school year. 

4. To determine the perceptions of Montana’s industrial and vocational educators 

and administrators regarding the pre-service and in-service needs and barriers rela¬ 

tive to implementing PL 94-142. 

The data collected and presented in this chapter directly corresponds to these considerations. 

Development of the Instrument 

The population surveyed for this study consisted of Montana secondary teachers and 

administrators of industrial and vocational education programs. Included in this population 

were teachers and administrators of: 

1. Agricultural education 

2. Industrial arts education 



25 

3. Trade and industrial education 

4. Technical education 

Complete listings of the administrators and teachers surveyed appear in Appendix A. 

The reasons for selecting the population of this study were: 

1. To provide the Office of Public Instruction with a thorough representation of 

special needs programming in secondary vocational programs. 

2. To provide a comparative representation of mainstreaming implementation 

between both large and small population schools, and between program types. 

No statistical analysis of data was used in reporting the results of the survey other 

than numerical tabulation of responses in all categories. Data collected from the question¬ 

naires simply reflect the status of industrial and vocational education programs in regard to 

accommodating special needs students. The presentation of data is a statement and ac¬ 

counting of conditions that exist in those programs contacted. 

Presentation of the Data 

The data presented in this chapter will follow the same sequential order as the sec¬ 

tions appear in the survey questionnaire (see Appendix B). The presentation of this infor¬ 

mation will begin on Table 3, which is data collected from section A of the vocational edu¬ 

cation administrators questionnaire. 

It should be noted that the findings and conclusions of this study were based solely 

upon the assessments supplied by the vocational education teachers and administrators 

surveyed. In addition to the specific special needs considerations, the information given 

will also reflect upon the type of vocational program that exists. 

As was outlined in the methodology, each major section of the questionnaire cor¬ 

responds to one of the four objectives of the research project. Questionnaire A (Demogra¬ 

phic Information), for example, pertains to objective 1, which seeks to determine infor- 



26 

mation regarding the types of vocational programs available in each school. In order to 

address the extensive range of information from administrators and teachers, there exists 

some overlap of questioning between the major sections of the instrument and the cor¬ 

responding objectives. The information presented in sections A, B, and C of the question¬ 

naire will begin with the administrators responses and then list those of the industrial and 

vocational teachers. 

Industrial and Vocational Education Programs 

^In presenting the data collected via the survey questionnaires, several tables will be 

utilized. The letter designations used to identify the categories of school programs sur¬ 

veyed are presented on Table 1. 

i 

Table 1. Letter Notations Used to Identify the Categories of Programs. 

Notation Category of Program 

Agr. Agricultural education (secondary) 

LA. Includes industrial arts education, trade 
and industrial education, technical education, 
or a combination of these programs (junior 
high and high school) 

S Superintendent or administrator of the 
school 

The total number of survey questionnaires sent out was 403; a breakdown of respon¬ 

dents appears in Table 2. 

Table 2. Total Number of Study Participants Responding. 

Notation No. Sentt No. of Responses* % of Responses 

Agr. 71 48 68 
LA. 176 75 43 
S 156 82 53 

Total 403 205 51 

^Total Agr. and LA. is an N number equalling 123. 
*The number of responses of Agr., I.A., and S. 
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As indicated in Table 2, the total number of responses to the 403 questionnaires was 

205. This represents an overall response percentage of 51%. The largest percentage of 

respondents, 68%, was the vocational agriculture teachers. The smallest, 43%, was the 

industrial education teachers. 

Enrollment Information 

The first step in characterizing the program areas available was to identify the number 

of instructors in each program. The data in Table 3 present demographic information as 

provided by school administrators. The percentages displayed in Table 3 are based upon 

the administrators’ response rates, which was 82 or 53% (Table 2). 

Table3. Questionnaire Section A. Demographic Information (Administrators Survey) 
(N = 82). 

Question 1. What is the number of Vocational instructors in your school? 

Totals 

42 Agricultural Education 
36 Trade and Industrial Education 
59 Industrial Arts Education 
4 Technical Education 

45 Other 

186 Total 

Question 2. What is the number of special education support personnel? 

Total 105 

Question 3. Does your vocational program have a separate Advisory Committee for the 
handicapped? 

Total number of respondents answering yes 4 ( 5%) 

Total number of respondents answering no 67 ( 82%) 

Total non-respondents 11 C 13%) 
82 (100%) 
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In Table 3, a total of 186 industrial and vocational educators was reported by the 

administrators. An additional 105 special education support personnel were identified. Of 

the 82 administrators responding, only 5% indicated that their programs utilized an advis¬ 

ory committee for integrating the handicapped student. 

The enrollment of vocational special needs students was also determined by surveying 

the administrators of each program. Table 4 displays data regarding the differences between 

handicapped student enrollment and non-handicapped student enrollment, as percentages 

of total enrollment. Enrollment data pertain to the 1982-1983 school year. 

Table 4. Questionnaire Section B. Enrollment Information (Administrators Survey). 

Vocational 
Program 

Number of 
Programs 
Offered 

Total 
Student 

Enrollment 

Total 
Handicapped 
Enrollment 

Percentage 
of Handicapped 

Enrollment 

Agricultural Ed. 34 1482 102 7 
Trade and Industrial Ed. 12 759 42 6 
Industrial Arts Ed. 34 3680 185 5 
Technical Ed. 3 309 19 6 
Others 26 2339 111 4 
Total 109 8569 459 5 

As shown in Table 4, seven percent (7%) of handicapped enrollment was found in 

agricultural education programs. The percentage of handicapped student enrollment varies 

from a low of five percent (5%) in industrial arts programs to a high of seven percent (7%) 

in vocational agriculture. It should be noted that the largest number of handicapped stu¬ 

dents (185) are enrolled in industrial arts programs. 

Table 5 identifies the administrators’ assessment of the specific handicapping con¬ 

ditions that each industrial and vocational education program is able to serve. The data 

represent the number of administrators responding according to the handicapping con¬ 

dition and program type. 
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TableS. Questionnaire Section B, Item 1. Enrollment Information Continued (Admini- 
tors’ Survey). 

Vocational 
Area 

Handicapping Conditions Your Program 
is Able to Serve 

VH AD MH LD PH ED SL MI 

Agricultural Ed. 2 4 6 29 5 5 7 2 
Trade and Industrial Ed. 0 0 5 7 1 2 1 0 
Industrial Arts Ed. 0 2 7 22 3 3 3 0 
Technical Ed. 0 0 1 4 1 1 0 1 
Other 1 1 4 14 4 3 2 2 

Total 3 7 23 76 14 14 13 5 = 155 

Percentages (%) 1.9 4.5 14.8 49 9 9 8.3 3.2 = 100% 

A handicapping code abbreviation was provided with the instrument to facilitate tab- 

ulation. This code is illustrated below: 

Visually Handicapped VH Physically Handicapped PH 
Auditory Disability AD Emotionally Disturbed ED 
Mentally Handicapped MH Speech/Language Disorder SL 
Learning Disability LD Multi-Handicapped MI 

As seen in Table 5, administrators indicated that the largest number of students which 

could be served is the learning disability (LD) category. This category accounts for 49% or 

76 of the total responses. A total of only three (3) administrators denoted that the visually 

handicapped student could be served. 

Cooperation and Support Within the Programs 

A third category of the administrators’ questions sought information in reference to 

the extent of cooperation between vocational educators and resource personnel. Table 6 

displays the number of administrative responses in regard to the specific planning activities 

that occur. The administrative data introduced in Table 6 correspond to objective 3 of the 

research project. 
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Table 6. Questionnaire Section C, Item 1. The Extent of Collective Planning Within Voca¬ 
tional Area Programs (Administrators Survey) (N = 82). 

Number of 
Programs Type of Supportive Cooperation 

17(21%) 1. Individualized instruction is provided by special education personnel in the 
vocational education classroom. 

53 (65%) 2. There is cooperation between vocational education and special education 
on the IEP child assessment/placement meetings. 

36 (44%) 3. Special education personnel assist vocational educators in the planning of 
specific instructional units. 

57 (70%)' 4. Collectively there is parent endorsement, cooperation, and a wide range of 
support in placing handicapped students. 

2 ( 2%) 5. Other activities. 

The data in Table 6 indicate that administrators responded to more than one type of 

supportive cooperation within their school. Of the 82 administrators responding, 57 or 

70% demonstrated that there was a wide range of support in placing handicapped students 

(Item 4). 

The second highest response, 53 or 65%, indicates a high degree of cooperation 

between vocational education and special education on the IEP child assessment/placement 

meetings. Seventeen or 21% of the respondents indicated that individualized instruction 

was provided by special education personnel. Administrators indicate that supportive 

cooperation is being provided in their programs. 

Demographic Information Provided By Program Instructors 

The next section of data presentation will identify the demographic information sup¬ 

plied by industrial and vocational agriculture programs. The data in Table 7 display the 

class breakdown of regular student enrollment for each program. 

The importance of the data in Table 7 is that it establishes the total student popula¬ 

tion addressed by the responding industrial education and agricultural education teachers. 
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Table 7. Section A, Item 1. Demographic Information Regarding the Number of Students 
Enrolled in Each Vocational Program (Industrial Arts Education and Agricultural 
Education Surveys). 

Agr. 

Category 

LA. 

Freshmen 523 1133 
Sophomores 457 1078 
Juniors 439 1028 
Seniors 408 983 
Post Graduates 16 0 
Others 95 1026 
Total 1938 5248 

An examination of previous exposure to special education students was an important 

concern in surveying this selected population. The data offered in this category are in refer¬ 

ence to objective 2 of the study. Table 8 provides information related to the extent of 

professional teaching preparation. 

Table 8. Section A, Item 1. Previous Professional Course Work in Teaching Students with 
Special Needs (Industrial Arts Education and Agricultural Education Surveys). 

Level of 
Coursework 

Number of LA. 
Instructors 
(N = 75) 

Number of Agr. 
Instructors 
(N = 48) 

Undergraduate 12(16%) 10(20%) 
Graduate 11 (15%) 6(13%) 
In-service 10(14%) _9 (19%) 
Total 33 (44%) 24 (52%) 

In examining the data in Table 8, it can be noted that 24 or 52% of the agricultural 

education instructors and 33 or 44% of the industrial education instructors reported hav¬ 

ing taken previous college coursework regarding special needs students. The largest cate¬ 

gory of professional preparation, 16% of the industrial educators and 20% of the agricul¬ 

tural education instructors, occurred at the undergraduate level. Of the 75 industrial arts 

teachers responding, 10, or 14%, reported that they had some type of in-service prepara- 
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tion. Ten (20%) of the agricultural education teachers said they had participated in under¬ 

graduate special needs coursework. 

Another component required of research objective number 2 involves the scope of 

special needs workshop activities. The data in Table 9 identify the activities in which 

respondents have participated during the past five years. Four categories of institutional 

sponsors were listed in an attempt to identify a pattern of organizational involvement. 

Table 9. Section A, Item 3. Respondents’ Participation in Special Needs Workshops (Indus¬ 
trial Arts Education and Agricultural Education Surveys) (N = 123). 

Program 
Notation Univ. or College School District 

State Dept, 
of Education Other Totals 

LA. 5 ( 7%) 9(13%) 5 (7%) 0 19 (27%) 
Agr. 11 (23%) 5(10%) 1 (2%) 0 17(35%) 

Total 16(13%) 14(11%) 6 (5%) 0% 36 (30%) 

As can be seen in Table 9, seventeen (35%) of the agricultural education instructors 

said that they had attended workshops of one type or another, eleven (23%) of these had 

been provided by a university or college. Nineteen (27%) of the industrial education 

instructors had attended workshops; nine (13%) reported attending local school district 

workshops. This data indicate that of those industrial and vocational education teachers 

attending special needs workshops, 16 or 13% have attended workshops offered by a uni¬ 

versity or college. 

An index closely related to workshop activities is previous contact or work experi¬ 

ence with handicapped individuals. The data in Table 10 display the particular area of 

contact that industrial and vocational instructors have had with handicapped individuals. 

The data in Table 10 note that 45 (60%) of the industrial education teachers and 25 

(52%) of the agricultural education teachers reported previous experience working with 

handicapped individuals. Thirty-three (46%) of the industrial education teachers and 18 
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(38%) of the agriculture teachers indicated that secondary education was the most preva¬ 

lent organizational setting for this experience. No respondents had experience in the pre¬ 

school or the professional experience groupings. 

The Scope of Special Needs Accommodation 

The extent of program availability to handicapped students is one of the more impor¬ 

tant considerations derived from the research project. This next section presents data also 

corresponding to the information sought in objective 1 of this study. Tables 11, 12, and 13 

correspond to the enrollment section B of the industrial and vocational education instruc¬ 

tors questionnaire form. 

Table 11 provides a breakdown of handicapped student enrollment by grade level and 

by handicapping condition within the industrial and agricultural education programs 

responding. 

The data in Table 11 indicate that the handicapped enrollment in industrial and 

vocational agricultural education programs is 8.3% and 7.7% respectively. These percent¬ 

ages are derived from the total student enrollment in each program area as provided in 

Table 7; they are industrial education 5248 and vocational agriculture eduction 1938. 

In viewing data which compares the two groups of instructors, there is a similarity 

in the type of handicapping conditions present. The largest handicapping category repre¬ 

sented is learning disability condition (LD) with 259 in industrial education classes and 96 

in vocational agriculture classes. The category of multi-handicapped had a very low repre¬ 

sentation in industrial and vocational agriculture programs with 6 students and 1 student 

indicated respectively. 

Table 12 provides data regarding those handicapping conditions that could be accom¬ 

modated with and without program modifications. This particular table is not an enroll- 
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ment tabulation; rather it represents the numbers of instructors who indicated if their 

present program could accommodate the special needs student. 

Table 12. Section B, Item 1. The Scope of Special Needs Student Accommodation (Indus¬ 
trial Arts Education and Agricultural Education Surveys). 

Handicapping 
Condition 

Could Accommodate 
In Present Program 

Could Accommodate 
with Program/ 

Equipment Modifications 

LA. Agr. LA. Agr. 

Visually Handicapped 14 10 6 5 
Auditory Disability 27 11 11 5 
Mentally Handicapped 20 9 13 6 
Learning Disability 35 31 12 5 
Physically Handicapped 17 12 12 7 
Emotionally Disturbed 13 8 12 6 
Speech/Language Disorder 17 13 7 4 
Multi-Handicapped 5 _2 6 8 
Total 148 + 96 = 244 79 + 46= 125 

As revealed in Table 12, the learning disabled condition emerged as the category that 

the combined teacher groups could accommodate in their present program. Thirty-five 

industrial education teachers and thirty-one vocational agriculture teachers could accom¬ 

modate the LD student in their present programs. The handicapping condition that indus¬ 

trial and vocational agriculture teachers indicated that could accommodate least was the 

multi-handicapped, with 5 and 2 teachers responding respectively. By examining the num¬ 

bers of responses for each category, it can be seen that program and equipment modifi¬ 

cations would increase the overall enrollment of handicapped students by 125 or 50%. 

The other specific information sought in section B of the questionnaires reflects upon 

the incidence of separate special needs programs and upon those vocational area programs 

which implement the Individualized Educational Program (IEP). Table 13 completes the 

data in reference to objective 2 of the project. 
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Table 13. Section B, Item 1. The Scope of IEP Student Enrollment and Special Vocational 
Education Programs (Industrial Arts Education and Agricultural Education 
Surveys). 

Handicapping 
Condition 

Number of IEP 
Students 

Number of Students in 
Special Voc. Ed. Programs 

LA. 
N = 5248 

Agr. 
N= 1938 

LA. 
N = 5248 

Agr. 
N= 1938 

Visually Handicapped 3 0 1 0 
Auditory Disability 8 0 12 0 
Mentally Handicapped 49 2 17 1 
Learning Disability 54 21 42 2 
Physically Handicapped 3 2 6 1 
Emotionally Disturbed 5 3 5 0 
Speech/Language Disorder 4 0 3 0 
Multi-Handicapped 6 J_ _q _0_ 

Total 132(3%) 29 (2%) 86 (2%) 4 (.2%) = 251 

According to the data presented in Table 13, industrial arts teachers and agricultural 

teachers have, respectively, 3% and 2% total IEP student enrollment. The percentages given 

with the totals are formulated from the total program student enrollment displayed in 

Table 7. Across the categories of handicapping conditions it can be seen that the largest 

numbers of special needs students served by the IEP development are the learning disabled 

students. Industrial arts and agriculture teachers respectively report 54 and 21 IEP learning 

disabled students. Agricultural education instructors identified one multi-handicapped stu¬ 

dent with an IEP. 

The other data offered in Table 13 included the number of students enrolled in 

special vocational education programs. In the agricultural education listing, only four 

students were listed in this category. The industrial arts teachers listed 42 learning disabled 

students as belonging to special vocational education programs. 

The Extent of IEP Involvement and Program Implementation 

The next major listing of data correspond to research study objective 2 to determine 

vocational instructors’ and administrators’ involvement level regarding the implementation 

of Public Law 94-142. 
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According to Heward and Orlanski (1980, p. 373), the Individualized Educational 

Program (IEP) is the primary vehicle by which to measure school district compliance in 

meeting the requirements of PL 94-142. These authors suggest that the competency and 

effectiveness of special needs vocational implementation may be determined by each pro¬ 

gram’s ability to help students meet the goals and objectives set forth in the IEP. Table 14 

presents the data regarding the extent of IEP implementation. 

Table 14. Section C, Question 1. As a Vocational Education instructor, what has been 
your role in placing special needs students in your class? (Industrial Arts Edu¬ 
cation and Agricultural Education Surveys). 

Program Notation 

LA. 
N = 75 

Agr. 
N = 48 

Extent of IEP Involvement 

8 (10%) 16 (33%) 1. I am involved in the initial Individualized Educational 
Program (IEP) child study team meeting. 

12 (16%) 15 (31%) 2. I assist in describing the annual vocational goals and 
short-term instructional objectives for a handicapped 
student’s participation in my class. 

7 ( 9%) 12 (25%) 3. I am involved in identifying the special support ser¬ 
vices that are needed for accommodating the special 
needs student (e.g., modified shop apparatus, instruc¬ 
tional media, materials, teacher’s aide, etc.) 

5 ( 7%) 5 (10%) 4. I have examined the IEP following its development 
and made suggestions prior to final formulation and 
parental approval. 

18 (24%) 7 (15%) 5. I have not attended child study team meetings, but 
have worked with the various resource personnel 
responsible for implementing the IEP. 

37 (49%) 22 (46%) 6. I have had no involvement in the IEP development 
process. 

4 ( 5%) 3 ( 6%) 7. Other involvement or input. 

The most significant data displayed in Table 14 pertains to question number 6. Forty- 

nine percent of the industrial educators and forty-six percent of the vocational agriculture 

teachers have had no involvement in the IEP development process. Only 8 (11%) of the 75 

industrial arts teachers responding reported being involved in the initial IEP child study 
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team meeting. A larger percentage (33%) or 16 of the agricultural instructors have had 

initial IEP involvement. 

The remaining items of questionnaire sections C and section D involve the same con¬ 

tent from all three respondent groups, therefore, their data will be combined on the tables. 

Table 15 addresses the areas of difficulty in providing vocational instruction to handicap¬ 

ped students. This table denotes both teachers and administrators’ assessments of the 

obstacles surrounding special needs implementation. Respondents were asked to rank the 

situation or statements according to the following order: 

1. Disagree Strongly 4. Agree Mildly 

2. Disagree Moderately 5. Agree Moderately 

3. Disagree Mildly 6. Agree Strongly 

The mean score for each condition statement was calculated to determine the range of 

disagreement or agreement ranking. 

With a mean score of 4.78, the highest amount of agreement in Table 15 pertained to 

condition statement 5, both teachers and administrators expressed moderate agreement 

that enrollment of handicapped students creates increased safety considerations in the 

laboratory. The second most important ranking in terms of agreement pertains to state¬ 

ment 6. There was mild to moderate (X = 4.4) agreement that vocational educators lack 

the preparation to adequately instruct the special needs student. The lowest agreement was 

to statement 4 (X 2.75); that handicapped students are seldom enrolled in vocational 

programs. 

The Scope of Available Support Services 

Section D of each questionnaire present data pertaining to the scope of special edu¬ 

cation support services available to instructors and administrators. The data retrieved from 

this fourth section of the questionnaire corresponds to objective 3 of the research study. 
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Table 16 displays this range of services, which includes all types of learning materials, facil¬ 

ity modifications, and resource personnel. 

The significant data displayed in Table 16 relates to the availability of services. All 

three respondent groups indicated that resource room special education teachers were the 

most available support service within their schools, total responses 160 (Item 10). Second 

in availability for all three respondent groups was learning specialists, total responses 108 

(Item 9). Of the 75 industrial arts teachers responding, only three indicated that their pro¬ 

grams were utilizing specially designed handicapped learning materials. Another note¬ 

worthy index exhibited in Table 16 pertains to the “not wanted” category of support ser¬ 

vices. The largest number of respondent groups (21) ranked the specialized unit lesson 

plans as the least wanted instructional support material. 

Pre-Service Planning Priorities 

The latter category of section D provides the data corresponding to objective 4, that 

is the examination of the pre-service planning needs of vocational area instructors and 

administrators. Table 17 identifies the respondents’ assessments of the priorities associated 

with preparatory programs and services. The data from all three respondent groups are 

combined in this section. 

Data presented in Table 17 indicate that collectively respondents from all three 

groups ranked increased program funding as the highest priority Item, Statement 5, X = 

3.91. The second highest collective response is in the category of providing additional pre- 

service preparation at the college level, statement 3, X = 3.57. Additional instructional 

assistance, such as teachers aids, was ranked the lowest of the five listed services, statement 

1, X = 3.25. This ranking of support services is in agreement with data supplied in Table 16. 
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Table 17. Section D, Item 2. A Priority Ranking of the Services Needed for Increased Ac¬ 
commodation (Industrial Arts Education, Agricultural Education, and Adminis¬ 
trators Surveys). 

Ranking 

Services 
Low 

1 2 3 4 
High 

5 
Mean 

X 

1. Additional instructional assist¬ 
ance in the form of teacher aids 

19 17 40 41 54 3.25 

2. Increased liaison support such as 
coordination between special 
education teachers, physical 
therapists, and vocational edu¬ 
cators 

13 18 55 50 42 3.50 

3. Additional pre-service prepa¬ 
ration at the college level 

13 12 55 57 42 3.57 

4. Modifications of facilities/ 
equipment 

17 27 56 40 38 3.30 

5. Increased funding for program 
modification 

7 15 36 39 73 3.91 

General Comments 

The final segment of data listing includes the open-response comments. These specific 

questions and summarized responses are as follows: 

Question 1. If guidelines to enhance vocational area programs for special needs stu¬ 

dents were developed, what kinds of information would you like to see included? 

Responses to this inquiry seemed to center around reduced class size and increased 

funding. A number of both industrial arts and agricultural instructors wanted vocational 

instructors to be included in the initial IEP meeting. A number of respondents said that 

specialized equipment and laboratory modifications should be given consideration. Admin¬ 

istrators wanted to see some type of standardized certification requirements and more 

specific individualized activity suggestions. 

Question 2. What recommendations do you have for implementing vocational pro¬ 

gramming for the handicapped? 
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The most often mentioned recommendation in this area pertained to enhancing the 

pre-service preparation at the college level. Some instructors also suggested enacting a 

centralized source that could disseminate materials for the special needs student. Other 

teachers expressed a need for establishing standards to stipulate which students can have 

access to laboratory machinery. The majority of administrators wanted to see vocational 

teachers get involved with the IEP process by coordinating program objectives with the 

special education department. 

Question 3. Do you believe the special needs student should be served in regular 

vocational area education programs? 

The comments from all three respondent groups followed a common theme. Specifi¬ 

cally, many teachers and administrators agreed that the handicapped student should be 

served, but that the accommodation is directly dependent upon the severity of the handi¬ 

capping condition. Some vocational area teachers said that the special needs student should 

be served, but that the instructional objectives should not be modified to satisfy this 

accommodation. 

Summary 

This (presentation of data) chapter offered all of the information supplied by the 

selected industrial and vocational education teachers and administrators in the surveyed 

Montana sampling. Based upon this data, implications, conclusions, and recommendations 

regarding the extent of implementation are discussed separately in Chapter V of the study. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of survey research which was to 

determine the extent to which secondary industrial and vocational education teachers in 

Montana are implementing the least-restrictive environment component of Public Law 94- 

142, The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. The summary, conclu¬ 

sions, recommendations, and implications are presented. 

Summary 

During recent years, a great deal of concern and effort has been generated to enhance 

the opportunities and education of special needs individuals. The overall intention in plac¬ 

ing the handicapped student in the regular classroom is based upon the idea that the inte¬ 

gration will enable the individual to become a more productive and self-sufficient citizen. 

There is no one established or best procedure for incorporating the least-restrictive- 

environment concept. It is known, however, that appropriate support services and the 

awareness level of instructors towards special education concerns are necessary ingredients 

for program implementation. 

Specific to the objectives of this project is the placement of the special needs students 

in the educational programs of secondary industrial arts and vocational agriculture. In 

many instances, the laboratory-shop environment common to these programs has been 

closed to the handicapped student, either because of uncertainty, anxiety, or general lack 

of preparatory skill for accommodating the handicapped student. 
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The enactment of Public Law 94-142, The Education For All Handicapped Children 

Act of 1975, has removed the question of whether or not public schools should develop 

educational programs for the special needs student. Physically handicapped students will 

continue to be enrolled in vocational education programs, which will in turn require school 

districts to offer appropriate programs that give the student special education strategies in 

order to succeed in this environment. 

With this legal mandate in mind, teacher-education institutions will have a critical role 

in rendering preparatory special needs education to future vocational educators. An 

instructor working with the handicapped student will need competency in his vocational 

subject area and some familiarity with special education methods to enable better com¬ 

munication with the student. 

In order to resolve some of these concerns surrounding implementation, a compre¬ 

hensive understanding of the status of vocational special needs programming should be 

established. Without a comprehensive survey approach, services and competencies needed 

for assisting these students will be fragmented and difficult to verify. 

Statement of the Problem 

At the present time, there are handicapped students enrolled in industrial and voca¬ 

tional education programs in Montana. It is not known if local school districts are able to 

adequately plan for the integration of these students into industrial and vocational educa¬ 

tion programs or the extent to which they have provided for the range of special needs sup¬ 

port services. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of public secondary 

industrial and vocational education teachers and administrators in Montana regarding the 
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implementation of the least-restrictive-environment component of Public Law 94-142, The 

Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. 

Objectives 

The overall purpose of this study centered around four major objectives. These were: 

1. To determine which vocational programs were available and the number of special 
needs students enrolled in regular and special vocational education classes for the 
1982-1983 school year. 

2. To determine the level of knowledge and involvement of secondary vocational teachers 
and administrators in the implementation of Public Law 94-142. 

3. To ascertain the types of support systems that are being used for mainstreamed classes 
during the 1982-1983 school year. 

4. To determine the perceptions of Montana’s industrial and vocational educators and 
administrators regarding the pre-service and in-service needs and barriers relative to 
implementing PL 94-142. 

Procedures 

Descriptive survey research was the methodology employed to gather and disseminate 

information from the selected population sampling of vocational area educators and 

administrators. This study was planned, developed, and completed during an eight-month 

time frame, spanning from August 1982 to March of 1983. The first mailing of question¬ 

naire packets, which had a due date of February 4, 1983, yielded a return rate of 38%. In 

order to substantially increase this percentage, the entire questionnaire package and follow¬ 

up letter were re-mailed to the selected population on February 16, 1983. In addition to 

the above procedures, attempts were made to contact some of the respondents by phone. 

A data retrieval cut-off date of February 23, 1983, yielded a total response rate of 51%. 

Finally, the data were compiled by the researcher, and displayed as numbers of respondents 

or were compared as percentages of respondents. 
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Summary of Findings 

The findings derived from this research are organized and presented as they pertain to 

the four major project objectives. These stated objectives and corresponding findings are 

listed in summary in Appendix D. 

Conclusions 

The compiled data and findings of this study warrant the following conclusions: 

1. Montana industrial and vocational education programs have special-needs student 

enrolled as reported by program administrators and instructors. Vocational agricul¬ 

ture instructors reported that seven percent (7%) of the students enrolled were handi¬ 

capped, six percent (6%) in trades and industrial education, while five percent (5%) of 

the enrollment in industrial arts classes were handicapped. While there is representa¬ 

tion in terms of special needs enrollment, the instructors’ results denoted that only 

three percent (3%) of these students in the industrial or vocational classroom setting 

had lEPs. In all vocational education programs, the most prevalent handicapping 

condition identified was that of the learning disabled student. The handicapping 

condition with the fewest number enrolled pertained to the multi-handicapped 

student. 

2. It was found that forty-eight percent of the vocational education instructors surveyed 

have had no involvement in the IEP development process. Thirty-three percent of the 

agricultural education teachers surveyed were directly involved as participants in the 

IEP child-study team meeting. In terms of areas of involvement in IEP development, 

the industrial and vocational instructors reported providing input in describing the 

annual goals and short-term objectives for a special needs student, 16% and 31% of 

the time respectively. 
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3. The vocational education programs surveyed have limited to adequate access to 

personnel support services. Support materials such as learning media and other 

adaptive laboratory materials, on the other hand, were more limited in the vocational 

area programs surveyed. Sixty-five percent of the administrators surveyed indicated 

that there is supportive cooperation between vocational educators and the special 

education staff. 

4. Regarding the pre-service needs for accommodating a special needs student, the 

administrators and instructors responses were consistent. Administrators and teacher 

groups each ranked the need for pre-service preparation at the level of 3.57 on a 5 

point scale. The only service category ranking higher was the need for increased fund¬ 

ing, which was 3.91. It was revealed that 60% of the industrial educators and 52% of 

the vocational agriculture instructors reported previous educational experience work¬ 

ing with handicapped students. 

Regarding in-service activity, 30% of the total vocational education teachers reported 

having had workshop participation for special needs vocational programming. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the data, findings, and conclusions of this study, the investigator 

offers the following recommendations. 

1. Montana vocational area instructors and administrators would benefit from attend¬ 
ing in-service or recertification programs. These special needs workshops would 
provide educators with information pertaining to actual involvement procedures, 
the implications of current legislation, and more importantly, the responsibilities 
surrounding the Individualized Educational Program (IEP). 

2. On the state level, establish an instructional resource center or clearinghouse for 
the collection and dissemination of vocational special needs information. A center 
of this type would assist vocational area programs in developing or locating 
resource and learning materials to enhance more effective ways of serving the 
handicapped student. 
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3. School counselors, vocational area educators, and special education personnel 
should be utilized in determining the laboratory environment capabilities of 
special needs students prior to their placement in the shop type of setting. 

4. On the state level, provide a liaison person or itinerant assessment specialist who 
would be responsible for expediting services to the special needs student. If handi¬ 
capped vocational education enrollment increases, vocational educators should have 
the opportunity to work collectively in the development of curricular activities. 

Implications 

This state-of-the-art survey suggests several implications for consideration and further 

research. Some of these are: 

1. The Montana Office of Public Instruction staff should cooperate with higher educa¬ 

tion personnel in developing certification requirements for teachers of vocational area 

programs. Upgrading these requirements would provide vocational area instructors 

and administrators with special needs training that would, in turn, improve the com¬ 

petency levels of these instructors. 

2. The extent of in-service activity reported in this study warrants further investigation. 

Additional research would be beneficial in developing agendas for state vocational 

education conferences or in developing long-range plans for vocational special needs 

implementation. 
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APPENDIX A 

LISTING OF INSTRUCTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
BY PROGRAM AREA AND CODING NUMBER 
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MONTANA AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

la Absarokee — Absarokee High School Marcus Arthun 
2a Arlee — Arlee High School Glenn Paulson 
3a Augusta — Augusta High School Sylvan Susag 
4a Bainville — Bainville High School Bruce Samson 
5a Baker — Baker High School Howard Breitbach 
6a Belfry — Belfry High School Larry Hay 
7a Belgrade - Belgrade High School Roger Hendrickson 
8a Belt — Belt High School Alden Irish 
9a Big Sandy — Big Sandy High School Bob Nelson 

10a Big Timber - Sweet Grass County High School Lynn Godfrey 
11a Billings — Billings Career Center Vem Dahlstrom 
12a Bridger — Bridger High School Tom Simpson 
13a Broadus — Powder River District High School Marshall Williams 
14a Cascade — Cascade High School Duane Gebhardt 
15a Chinook - Chinook High School Royce Beardsley 
16a Choteau — Choteau High School John Nauck 
17a Clyde Park — Clyde Park High School Jon Jackson 
18a Colstrip — Colstrip High School Jesse Beckman 
19a Columbus — Columbus High School Don Owen 
20a Conrad — Conrad High School Bill Jimmerson 
21a Culbertson — Culbertson High School Bill R. Woods 
22a Custer — Custer High School Jim Larson 
23a Deer Lodge — Powell County High School Bill Love 
24a Denton - Denton High School Ken Mapston 
25a Dillon — Beaverhead County High School Wayne Gilman 
26a Dutton — Dutton High School Wayne Elser 
27a Ekalaka Carter County High School Tony Kelsey 
28a Fairfield — Fairfield High School Cindy Luoma 
29a Fairview — Fairview High School Daniel R. Watts 
30a Forsyth — Forsyth High School Kim DeMars 
31a Fro mb erg - Fromberg High School Bill Taylor 
32a Hardin — Hardin High School Dale Kober 
33a Harlem — Harlem High School Royal Westervelt 
34a Harlowton — Harlowton High School Gary Olsen 
35a Hinsdale — Hinsdale High School Clark Cleveland 
36a Hobson — Hobson High School Kevin Fochs 
37a Joliet — Joliet High School Shawn Holbrook 
38a Judith Gap — Judith Gap High School Debbie Sitz 
39a Kalispell — Flathead High School Mark Laium 
40a Lewistown — Fergus High School Dale Godfrey 
41a Livingston — Park Senior High School Alan Redfield 
42a Lodge Grass - Lodge Grass High School Ward Cotton 
43a Malta — Malta High School Milford Wearley 
44a Manhattan - Manhattan High School Jim Armstrong 
45a Medicine Lake - Medicine Lake High School Henry Haagenstad 
46a Melstone - Melstone High School Jack Larson 
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Montana Agricultural Education Instructors (continued) 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

Ala Miles City — Custer County High School Mickie Cole 
48a Missoula — Big Sky High School Jane Neher 
49a Opheim — Opheim High School Rick Cotta 
50a Park City — Park City High School Tim Schaff 
51a Plentywood — Plentywood High School Art Pearson 
52a Plevna — Plevna High School Steve Vernier 
53a Poison — Poison High School Robert Syvrud 
54a Ronan — Ronan High School Greg Bennett 
55a Rosebud — Rosebud High School Martin Vennis 
56a Roundup — Roundup High School Randy Powell 
57a Scobey - Scobey High School Mike Capra 
58a Shelby — Shelby High School Russell Mann 
59a Sheridan — Sheridan High School Les Gilman 
60a Sidney — Sidney High School Wade Van Every 
61a Simms — Simms High School Roy Knudsen 
62a Stanford — Stanford High School Robert Kirby 
63a Stevensville — Stevensville High School Steve Hagler 
64a Three Forks — Three Forks High School William Kober 
65a Turner Turner High School A1 Sutherlin 
66a Twin Bridges — Twin Bridges High School Tim Wall 
67a Whitehall — Whitehall High School David Holt 
68a Winifred — Winifred High School Oscar Cantu 
69a Wolf Point — Wolf Point High School James Tompkins 
70a Worden - Huntley Project High School Glen Hough 
71a Baker — Baker High School Jan Wright 
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MONTANA INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

1 Absarokee — Absarokee Junior High School John Flanagan 
2 Alberton — Alberton Junior High School 

Alberton Senior High School James Johnson 

3 Anaconda — Anaconda Junior High School John Digalis 
4 Anaconda — Anaconda Senior High School Robert Aspholm 
5 Arlee — Arlee Junior High School Jerry Brule 
6 Baker — Baker Junior High School 

Baker Senior High School Everett Bowland 

7 Belgrade — Belgrade High School Briane Cook 
8 Belt — Belt Junior High School Ed Spragg 
9 Bigfork — Bigfork Junior High School Harl Aldrich 

10 Bigfork — Bigfork Senior High School Sid Aschim 
11 Big Timber — Sweet Grass County High School Wes Wagenaar 
12 Billings — Billings Senior High School John Jones 
13 Billings — Billings West High School Bob Powell 
14 Billings — Billings Career Education Center Irvin Scheidt 
15 Billings — Riverside Junior High School Vernon Locke 
16 Billings — Lewis & Clark Junior High School Darell Benner 
17 Billings — Lincoln Junior High School Benjamin Leto 
18 Billings — Will James Junior High School Sam Doll 
19 Billings — Lockwood Junior High School David Todd 
20 Boulder — Boulder School & Jefferson High 

School Michael Charlton 
21 Box Elder — Box Elder High School Martin Dickerson 
22 Bozeman — Bozeman Junior High School Leslie Aaberg 
23 Bozeman — Bozeman Senior High School Dennis Bodily 
24 Broadus — Broadus School 

Powder River City District High 
Steve Langley 

School 
25 Broadview — Broadview High School Kelly Kornemann 
26 Brockton — Brockton High School Duane Hekkel 
27 Browning — Browning Senior High School Tom Pomroy 
28 Butte — East Junior High School Lawrence Kalafatich 
29 Butte — West Junior High School Gary Malyevac 
30 Butte — Butte High School Dale Carpenter 
31 Charlo — Charlo High School Tom Pederstuch 
32 Chester — Chester High School Daniel Wooley 
33 Chinook — Chinook Junior High School Gary Anderson 
34 Chinook — Chinook Senior High School Ray Reid 
35 Choteau — Choteau High School Mark McCormick 
36 Circle — Circle Junior High School Bob McDonald 
37 — Circle High School Todd Whitney 
38 Colstrip — Colstrip High School Jim Regan 
39 Columbia — Columbia Falls Junior High School John Clayton 

Falls 
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Montana Industrial Education Instructors (continued) 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

40 Columbia — Columbia Falls Senior High School Ronald Behm 
Falls 

41 Conrad — Conrad Junior High School Lee Richardson 
42 Conrad — Conrad High School Robert Lyons 
43 Corvallis — Corvallis Junior High School 

Corvallis Senior High School Gary Boyer 

44 Cut Bank — Cut Bank Junior High School 
Cut Bank High School William Olfert 

45 Darby — Darby Junior High School 
Darby High School William Molenda 

46 Deer Lodge — Deer Lodge Junior High School Ivan Wallgren 
47 Deer Lodge — Powell County High School John Porter 
48 Dillon — Park View Junior High School John Zink 
49 Dillon — Beaverhead County High School Melvin Rice 
50 Drummond — Drummond High School John Pozder 
51 East Helena — Clinton Street School Bill Covey 
52 Ennis — Madison Valley Cons. High School Gale Clark 
53 Eureka — Eureka Elementary Terry Utter 
54 Eureka — Lincoln County High School Bruce Fitzgerald 
55 Fairfield — Fairfield High School Steve Diedrich 
56 Fairview — Fairview High School Thomas L. Kostrba 
57 Flaxville — Flaxville School Albert T. Rogers 
58 Florence — Florence-Carlton High School Bob Hodge 
59 Forsyth — Forsyth School Dale Abbott 
60 Forsyth — Forsyth High School Dale Watson 
61 Fort Benton — Fort Benton Junior High School 

Fort Benton High School Ray Erbe 

62 Frazer — Frazer High School Russ McKenna 
63 Frenchtown — Frenchtown Junior High School Bernard Cash 
64 Frenchtown — Frenchtown High School Bradd Hinkley 
65 Fromberg — Fromberg High School William Taylor 
66 Gardiner — Gardiner Public School Jerry Murphy 
67 Geraldine — Geraldine Junior High School 

Geraldine High School Earl Furlong 

68 Gildford — K-G High School Dave Seeley 
69 Glasgow — Glasgow Junior High School John LaBonty 
70 Glasgow — Glasgow High School David Riggin 
71 Glendive — Washington Junior High School Don Moran 
72 Glendive — Dawson County High School Dean Myers 
73 Grass Range — Grass Range School Gordon Schuck 
74 Great Falls — East Junior High School Robert Craig 
75 Great Falls — North Junior High School Kenneth Beck 
76 Great Falls — Paris Gibson Junior High School Michael Hocevar 
77 Great Falls — West Junior High School Tom Maurer 
78 Great Falls — C. M. Russell High School Howard Taylor 
79 Great Falls — Great Falls High School Keith Lomica 
80 Hamilton - Westview Junior High School Steve Musser 
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Montana Industrial Education Instructors (continued) 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

81 Hamilton — Hamilton High School Dale Kraft 
82 Hardin — Hardin Junior High School Guy Monroe 
83 Hardin — Hardin High School Terry Selph 
84 Harrison — Harrison High School John Long 
85 Havre — Havre Junior High School Lawrence Schuschke 
86 Havre — Havre High School Dave Barton 
87 Hays — Hays-Lodge Pole High School Charles Pilling 
88 Helena — C. R. Anderson Junior High School Keith Trafton 
89 Helena — Helena Junior High School Wilham Dotter 
90 Helena — Capital High School Thomas Ferguson 
91 Helena — Helena High School Allan Walter 
92 Highwood — Highwood High School Scott Davis 
93 Hobson — Hobson Junior High School Kevin Fochs 
94 Hot Springs — Hot Springs Junior High School 

Hot Spring High School Scott Brown 

95 Joplin 
  

Joplin Junior High School 
Joplin High School Dave Herdina 

96 Jordan — Garfield County High School Don Bray 
97 Judith Gap - Judith Gap Junior High School Robert Stem 

— Judith Gap High School 
98 Kalispell — Kalispell Junior High School Morris Brenden 
99 Kalispell — Flathead High School Gary Christianson 

100 Lambert — Lambert High School Clyde McEowen 
101 Laurel — Laurel Junior High School Robert Barnhart 
102 Laurel — Laurel High School Harold Elton 
103 Lewistown — Lewistown Middle School Art Tucker 
104 Lewistown — Fergus High School Fred Picco 
105 Libby — Libby Junior High School Wendell MaGee 
106 Libby — Libby High School Richard Kenck 
107 Lima — Lima Junior High School 

Lima High School Richard Gosman 

108 Livingston — Livingston Junior High School Richard Conn 
109 Livingston — Park Senior High School Richard Hagan 
110 Lodge Grass — Lodge Grass High School David Knarr 
111 Malta — Malta Junior High School 

Malta High School Gordon Kron 

112 Manhattan — Manhattan High School James Armstrong 
113 Miles City — Miles City Junior High School Carroll Swenson 
114 Miles City — Custer County High School Paul Armstrong 
115 Missoula — C. S. Porter School Ferris Clouse 
116 Missoula — Hellgate High School Roger Hyem 
117 Missoula —• Big Sky High School Alan Stohle 
118 Missoula — Sentinel High School Don Henrikson 
119 Moore — Moore Junior High School 

Moore High School James Carroll 

120 Nashua — Nashua Junior High School 
Nashua High School 

Dick Kline 

121 Noxon — Noxon School Jess Frampton 
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Montana Industrial Education Instructors (continued) 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

122 Philipsburg — Philipsburg Junior High School 
Granite High School Larry Veis 

123 Plains — Plains Junior High School 
Plains High School John Bauman 

124 Plentywood — Plentywood Junior High School 
Plentywood High School Lane Jansen 

125 Poison — Poison Junior High School Daren Bunlock 
126 Poison — Poison High School Bill Taylor 
127 Poplar — Poplar High School Mark Enger 
128 Power — Power Junior High School 

Power High School Ray Allen 

129 Rapelje — Rapelje High School Wayne Erfle 
130 Red Lodge — Red Lodge High School Ron Ullom 
131 Reedpoint — Reedpoint Schools A1 McClain 
132 Richey — Richey Junior & Senior High 

Schools ' Pat McLinden 
133 Roberts — Roberts High School Steve Roden 
134 Ronan — Ronan Junior High School 

Ronan High School Ron Krantz 

135 Roundup — Roundup High School Barry Lee 
136 Roy — Roy Junior High School 

Roy High School Bill Barbie 

137 Rudyard —' Blue Sky High School Howard 
Conquergood 

138 Saco — Saco Public Schools Dwight Freeman 
139 St. Ignatius — St. Ignatius Junior High School Dennis Johnson 
140 St. Ignatius — St. Ignatius High School Eugene Posivio 
141 St. Regis — St. Regis Junior High School Dave Jensen 
142 Sand Coulee — Centerville Junior High School 

Centerville High School Jesse Kibbec 

143 Savage — Savage Junior High School 
Savage High School Morman Krause 

144 Scobey — Scobey High School Dave Roos 
145 Seeley Lake — Seeley-Swan High School Mark Darrow 
146 Shelby — Shelby Junior High School Gerald Littlejohn 
147 Shelby — Shelby High School Sam Ohanesian 
148 Shepherd — Shepherd High School Donald Sherman 
149 Sidney — Sidney Junior High School Russ Markwald 
150 Sidney — Sidney High School Donald Matejovshe 
151 Somers — Somers Junior High School Darris Flanagan 
152 Stevensville — Stevensville Junior High School Lyn Gallik 
153 Stevensville — Stevensville High School Roger Cassidy 
154 Sunburst — Sunburst High School Ken DeVries 
155 Superior — Superior Junior High School Dale Thorn - Superior High School 
156 Terry — Terry High School Lyle Swenson 
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Montana Industrial Education Instructors (continued) 

Code No. Town/School Instructor 

157 Thompson — Thompson Falls Junior High 
Falls School 

Thompson Falls High School 
Richard Trevithick 

158 Townsend Cecilia Hazelton School Tom Mitchell 
159 Townsend — Broadwater County High School Randolph Vogel 
160 Troy — Troy Junior High School 

Troy High School Donald Meyers 

161 Twin Bridges — Twin Bridges High School James Valach 
162 Valier — Valier Junior High School 

Valier High School Randy Boumans 

163 Victor — Victor Junior High School 
Victor High School Charles Melaney 

164 Westby — Westby Junior High School 
Westby High School Russell Samuelson 

165 West — West Yellowstone Junior High 
Yellowstone School 

West Yellowstone High School 
Jeff Hungerford 

166 Whitefish — Whitefish Junior High School James Brittenham 
167 White fish — Whitefish High School Sam Citron 
168 Whitehall — Whitehall Junior High School 

Whitehall High School Ray Gallik 

169 White Sulphur — White Sulphur Springs Junior 
Springs 

  
High School 

White Sulphur Springs High School 
Thomas Brewer 

170 Whitewater — Whitewater Junior High School Steve Haag 
— Whitewater High School 

171 Wibaux — Wibaux High School Allyn Larsen 
172 Wilsall - < Wilsall High School Jeff Salsbury 
173 Winnett — Winnett Junior High School 

Winnett High School William Lodermeier 

174 Wolf Point — Wolf Point Junior High School Dave Frazey 
175 Wolf Point — Wolf Point Senior High School Douglas Erickson 
176 Wordan — Huntley Project High School Jim Knapp 
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MONTANA VOCATIONAL AREA ADMINISTRATORS 

Code No. 

IS Absarokee — 

2S Arlee — 

3S Augusta — 

4S Bainville — 

5S Baker — 

6S Belfry — 

7S Belgrade — 

8S Belt — 

9S Big Sandy — 

10S Big Timber — 

IIS Billings — 

12S Bridger — 

13S Broadus — 

14S Cascade — 

15S Chinook — 

16S Choteau — 

17S Clyde Park — 

18S Colstrip — 

19S Columbus — 

20S Conrad — 

21S Culbertson — 

22S Custer — 

23S Deer Lodge — 

24S Alberton — 

25S Anaconda — 

26S Big Fork — 

27S Billings — 

28S Boulder — 

29S Box Elder — 

30S Bozeman — 

31S Broadview — 

32S Brockton — 

33S Browning — 

34S Butte — 

35S Charlo — 

36S Chester — 

37S Circle — 

38S Columbia Falls — 

39S Corvallis — 

40S Cut Bank — 

41S Darby — 

42 S Drummond — 

43 S East Helena — 

44S Ennis — 

45 S Eureka — 

46S Flaxville — 

Town/School 

Absarokee High School 
Arlee High School 
Augusta High School 
Bainville High School 
Baker High School 
Belfry High School 
Belgrade High School 
Belt High School 
Big Sandy High School 
Sweet Grass County High School 
Billings Central Career Center 
Bridger High School 
Powder River County District High School 
Cascade High School 
Chinook High School 
Choteau High School 
Clyde Park High School 
Colstrip High School 
Columbus High School 
Conrad High School 
Culbertson High School 
Custer High School 
Powell County High School 
Alberton Junior High School 
Anaconda High School 
Big Fork Senior High School 
Will James Junior High School 
Jefferson High School 
Box Elder High School 
Bozeman Senior High School 
Broadview High School 
Brockton High School 
Browning Senior High School 
Butte High School 
Charlo High School 
Chester Schools 
Circle High School 
Columbia Falls High School 
Corvallis Junior High School 
Cut Bank High School 
Darby High School 
Drummond High School 
Clinton Street School 
Madison Valley Consolidated High School 
Lincoln County High School 
Flaxville School 
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Montana Vocational Area Administrators (continued) 

Code No. 

47 S Florence 
48S Fort Benton 
49S Frazer 
SOS Frenchtown 
SIS Gardiner 
52S Geraldine 
53S Gildford 
54S Glasgow 
55S Glendive 
56S Great Falls 
57S Hamilton 
58S Harrison 
59S Havre 
60S Hays 
61S Helena 
62S Highwood 
63 S Hot Springs 
64S Joplin 
65S Jordan 
66S Lambert 
67S Laurel 
68 S Libby 
69S Lima 
70S Moore 
71S Nashua 
72S Noxon 
73S Philipsburg 
74S Plains 
75S Poplar 
76S Power 
77S Rapelje 
78S Red Lodge 
79S Reedpoint 
SOS Richey 
81S Roberts 
82S Roy 
83S Rudyard 
84S Saco 
85S St. Ignatius 
86S St. Regis 
87S Sand Coulee 
88S Savage 
89S Seeley Lake 
90S Shepherd 
91S Sidney 
92S Simms 
93 S Somers 

Town/School 

— Forence-Carlton High School 
— Fort Benton High School 
— Frazer High School 
— Frenchtown High School 
— Gardiner High School 
— Geraldine Junior High School 
— K-G High School 
— Glasgow High School 
— Dawson County High School 
— Great Falls High School 
— Hamilton High School 
— Harrison High School 
— Havre High School 
— Hays-Lodge Pole High School 
— Helena High School 
— Highwood Schools 
— Hot Springs Junior High School 
— Joplin Junior High School 
— Garfield County High School 
— Lambert High School 
— Laurel High School 
— Libby High School 
— Lima Junior High School 
— Moore Junior High School 
— Nashua Junior High School 
— Noxon Junior High School 
— Philipsburg Junior High School 
— Plains High School 
— Poplar High School 
— Power Junior High School 
— Rapelje High School 
— Red Lodge High School 
— Reedpoint Schools 
— Richey Junior & Senior High School 
— Roberts High School 
— Roy Junior High School 
— Big Sky High School 
— Saco Schools 
— St. Ignatius High School 
— St. Regis Junior High School 
— Centerville High School 
— Savage Junior High School 
— Seeley-Swan High School 
— Shepherd High School 
— Sidney High School 
— Ft. Shaw Elementary School 
— Somers Junior High School 
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Montana Vocational Area Administrators (continued) 

Code No. Town/School 

94S Sunburst — Sunburst High School 
95S Superior — Superior Junior High School 
96S Terry — Terry High School 
97S Thompson Falls — Thompson Falls High School 
98S Townsend — Broadwater County High School 
99S Troy — Troy High School 

100S Valier — Valier High School 
101S Victor — Victor Junior High School 
102S Westby — Westby Junior High School 
103S West Yellowstone — West Yellowstone Junior High School 
104S Whitefish — Whitefish High School 
105S White Sulphur 

Springs 
— White Sulphur Springs High School 

106S Whitewater — Whitewater Junior High School 
107S Wibaux — Wibaux High School 
108S Wilsall — Wilsall Junior High School 
109S Denton — Denton High School 
110S Dillon — Beaverhead County High School 
111S Dutton — Dutton High School 
112S Ekalaka — Carter County High School 
113S Fairfield — Fairfield High School 
114S Fairview — Fairview High School 
115S Forsyth — Forsyth High School 
116S Fromberg — Fromberg High School 
117S Hardin — Hardin High School 
118S Harlem — Harlem High School 
119S Harlowton — Harlowton High School 
120S Hinsdale — Hinsdale High School 
121S Hobson — Hobson High School 
122S Joliet — Joliet High School 
123S Judith Gap — Judith Gap High School 
124S Kalispell — Flathead High School 
125S Lewistown — Fergus High School 
126S Livingston — Park Senior High School 
127S Lodge Grass — Lodge Grass High School 
128S Malta — Malta High School 
129S Manhattan — Manhattan High School 
130S Medicine Lake — Medicine Lake High School 
131S Melstone — Melstone High School 
132S Miles City — Custer County District High School 
133S Missoula — Big Sky High School 
134S Opheim — Opheim High School 
135S Park City — Park City High School 
136S Plentywood — Plentywood High School 
137S Plevna — Plevna High School 
138S Poison — Poison High School 
139S Ronan — Ronan High School 



66 

Montana Vocational Area Administrators (continued) 

Code No. Town/School 

140S Rosebud 
141S Roundup 
142S Scobey 
1438 Shelby 
144S Sheridan 
1458 Sidney 
146S Simms 
147S Stanford 
148S Stevensville 
149S Three Forks 
150S Turner 
151S Twin Bridges 
152S Whitehall 
153S Winifred 
154S Wolf Point 
155S Worden 

- Rosebud High School 
- Roundup High School 
— Scobey High School 
- Shelby High School 
- Sheridan High School 
- Sidney High School 
— Simms High School 
— Stanford High School 
— Stevensville High School 
— Three Forks High School 
- Turner High School 
— Twin Bridges High School 
— Whitehall High School 
- Winifred High School 
— Wolf Point High School 
- Huntley Project High School 
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APPENDIX B 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
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VOCATIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A Project to Assess the Accommodation of the Special 
Needs Learner In Montana Vocational Area Classrooms 

Form la: To Agricultural Education Teacher 

This questionnaire contains information sheets designed for the supervising Agricultural 
Education instructor in this school. Please address the questions as they apply to your 
school’s overall Agricultural program, as well as to the classes that you personally teach. 
Certain terminology in special education related surveys can cause some obscurity. The 
following definitions are provided for your clarification: 

Handicapped: Includes the group of individuals who have those mental, physical, and 
emotional impairments which substantially limit life’s activities and require special instruc¬ 
tion or supportive services. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP): A written document required by federal law to 
detail the year’s plan for every handicapped child. This statement includes the present level 
of educational performance, a statement of annual goals and short-term objectives, specific 
and related services to be provided, relevant dates, regular education program participation, 
and evaluation procedures; must be signed by parents as well as by educational personnel. 

Section A: Demographic Information 

1. How many students are enrolled in your overall agricultural program? (Numbers) 
  Freshman   Sophomores . Juniors 
  Seniors   Post Graduates (18-21 yrs.) 
 Other (Please specify)    

2. Did your professional teaching preparation include course work in teaching students 
with special needs? (Check appropriate response). 
Undergraduate Yes Nn 
Graduate Yes Nn 
Inservice . ..,. Yes No 

3. During the last 5 years, have you participated in any workshops designed to enhance 
vocational instruction for the special needs student?   Yes   No 
If you answered yes to question 3, please indicate which group organized these work¬ 
shops. 1 University or College, 2 School District In-service, 
3 State Department of Education, 4 Other (Please specify) 

4. Have you had previous experience working with handicapped individuals in the class¬ 
room setting?   Yes   No The experience was with: (Please check) 
  Pre-school  Elementary Education  Secondary Education 
  Post Secondary Education  Professional   Personal 
  Church and/or Community  Other (Please specify)  
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Section C: Program Implementation 

1. As an agricultural education instructor, what has been your role in placing special 
needs students in your class? (Please check appropriate responses). 

1.   I am involved in the initial Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 
child study team meeting. 

2.   I assist in describing the annual vocational goals and short-term instruc¬ 
tional objectives for a handicapped student’s participation in my class. 

3.   I am involved in identifying the special support services that are needed 
for accommodating the special needs student (e.g., modified shop appa¬ 
ratus, instructional media, materials, teachers aids, etc.). 

4.   I have examined the IEP following its development and made sugges¬ 
tions prior to final formulation and parental approval. 

5.   I have not attended child study team meetings, but have worked with 
the various resource personnel responsible for implementing the IEP. 

6.   I have had no involvement in the IEP development process. 

7.   Other involvement or input. (Please explain)  

2. Nine reasons and statements are given which characterize many of the difficulties 
associated with accommodating the special needs student in the vocational area class¬ 
room. From your observations, please respond to each of the items as follows: 
(Circle answer) 

1. The support personnel (aids, tutors, therapists, 
etc.) are not readily available to aid teachers in 
the vocational setting. 

2. In order to adequately accommodate the needs of 
the handicapped student, vocational class size will 
have to be reduced. 

3. Vocational facilities (labs, shops, etc.) are not 
easily accessible to special education students. 
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4. Handicapped students are seldom referred to by 
advisors or the special education personnel to the 
vocational program. 

5. Enrollment of handicapped students creates 
increased safety considerations in the laboratory. 

6. Vocational Area teachers lack the educational 
preparation needed to adequately instruct special 
needs students in their classes. 

7. Vocational teachers do not have the time to 
develop individualized instructional programs 
required for special needs accommodation. 

8. In many instances, the severity of the handicapping 
condition is too great for proper accommodation in 
the shop setting. 

9. In-service and pre-service workshops are necessary 
for vocational teachers and administrators in order 
to implement special education legislation. 
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Section D: Support Services 

Which of the following instructional support services and materials are available to 
serve handicapped students in your vocational setting? (Please check the appropriate 
response.) 

Materials 

1. Specially designed handicapped learning materials 
(media-materials, measuring tools, etc.) 

2. Adaptive shop/laboratory environment. 

3. Special equipment modifications (jigs, fixtures, 
guards, etc.) 
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4. Specialized unit/lesson plans. 

5. Facility entrance ramps. 

6. Adjustable workbench areas. 

7. Other (please list)  

Support Personnel 

8. Physical Therapists 

9. Learning Specialists 

10. Resource Room Special Ed. teachers 

11. Paid instructional aids 

12. Handicapped specialists 

13. Community volunteer personnel 

14. Medical service personnel 

15. Others (please list)  

2. Please rank the services you feel are a priority for accommodating more special needs 
students in regular and/or special vocational education programs? Circle the most 
appropriate number from 1 to 5. (1 = low priority, 5 = high priority). 

low high 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4* 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Additional instructional assistance in the form of teacher 
aids. 

Increased liaison support such as coordination between 
special education teachers, physical therapists, and voca¬ 
tional educators. 

Additional pre-service preparation at the college level. 

Modifications of facihties/equipment. 

Increased funding for program modification. 
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Section E: General Comments 

1. If guidelines to enhance vocational area programs for special needs students were 
developed, what kinds of information would you like to see included? 

2. What recommendations do you have for implementing vocational programming for 
the handicapped? 

3. Do you believe the special needs student should be served in regular vocational area 
education programs?   Yes   No 
Comments: 

If you wish to receive a summary of project findings, please check Yes  No 

Thank you for your time and consideration in completing this survey instrument. 

We ask that you please return by February 4, 1983. 
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VOCATIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A Project to Assess the Accommodation of the Special 
Needs Learner In Montana Vocational Area Classrooms 

Form 1: To Vocational Area Education Teacher (includes Industrial Arts Education, Trade 
and Industrial Education, Vocational/Technical Education, or a combination of 
these programs). 

This questionnaire contains information sheets designed for the supervising vocational 
education instructor in this school. Please address the questions as they apply to your 
school’s overall vocational education program, as well as to the classes that you personally 
teach. Certain terminology in special education related surveys can cause some obscurity. 
The following definitions are provided for your clarification: 

Handicapped: Includes the group of individuals who have those mental, physical, and 
emotional impairments which substantially limit life’s activities and require special instruc¬ 
tion or supportive services. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP): A written document required by federal law to 
detail the year’s plan for every handicapped child. This statement includes the present level 
of educational performance, a statement of annual goals and short-term objectives, specific 
and related services to be provided, relevant dates, regular education program participation, 
and evaluation procedures; must be signed by parents as well as by educational personnel. 

Section A: Demographic Information 

1. How many students are enrolled in your overall vocational program? (Numbers) 
   Freshman   Sophomores   Juniors 
  Seniors   Post Graduates (18-21 yrs.) 
 Other (Please specify)    

2. Did your professional teaching preparation include course work in teaching students 
with special needs? (Check appropriate response). 
Undergraduate Yes No 
Graduate Yes No 
Inservice . Yes No 

3. During the last 5 years, have you participated in any workshops designed to enhance 
vocational instruction for the special needs student?   Yes   No 
If you answered yes to question 3, please indicate which group organized these work¬ 
shops. 1 University or College, 2 School District In-service, 
3 State Department of Education, 4 Other (Please specify) 

4. Have you had previous experience working with handicapped individuals in the class¬ 
room setting?   Yes   No The experience was with: (Please check) 
  Pre-school  Elementary Education  Secondary Education 
  Post Secondary Education   Professional   Personal 
—  Church and/or Community  Other (Please specify)  
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Section C: Program Implementation 

1. As a vocational education instructor, what has been your role in placing special needs 
students in your class? (Please check appropriate responses). 

1.   I am involved in the initial Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 
child study team meeting. 

2.   I assist in describing the annual vocational goals and short-term instruc¬ 
tional objectives for a handicapped student’s participation in my class. 

3.  I am involved in identifying the special support services that are needed 
for accommodating the special needs student (e.g., modified shop appa¬ 
ratus, instructional media, materials, teachers aids, etc.). 

4.   I have examined the IEP following its development and made sugges¬ 
tions prior to final formulation and parental approval. 

5.  I have not attended child study team meetings, but have worked with 
the various resource personnel responsible for implementing the IEP. 

6.   I have had no involvement in the IEP development process. 

7.   Other involvement or input. (Please explain)  

2. Nine reasons and statements are given which characterize many of the difficulties 
associated with accommodating the special needs student in the vocational area class¬ 
room. From your observations, please respond to each of the items as follows: 
(Circle answer)   - 

1. The support personnel (aids, tutors, therapists, 
etc.) are not readily available to aid teachers in 
the vocational setting. 

2. In order to adequately accommodate the needs of 
the handicapped student, vocational class size will 
have to be reduced. 

3. Vocational facilities (labs, shops, etc.) are not 
easily accessible to special education students. 
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4. Handicapped students are seldom referred to by 
advisors or the special education personnel to the 
vocational program. 

5. Enrollment of handicapped students creates 
increased safety considerations in the laboratory. 

6. Vocational Area teachers lack the educational 
preparation needed to adequately instruct special 
needs students in their classes. 

7. Vocational teachers do not have the time to 
develop individualized instructional programs 
required for special needs accommodation. 

8. In many instances, the severity of the handicapping 
condition is too great for proper accommodation in 
the shop setting. 

9. In-service and pre-service workshops are necessary 
for vocational teachers and administrators in order 
to implement special education legislation. 
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Section D: Support Services 

1. Which of the following instructional support services and materials are available to 
serve handicapped students in your vocational setting? (Please check the appropriate 
response.) 

Materials 

1. Specially designed handicapped learning materials 
(media-materials, measuring tools, etc.) 

2. Adaptive shop/laboratory environment. 

3. Special equipment modifications Gigs, fixtures, 
guards, etc.) 

o 
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4. Specialized unit/lesson plans. 

5. Facility entrance ramps. 

6. Adjustable workbench areas. 

7. Other (please list)  

Support Personnel 

8. Physical Therapists 

9. Learning Specialists 

10. Resource Room Special Ed. teachers 

11. Paid instructional aids 

12. Handicapped specialists 

13. Community volunteer personnel 

14. Medical service personnel 

15. Others (please list)  
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2. Please rank the services you feel are a priority for accommodating more special needs 
students in regular and/or special vocational education programs? Circle the most 
appropriate number from 1 to 5. (1 = low priority, 5 = high priority). 

low high 

a. 1 2 3 4 5 Additional instructional assistance in the form of teacher 
aids. 

b. 1 2 3 4 5 

c. 1 2 3 4 5 

d. 1 2 3 4 5 

Increased liaison support such as coordination between 
special education teachers, physical therapists, and voca¬ 
tional educators. 

Additional pre-service preparation at the college level. 

Modifications of facilities/equipment. 

e. 2 3 4 5 Increased funding for program modification. 
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Section E: General Comments 

1. If guidelines to enhance vocational area programs for special needs students were 
developed, what kinds of information would you like to see included? 

2. What recommendations do you have for implementing vocational programming for 
the handicapped? 

3. Do you believe the special needs student should be served in regular vocational area 
education programs?   Yes  No 
Comments: 

If you wish to receive a summary of project findings, please check Yes  No 

Thank you for your time and consideration in completing this survey instrument. 

We ask that you please return by February 4, 1983. 
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VOCATIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A Project to Assess the Accommodation of the Special Needs 
Learner in Montana Vocational Area Classrooms 

Form 2: To Vocational Area Education Administrators 

This survey questionnaire contains vocational education items designed for the administrator 
of the school. Please address the questions as they apply to your school’s overall vocational 
education program. Certain terminology in special education related surveys can cause some 
obscurity. The following definitions are provided for your clarification: 

Handicapped: Includes the group of individuals who have those mental, physical, and 
emotional impairments which substantially limit life’s activities and require special instruc¬ 
tion or supportive services. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP): A written document required by federal law to 
detail the year’s plan for every handicapped child. This statement includes the present level 
of educational performance, a statement of annual goals and short-term objectives, specific 
and related services to be provided, relevant dates, regular education program participation, 
and evaluation procedures; must be signed by parents as well as by educational personnel. 

Section A: Demographic Information 

1. What is the number of vocational instructors in your school? (Numbers) 
  Agricultural Education   Trade and Industrial Education 
  Industrial Arts   Vocational/Technical Education 
  Other (please specify)  

2. What is the number of Special Education support personnel?   

3. Does your vocational program have a separate Advisory Committee for the special 
needs students? (Please check). Yes   No   If yes, briefly describe 
its format and function. 

Section B: Enrollment Information 

1. To what extent are the vocational programs in your school able to serve special needs 
students? Use enrollment data from the 1982-1983 school year. The handicapping 
code abbreviation is provided below. 

Visually Handicapped VH Physically Handicapped PH 
Auditory Disability AD Emotionally Disturbed ED 
Mentally Handicapped MH Speech/Language Disorder SL 
Learning Disability LD Multi-Handicapped MI 
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Handicapping 
This pro- Total conditions (s) 
gram is Total student handicapped your program is 
offered enrollment enrollment able to serve 

Vocational area Yes No (number) (number) (list, see code) 

Agricultural Education 

Trade & Industrial Education 

Industrial Arts Education 

Distributive Education 

Vocational/Technical Education 

Others (List) 

, Section C: Program Implementation 

1. To what extent does collective planning exist between the vocational area instructors 
and the secondary resource personnel? (Please check appropriate columns). 

Yes No 

1. Individualized instruction is provided by special education per¬ 
sonnel in the vocational education classroom. 

2. There is cooperation between vocational education and special 
education on the IEP child assessment/placement meetings. 

3. Special education personnel assist vocational educators in the 
planning of specific instructional units. 

4. Collectively there is parent endorsement, cooperation, and a 
wide range of support in placing handicapped students. 

5. Other activities (please describe).  
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2. Nine reasons and statements are given which characterize many of the difficulties 
associated with accommodating the special needs student in the vocational area class¬ 
room. From your observations, please respond to each of the items as follows: (Circle 
answer). 

1. The support personnel (aids, tutors, therapists, etc.) 
are not readily available to aid teachers in the 
vocational setting. 

2. In order to adequately accommodate the needs of 
the handicapped student, vocational class size will 
have to be reduced. 

3. Vocational facilities (labs, shops, etc.) are not easily 
accessible to special education students. 

4. Handicapped students are seldom referred by advisors 
or the special education personnel to the vocational 
program. 

5. Enrollment of handicapped students creates increased 
safety considerations in the laboratory. 

6. Vocational area teachers lack the educational 
preparation needed to adequately instruct the 
special needs student. 

7. Vocational area teachers do not have the time to 
develop individualized instructional programs 
required for special needs accommodation. 

8. In many instances, the severeity of the handicapping 
condition is too great for proper accommodation in 
the shop setting. 

9. In-service and pre-service workshops are necessary for 
vocational teachers and administrators in order to 
implement special education legislation. 
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Section D: Support Services 

Which of the following instructional support services and materials are available to 
serve the handicapped students in your vocational setting? (Please check the appro¬ 
priate response.) 

1. Specially designed handicapped learning materials 
(media-materials, measuring tools, etc.) 

2. Adaptive shop/laboratory environment. 

3. Special equipment modifications (jigs, figures, 
guards, etc.). 

4. Specialized unit/lesson plans. 

5. Facility entrance ramps. 

6. Adjustable workbench areas. 

7. Other (Please specify) 

Support Personnel 

8. Physical therapists. 

9. Learning specialists. 

10. Resource room special education teachers. 

11. Paid instructional aids. 

12. Handicapped specialists. 

13. Community volunteer personnel. 

14. Medical service personnel. 

15. Others (Please list). 
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2. Please rank the services you feel are a priority for accommodating more special needs 
students in regular and/or special vocational education programs? (Circle the most 
appropriate number from 1 to 5. (1 = low priority, 5 = high priority.) 

low high 

a. 1 2 3 4 5 Additional instructional assistance in the form of teacher 
aids. 

b. 1 2 3 4 5 Increased liaison support such as coordination between 
special education teachers, physical therapists, and voca¬ 
tional educators. 

c. 1 2 3 4 5 Additional pre-inservice preparation at the college level. 

d. 1 2 3 4 5 Modifications of facilities/equipment. 

e. 1 2 3 4 5 Increased funding for program modification. 

Section E: General Comments 

1. If guidelines to enhance vocational area programs for special needs students were 
developed, what kinds of information would you like to see included? 

2. What recommendations do you have for implementing vocational programming for 
the handicapped? 

3. Do you believe the special needs student should be served in regular vocational educa¬ 
tion programs?   Yes   No 
Comments: 

If you wish to receive a summary of project findings please check.  Yes  No 

Thank you for your time and consideration in completing this survey instrument. 

We ask that you please return by February 4, 1983. 
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APPENDIX C 

COVER LETTERS AND 
FOLLOW UP LETTERS 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education 
College of Agriculture 

January 17, 1983 

Dear Vocational Area Educator/Administrator: 

We would genuinely appreciate your help in completing the attached Vocational Education 
Survey. Currently, the Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education in cooperation with the 
Office of Public Instruction (Division of Vocational Education), is seeking information to assist in 
planning the types of services and programs that are needed to accommodate the special needs 
student in the vocational education setting. The major objectives of the project are to determine the 
availability and extent of vocational education programming for secondary special needs students in 
the public schools of Montana, and to determine the number of special education students enrolled 
in vocational area classes for the 1982-1983 school year. 

To accomplish these objectives, a survey is being made of all local school districts that have 
vocational area education programs. For this project, the grouping “Vocational Area” includes pro¬ 
grams in Agricultural Education, Industrial Arts, Trade and Industrial Education, Vocational/Tech¬ 
nical Education, or a combination of these programs. Included in this mailing is: 

Form 1 - Designed for the departmental teacher responsible for the vocational area program. 
(Includes Industrial Arts Education, Trade & Industrial Education, Distributive Edu¬ 
cation, Vocational/Technical Education, or a combination of these programs.) 

As a result of this study, a compilation of data will be reported and recommendations will be 
made concerning the status of vocational education programming for special needs students in Mon¬ 
tana. This research will be very helpful to the Office of Public Instruction for improving vocational 
programs to meet the needs of handicapped students. The data gathered in this survey will not be 
used in any evaluative manner and no information will be published in regard to an individual 
school district. Respondents need not identify themselves on the instrument. 

Please take a few minutes to respond to the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed, self 
addressed, stamped envelope. We ask that you please return the completed survey by February 4th. 

Your assistance and cooperation in serving vocational students with special needs is very much 
appreciated. Thank you for your help at this busy time of year. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Ken L. Bruwelheide, Project Director 

Enclosure 

Telephone (4C6) 994-3201 
Amberson Poietie Bruwelheide Boiler. Wheatley 

(406) 994-3691 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education 
College of Agriculture 

January 17, 1983 

Dear Vocational Area Educator/Administrator: 

We would genuinely appreciate your help in completing the attached Vocational Education 
Survey. Currently, the Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education in cooperation with the 
Office of Public Instruction (Division of Vocational Education), is seeking information to assist in 
planning the types of services and programs that are needed to accommodate the special needs 
student in the vocational education setting. The major objectives of the project are to determine the 
availability and extent of vocational education programming for secondary special needs students in 
the public schools of Montana, and to determine the number of special education students enrolled 
in vocational area classes for the 1982-1983 school year. 

To accomplish these objectives, a survey is being made of all local school districts that have 
vocational area education programs. For this project, the grouping “Vocational Area” includes pro¬ 
grams in Agricultural Education, Industrial Arts, Trade and Industrial Education, Vocational/Tech¬ 
nical Education, or a combination of these programs. Included in this mailing is: 

Form la- Designed for the departmental teacher responsible for Agricultural Education 
programs. 

As a result of this study, a compilation of data will be reported and recommendations will be 
made concerning the status of vocational education programming for special needs students in Mon¬ 
tana. This research will be very helpful to the Office of Public Instruction for improving vocational 
programs to meet the needs of handicapped students. The data gathered in this survey will not be 
used in any evaluative manner and no information will be published in regard to an individual 
school district. Respondents need not identify themselves on the instrument. 

Please take a few minutes to respond to the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed, self 
addressed, stamped envelope. We ask that you please return the completed survey by February 4th. 

Your assistance and cooperation in serving vocational students with special needs is very much 
appreciated. Thank you for your help at this busy time of year. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Ken L. Bruwelheide, Project Director 

Enclosure 

Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Amberson. Poiette Bfuweine'de Rode* Wheatley 

(406) 994-3691 
Bishop Sheihame# 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education 
College of Agriculture 

January 17, 1983 

Dear Vocational Area Educator/Administrator: 

We would genuinely appreciate your help in completing the attached Vocational Education 
Survey, Currently, the Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education in cooperation with the 
Office of Public Instruction (Division of Vocational Education), is seeking information to assist in 
planning the types of services and programs that are needed to accommodate the special needs 
student in the vocational education setting. The major objectives of the project are to determine the 
availability and extent of vocational education programming for secondary special needs students in 
the public schools of Montana, and to determine the number of special education students enrolled 
in vocational area classes for the 1982-1983 school year. 

To accomplish these objectives, a survey is being made of all local school districts that have 
vocational area education programs. For this project, the grouping “Vocational Area” includes pro¬ 
grams in Agricultural Education, Industrial Arts, Trade and Industrial Education, Vocational/Tech¬ 
nical Education, or a combination of these programs. Included in this mailing is: 

Form 2 — Designed for an administrator of the school. 

As a result of this study, a compilation of data will be reported and recommendations will be 
made concerning the status of vocational education programming for special needs students in Mon¬ 
tana. This research will be very helpful to the Office of Public Instruction for improving vocational 
programs to meet the needs of handicapped students. The data gathered in this survey will not be 
used in any evaluative manner and no information will be published in regard to an individual 
school district. Respondents need not identify themselves on the instrument. 

Please take a few minutes to respond to the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed, self 
addressed, stamped envelope. We ask that you please return the completed survey by February 4th. 

Your assistance and cooperation in serving vocational students with special needs is very much 
appreciated. Thank you for your help at this busy time of year. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Ken L. Bruwelheide, Project Director 

Enclosure 

Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Amberson Roiette. Bruweibeide. Roitef. Wheatley 

(406) 994-3691 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

Department of Agricultural and Industrial Education 
College of Agriculture 

February 16, 1983 

Dear Vocational Area Educator/Administrator: 

A few weeks ago we mailed to you a questionnaire packet regarding the extent of vocational educa¬ 
tion programming for secondar special needs students in the public schools of Montana. It is our 
intent that this project will enable more appropriate planning to take place, as well as improve voca¬ 
tional education programs serving the handicapped. 

Your cooperation in assisting us in this effort is very much appreciated. To meet these ends, we are 
re-mailing the questionnaire which takes only a few minutes to complete. 

At your earliest convenience, please respond to the questionnaire and return it using the enclosed, 
self addressed stamped envelope. 

Your participation in this project is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Ken L. Bruwelheide, Project Director 

Enclosure 

Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Amberson. Poiette. Bruweineide. Boiler. Wheatley 

(406) 994-3691 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The findings derived from this research are organized and presented as they pertain to 

the four major project objectives. These stated objectives and corresponding findings are 

listed in summary. 

Objective 1. To determine which vocational program areas were available and the number 
of special needs students enrolled in regular and special vocational education 
classes for the 1982-1983 school year. 

The findings pertaining to the objective are the following: 

Of the industrial arts programs responding, a total handicapped enrollment of 438 students 
was identified. 

Of the agricultural programs responding, a total handicapped enrollment of 150 students 
was identified. 

According to the data obtained from the administrators’ surveys, the largest percentage 
(7%) of handicapped enrollment occurred within the agricultural education program. 

In both the industrial arts and agricultural education programs, the largest handicapped 
grouping was represented by the learning disabled student. 

The industrial arts programs have a total IEP student enrollment of 132, or 3%. 

The agricultural education programs have a total IEP student enrollment of 31, or 2%. 

The agricultural instructors identified only four students as being enrolled in special voca¬ 
tional education programs. 

The industrial arts instructors denoted 86 students as being enrolled in special vocational 
education programs. Forty-two of these students were identified as learning disabled. 

Objective 2. To determine the level of knowledge and involvement of secondary voca¬ 
tional teachers and administrators in the implementation of Public Law 
94-142. 

The findings pertaining to this objective are the following: 

Nearly 50% of both industrial arts teachers and agriculture teachers have had no involve¬ 
ment in the IEP development process. 
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Of the responding industrial arts teachers, 11% have been involved in the initial IBP child- 
study team meeting. 

A larger percentage (33%) of agricultural instructors have had initial IBP child-study team 
involvement. 

Only a small percentage of vocational area teachers in either industrial arts or in agricul¬ 
tural education were involved in examining the IBP following its development. 

Thirty-five percent of the agricultural instructors reported that they had participated in 
some type of special needs workshop. 

Twenty-seven percent of the industrial arts teachers reported that they had participated in 
a special needs workshop. 

Only 5% of the administrators indicated that their programs utilized an advisory commit¬ 
tee to implement special needs accommodation. 

Forty-four percent of the administrators indicated that the special education personnel 
help vocational educators in the planning of specific instructional units. 

Of the industrial arts instructors responding, 60% indicated that they had previous educa¬ 
tional experience working with handicapped individuals. 

Of the agricultural education instructors responding, 52% indicated having previous educa¬ 
tional experience working with handicapped individuals. 

Of the industrial arts instructors responding, 45% reported on having taken previous col¬ 
lege coursework regarding special needs students. 

Of the agricultural education instructors responding, 52% reported on having taken pre¬ 
vious college coursework regarding special needs students. 

Objective 3. To ascertain the types of support systems that were being used for main¬ 
streamed classes during the 1982-1983 school year. 

The findings pertaining to this objective are the following: 

Of the 82 administrators responding, 17, or 21%, indicated that individualized instruction 
is provided by special education personnel in the vocational education classroom. 

Of the 82 administrators responding, 36, or 44%, indicated that special education 
personnel assist vocational educators in the planning of specific instructional units. 

All three respondent groups (I.A., Agr., and S.) claimed resource-room special education 
teachers to be the most available support service within their schools. 

Of the 75 industrial arts teachers responding, only three indicated that their programs were 
utilizing handicapped learning materials in the form of media materials or specialized tools. 
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The combined number of respondent groups ranked the specialized unit lesson plans as the 
least-wanted instructional support material. 

The respondents indicated that personnel support services needed for program implementa¬ 
tion were above average in terms of availability. 

Objective 4. To determine the perceptions of Montana’s industrial and vocational educa¬ 
tors and administrators regarding the pre-service and in-service needs and 
barriers relative to implementing Public Law 94-142. 

The findings pertaining to this objective are the following: 

The combined respondent groups agreed in the range of “mildly” to “moderately” that in- 
service and pre-service workshops are necessary for increased special needs implementation. 

The combined respondent groups also agreed in the range of “mildly” to “moderately” 
that vocational area teachers lack the educational preparation needed to adequately instruct 
the special needs student. 

The highest level of agreement among both teachers and administrators centered upon the 
fact that enrollment of handicapped students creates increased safety considerations in the 
laboratory. 

The respondents ranked increased funding as a high service priority for special needs accom¬ 
modation. 


