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ABSTRACT

v

A total of 200 spgcizi—education administrators £rom 200 rural

LS . J

school systems in .aly 50 statgsl‘(4 from each state) were involved 'in

this survey designed orovide a state-of-the-art synoﬁZ@. of facets of
[ . N ~
rural special education service delivery. Reépondents re representa-

¢ -

tive of various rural <!cz:|»‘nanies,° population densities, and types of |

v

N - ¢
organizational structures. The study covered topics including service
delivery problems and effective strateg;ies, personnel needs, certifica-

-

tion problems, strengths .and weaknesses of rural special educator pe'rson-—

’ . - L

n=l preparation progi:ams, and Temerging technologies 'related to progran;s

Zot rural handicapped students. ‘ .

. Thef findings of a number of studies funded by the U.S. Office of

'

Speedfal Education l;r:ograms (SEP) and data~gathering by the American

Coun&cn on Rural Special “x:.dh,lcdtion (ACRES) were updated. Wew ayeas of

’

inquiry were alsgp addressed (suc'n as the use of .vdrious technologies in - -

rural special education.

» -

The stady surveyed the largest number of rural LEAs/cooperatives to
£ Y . . - .

N

date plus a number of Bureau of Indiam Affairs (BIA) schools and_exam-

-\_} . -

Jined previously unaddressed areas such as rural special-education tech~
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r o I. INTRODUCTION- : ]
“ ] ,. : . . \‘ H v .
N \
) ' ’ . . . ‘ B

In anuau:v, 1983, a study was conducted to gather or‘gmal d~rta and -

>

to update the 1978-82 studies of the Natlonal .Rural Research and Pc_rsonnel

By 3

Preparation PrOJect (NRP) regarding the following areas 1mpactmg ;ger;-'

.vices delivered to rural handicapped students;. This document reports
resu/‘ts of the study and offers a brief state-of-the-art synopsis regard’ L

ing/ the following topics. oL
v . . vy

., Primary problems.of rural sérvice délivery ° -~

’ Rural special education personnel needs
; pDifficulties with certificafion reguirements for rural special

, educators : . “ .
Strghgths and 1nadequac;es of " tural special educator preser- ' '
v ' . vice training

es of volunteers in prov1d1ng serviees to rural hand..capoed

students . ‘ . ' .
Rersonnel recruitment and retention problems‘ and  effective . o ‘
e . strategies ° . et "

Innovative , resources used for service dellvery/fund raising
Payent énvolvement -strategies Co

N Strategies for servmg culturally different students in rural ’ -
- America . . ' R
‘. . The statis of emerglng technologies in rural areas
c . . Avaxnb:llty of. technologies to rural h‘andlcapped students
T * Rurdl service prov1der perceptlons of future service delivery i
T problems . ; . r
- : ’ Recommendations ‘for policy related .to- rural special edu-
) cation. , L.

. . L
‘A, total of 200 rural 'speciag. education school districts/coopera- '

. . [

3 tives. were involved in the survey. This is a greater numker. than in any

-

rural spcgi?%’ education-focused study to date.. s
v I ‘ T !
] ' . ® . R T/




II. METHODOLOGY o : .

’ T A AN

>

Al Respondents and Data Sources N .o P

Ptcmndentq included 200 sp2cial education admlnlc.trators from 200 .
v « N -
rural districts/cooperatives: in all -50 states (4 from eacdh state).
- ’ . e ’
° 7 e . » oy
Table T beloy lists the number of respondents from each federal region.
y * .

3

2
-

States compos?nM‘éh federal region are listed in Appendix A.
A 2

7 TABLE I - ’ |

' <y R . ‘ >
NUV!BER“ or RESPONDENTS FROM EACH FED"RAL REGION . ’
. AND?
. ‘ - NUMBER OF STATES IN EACH qREGI@)N : ' . . ™2
v o7 2 ’ -
Numbar of ReSpondents 4 of Total Respondents, —Number of States
REGIONS From Each Federal Region From Each Federal Region In Each Region
' N b .
I % 24 ’ : 128, ' 6 )
TT 8 ' . \ BRNIN 2
IIT ’ 20 ? . : 108, B
v 32 ' 16% . 8 N
v Lc24 ‘ 12% 6 T
VI v 20 R 10% 5.
vit. , 16 -~ 83 .4 '
VLIT . 24 . ‘ 3 12% 6
IX 16 o 8% . -4
¥ B 16 8% 4 v
. R N 4 Y
Total  , N =200 : 1008 . .50, .
: [ #5
' - ® 3 A : T
#The percentage of total respondents from each region reflects the e
. . e

numbee of states in each region

N

'4-16% Yof the total, each state and region are propqrtionately repre- .
.) L4 Y s ’

s gented. (E.q.., although New York is one of the moLg populated/largest

Although thé percentage$ vary. from _
B <

Y

{\

states, only two states are in Rng.on II, and only 4% of all respondents .

were from RegiSh II1.) Y ¢




e
-

B. 'Saxnpiing Methods *

Respondents were identified from a random selection of rural special . -

A}
»

education administrators on the "mailing lists of the ‘National Rural

’
o

('Project‘ (thP), the American Cpuncil on Rural SPecia;"Edhcatidn (ACRES),

* and districts that were part of the NRP site vié_its of 1978-81.

N y
V .
0 v

C. Data Gathering Processes ' «

“% 27-item questionnaire was used for conducting -telephone inter-

Y -
-

-~

views with,§ll'respondgnts (see Appendix BYy. Ihterview times ranged
R -

from 20 minutes to 1' hour. All respondents wvere assured that their

»
.

individual responses would remain confidential. (Individual respondents

S e N Y

were assigned numbers for analytical purposes.) N
*

A}

The following definition of rural was developed by the NRP in 1978

-

and has been consistently used in project-studies.

Lo e
Districts are considered rural when the number of inhabltants

is less than 150. per square mile or when locatied in couinties |
with 60% or more of, the population 11v1rig in communitles no
‘larger’ than 5,000 inhabitants. Districts ' with more than
« 10,000 students and those within a Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (sMsa), as determined by the U.S. Census
- Bureau, are not censideréd rural.

pt Resgondents were asked to give\a their pe'rcfeptio'ns of fa;ctg reljtted )
to each fquest.flon. \"E(f:: demographic questions Aand those addressing num—‘-";
bers of psronnel needed ,N(questions‘ 1, 2, and 12), respondents analyzed “.’
data a;raila;ble +in theirwéentral administrai:'ive offices'o; spoke from'
o't'.hc;.z knogledge of. “h‘a'\gd data" such as previdus_ly ';genefa{:gad IStaté Educd
tion Agency (SEA) or LEA documents. (Numerous respondents re.quested ]
that da.ta: be gather.:ed via a 2-pa;rt interview in which a project'staff
member called a second time after an admihist;rator conferred with his/ .~ .

ner staff.) ‘When answering questions 3-11, (preservice training ques-




’

tionsy, the special education administrators were Spacifically asked to

censult with their staff before ans@:éring so that teaching and suppor- . ‘
- ‘ ' .
tive staff points of view were considered. *
e
‘ ‘ ' B‘ “A/
D. Development of Data Collection Instruments K

o . »
Questionnaire items were developed after discussions with personnel
- -
\ -

of the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs (SEP): Dimensions ‘of .

&

the SEP Quality Teacher Edpcation Initiative were carefully reviewed as .

questions regarding the strengths and inadequacies of personnel prepara-

. & . P
tion (4#3-11) were designed. - .
, /\—-/ .. -~ ’
Questionnajre input was also received from members of ACRES and BN
from an analysis of past questions asked by NRP studies to determine L.

|
|
needs to upddte baseline data. (For example, it was obvious that ques- - |

- ~—

tions regarding current proplems of serving rural handicapped.students
and personnel needs data should pe updated.) . ‘ . '

v

L. Data Analysis and Reporting ) . e
, v
Two primary types of data analysis were conducted.

(1) Por open—ended.responses,‘ answergh were analyzed, catalogued .

.,
’ .

anl tabulated. A percentage of the total g\and means were computed,

(2)° For items: with finite response choices, the' number of respon-
’ L "

total were computed. Responses listed as "other" were analyzed, classi- "

fied and tabulated. New categories were created as necessary for data

-

I
|
|
|
4
dents expressing a particular answer was tabulated. Percentages of the l

analysis. Percentages of respondents identit'ying initial and additional -
) . . ) Y
questiohnaire choices were determined, and means wére computed as “appro-

priate,




. ’ . v
* 3

When appropriate, results of the studies Yelow were compared’ with

i el

those in this document. Significant results o 'comparisons are noted
. v .

] * .
‘ - 3

th.z‘othhout the document.
1978-79 National Rural Projéct\ study "of 21 sta't(e education

agencies regarding problems and successes in implementing PL ’ ,
94~142 insrural school systems. . .

- [ - ’

2

-

1979-81 wational Rural Project study of problems and successes

in implementing PL 94-142 in rural school systems. Study "
tnvolved 43 special education coopératlves and 32 LEAs in 21 '

- states. - . .
1980 National ‘Rural Project National Comparative Study of .
Rural Service Delivery Systems Before and After Implementatlon
of PL 94-142, Study involved 43 special educatlon goopera-

tives and 32 LEAS m 17 states.
N

1981 National Rural Project Survey of National Ru;:al Special
Bducation Leadership Conference partic1pants regarding primary
service problems in their rural districts. Study involved 56
rural special education administrators.

1982-83 National—Rural Project studies of" rural-focused con=
tent in personnel preparation programs having a rural geo*-
gr‘aphic service area.

1982 American Council on Rural -Special Education Survey of

.. @ -

National Rural Special E;ducatlon Conference . participants *
regarding primary service dellvery problems in their S~ -
_ tricts; Study 1nvolved ‘60 rural special' educatlon agmuey s—-
tratdvrs. .,
‘ L4
) . -
’ - >
’ - \
. } _
v ’
’
]
- { -~ k4 »
[y . . -
N

. .15 ’ -




.-
-

.

A

\ i&I. RE?ULTS “
\- . | ° | ¢
A. Démbqrag}{ics. T o , ’
. “Tablé' ‘I,'(;age 2) 'indiqates the x:mnbers of res;’)ondents from efich

state and the number and percentage from eaci federal region. .

v a
. .

) . ) . ”
, Table’ II below degictt the percenffage of interviewees from special
- ' . - ’ . ' ' .
education ,cooperatives (administrative units. compesed of 2 or more
. N

: A= ]
districts), single distnicts (LEAs or local education agencies), or
M . : - . )
components of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). .
3 r {
Table II .
pERCI-;NTAGé OF RESPONDENTS FROM COOPERATIVES, S
oy LEAs, AND THE BIA (BY REGION) ~
. :.. 0} 14 . I ' * ’ LI '
REGIONS ¢ . °~ . Cooperatives LEAS ' ) BIA -
I . . ,14% ! 868y 0
Ir . v 67% T 33% " 0.
e’ . L 138 87% 9 .
e . 19% . 8ls " 0
v 36%, LT 0
VI . 33% , 67% 0,
VII . . 67% -~ 33% : 0 '
VIIT B 50% Lt 28% ' 22%
IX ' ‘ 20% . 708 . 10%
X - o1 76% 123 -
A
., Average & 328 ) A 6%

Alnbst two-thirds (62%) of all respondents were frot LEAs, approximate-

[

ly one~third (32%) were from cooperatives, and 6% were from BIA schools or

[ -
: )

reservations.

.




Table III belbm indﬂcaées the percéntage of eacﬁ'region percgived
by re‘spondents,'to be more sparéely popuiated (remo::e) or densely popu-
la {clustered). Although greater “percentages of all regions were

' ! g:ijiged by 1nterviéwées to have more densely than sparsely gopulated ,

rural serg;ee areas (71% versus 29%), Regions IX "and X were moét fre~

quently described as having clustered service areas. .

» - ,
- . _ Table III . .
: RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION, RIATIONS IN POPULATION .
DENSITY OF THEIR RURAL\SERVICE Rasxonyrsv REG ION)
. * r s
(Figures represent the, percent ef €ach region.)
‘ REG TONS . REMOTE - CLUSTERED - ¢ TOTAL ®
I .. ' 148 86% € 1008 .
IT . 33% : 67% - - 100%
! III o8 - . 100% ° 1008 °
v 44% PN 56% 100%
v - 13% 87% 100%
VI .- 23% 77% 100%
TVIT ) 22% 78% 100%
VIII Y S 29% - ®100%
IX 50% 50% 100%
X : y 22% 78% 1002,
Average . T 208 71% T 1008 L
> C N o Yo

. . ]
Table IV illustrates the percentages of the U.S. dqscribed by inter=
.. viewees as remo?e or as characterized by clustered small towns.
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Table, IV
LS

. . . A

. T ’ .
RESPONDENTS' -PERCEPTIONS OF POPULATION DENSITIES - . )
. OfF *THEIR SERVICE REGIONS . \\ T

(Pigures represent the percent of the total.)

, . . . . /\ . . .
' REGIONS L ®emote Area Clustered Small Cc:tutmn'x:i.t::i;e;\\\\_w
1 3,08 . < "7 a0 L.
II { 2.5% e 2.3 v v
- III 0% . . 7¢0% . o
v o , 7.0% ' : 9.0% .o
v : ‘ 2.0% ' © o o13t08 ¢ ,
V1 ’ 3.08 . . . 6.0%
ViI i : S 2.0% ) : . 6.0%.
\VIII 10.0% . " 4.0% , K
¢ X . 5.0% FE Sae%f : .
X T 2.0% . T 7.8 :
. S ( o

Total : * 36.5% . A 63.5% : T

~ .

. .
. ’ — ¢

‘Table V below describes the primary economies of rural sewice re-

e

.
-

gions as described by the 2Q0,respondents..

.« .

) . ‘Table V L ]
, C " - B
. PRIMARY ECONOMIES REPRESENTED IN THE SERVICE REGIONS -..‘ . .
: OF RESPONDENTS . > . v o

V- ’ e
>

1=
Joe

v ®
Y

Agrlcultuze and Agriculture Related . .

. Businesses . . 84 42%
Agriéhlture and Other Small BuSLneéses . 40 20%
Small Businesses and Manufacturing/Resort 40 20%
thract&on (Timber and fiineral) 8 . 4%
Extraction and Agriculture ' 16 . 8% ’
Extractign and Small Businesses ' 10 5% s -
_ Other (Stdte University, Fishing:and .. - " ) ’
Huntmg) . 2 . ' 1% ~
Total . e . 200 1008 ° - :
. . :‘“ ' j
S ) .
‘G ' . 3 :
’ ~ . . »
. (o
. X . . ; - Nt
» A 'lo
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PAruntex providea by enic [RY

(3eale, 1978), the preponderance of rural economies are supported by

2

Consistent with numerous demographic studies of rural America’

: -

small businesses or manufacturing (even when agriculture is also part of

a region's btimary economy). None of the 200 respondents reported. that

. N " . ,
their communities were toally supported by agriculture. Although extrac- *
tion industries (primarily mineral & timber) are rapidly growing, they L :

still remain a lesser percentage of rural America's economic base than
y 4

. .
R4
ather support systems. .
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1 2 ” ,
* ' K ) .0
) A . * ’ .
‘ o » b * P [} '
. < ' Table VI . ‘ ) v L ) . ¢ . «
- o \ ‘ \ . ‘
REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN PRIMARY ECONOMIES OF RESPONDENTS . .. ®
T . ' . . ) - I‘ 2 ’ ~ ,- . - o ’
o Ag. Rel. Ag/othé_r Sm. Bus.-and - . Extraction Extragtio'n}Smalf P ', J
REGIONS Bus/Ag. Small Bus. Manuf /Resort  Extraction & Ag.’ ' Business , Other ' Total ?
S S ¥ S 28yt 58% o ~ . 0 S B S 100%
2 67 s 0 o o on _ . 0. - 1008
o ) s _ . s . . v i . - . . - .
I3 "62% T - 13% 0 o, 0 13% : 0 ST 12 100%
. R , . . . ' . . . . . S oA - . C.\ 2 .
w o, 50% . 13% Co 2% 13% Loo.0 S .0 / . 100%
v oo 2m " 208 13% 0. N 208 T a3 100% LY
R . s . . . ) . ’ ’ t ’ ' ¢ ’ ) '
V1 36% 40% - . 12% - 128 0 - 0 ' 0 1008 -
VII 564 Voot L clls 11 .0 0 - 0. 1008,
. L ? ' - o
VILlI 57% 8% 7% . 14% © 148 - b oo ‘ - .0 100%
’ : ¢ R . ) CoT .
Ix 108 20% 40% ‘ 20% 108 Q 0 . 1002 -,
¥ 5% 0 C11% , o 118 - s 11% 008 - v
. : . o - ' -
M . - ’ ¢ * L4 -
» ¢ R . . ¢ ‘ |
[ .5 \ * ) :
P v [ 4 v - :
‘ K * .
- ‘ 3 -~
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B. Major Rural'Sexvice Delivery Problems Identified s T
Z :

Table VIT below illustrates .major problems identified by fespon-'

: Al

.d_ents\wrien',asked to state in rank -order Ithe greatest problems faced by

o

their districts/cooperatives as they attempted to ‘sepve rural handicap-
. ) N, g A ,
ped students. - - ) .

¢ . : N J .‘

' . " Table VII .
MAJOR PROBLEMS IN-SERVING .RURAL HANDICAPPED STUDENTS ’ oo
e . w - - .. - . e

* PROBLEM : - . - . PERCENT. ' ‘
Funding Inadequacies ’ . ) ' < 74% C
Difficulties Recruiting Qualifled Staff v . . 66%
leflcult].es Retaining Qual:.fled staff v 643
Transportation Inadequacies . ' 60% -
_Provxding Services to ‘Low-Incidence Handlcapped Popplatlons T 52%

Netds for Staff Development ' . 50%

~Resistdpge to Change |, o ~ -~ , 45%

Proviiding Support Sgrvices 44 - - )
Negative Attimaes&chool Personnel and Communities ) o
Towaxds Handi d Students ) 42%° \
Long Distances'Between \Schools and Seryices . 427 e
Involving. Parents - . , ' . 40% R
Professional Isolation i . 40% ¢
Climatic Problems and Marginal Roads , Lot 32} )
Problems of Geographic Terrain ' . ' 328 o
Cultural Differences , . 32% .

" i)lfflculéles Involved in-Serving Transient Populations : 28% *
Post-High School Services ' ° , o 26% ’
Inadequate Facilities ’ ‘,’ - - - 20%

Foster Care Inadequacies ‘ 18% +
_Planning Difficulties Because of "Boom or Bust" Economies 9 co
and Populations . s ' L 16% .

Interagency Collaboration . . ’ 8%
Hous ing Inadequacies.. . 8% .
X . 4 : N ~

It is notable that major service delivery problems idegtified were

relatively c.onsmtent in the 1978-81 NRP studies and the 1982 ACRES

survey. The major notewort)& di fferences were increases in the percent-—

P il

v )

ages of respondents naming funding ~inadequacies (ftom 56% to 74%), ..~ e
. R . , . L'

£

-

, . - A \




»

- ' ®

. PL '94-142 to detepdine services needdd and to experment

transportatlon 1nadequacies (from 34% to 60%), and dlfficulties prov1d-
1ng services to low—in“'idence handicapped populations (frem 39% to 52%75.

Responses :;ndicated that the following factorsuwere primarily

~ .
LY . o
s

respongible for these significant increases: - N :
1. Fiscal inPSation , - ”
2, Increased numbérs of .handicapped.students 1dentiﬁled and ~
) served {a 92% increase before and‘ after implementation of
PL 94-142). ‘

3. A .significant period of time lapsing since 1n1t1at10n of’

with provisions IEPs. ‘ i . Y

K ©

. o . - \
. .~ In addition, numerous- states .and impoveri'shed local rural comnn.mr— -

»

\- - v

ties are exper1enc1ng tremendous revenué shortfalls and ether funding'

prablemos that appear to be most d:.rectly responsible for 1ncreased-‘

~ ? L} ;
funding problems.. ——e- . T ‘ A

- 7 'f"l

Funding Wwas also formd to be the greatest pro})gem mentioned .by
» Y ’
.district special educatlon(admlnistrators inv%}ved in the thlrd\vear of
: [ N \ L -
. a 1ongltud1nal study c.onducted by SRI International qn t(he mplementa—

t N hd \ -

tlon of ‘PL 94—142 (SRI Internatmnal 1981)a.. v

+Just vas in the SRI study, the major conqe:gn of res;ondenta in this

e,

survey was ant1c1pated cutbacks in federal and state support to educa-

’
. .
. & ~

‘tion. Administrators mentioned that the uncertain financial picture at

- . . .. ’ , . .
_federal, state and local levels limited their planning abilitie@/}nd

inhibited their abilities to' move toward the- full service goals of PL

. . » '

94-142, . ) .

Some states were found to .have already limi_teti er were p;anning to’

Jlinit their support for speéial education through various means.’ This

-

. W .
was reported to (1) place limitations on the numbers of handicapped

[ J * .
children who-could be counted 'for reimbursement purposes, (2) tighten

. . D -




13

¢ /
.

+ eligibility ~cri;teria, (3) force dropping s’qmg_ s}eci‘al education ability

s 13

. -

ca‘tegories‘{ and (4) mandate establishing new funding models. The results

of both,studies indicated that respondents felt that inadequite funding

threatened ,achievements to date in the implementation ‘of PL ‘9'4-'142.

Recruitment and retentich of qualified staff remains a significant

[4

problem in rural America and has been exacerbated by the 92% increase in

the numbers of children identified and served (Helge, 1980). Difficul~-

ties acquiring ‘and retaining qualified rural special educators‘rémaih in

spite of current high levels of urban unemployment. In fact, a study by

S

. Smith and Burke (1983) indicated that SEA special education directors

.- ‘
@

falt that qualified special” educators in urban America would change

N\ -

‘careers before theﬁ{ would Iro'v"e to rural areas for teaching posit,:iops.
(This will be , fﬁrther; discusséd in a‘«lat.er section of this repc;rt.)
. . 3 : .

N With attritién:‘rates in rural sp‘ecial education commpi_._y ‘tanging

. from "3.0% to ‘50%, (_Helge,l léal%‘, .the need .for staff developlent has

remained 'relat?vely cdr_x‘sistent ( 50-48%).

,,"I‘hg’j,ﬁuniformly. .high I;erce;qtagee", of ree:pondentié reporting rural
A S ' .

resisztdnce to change and negative attitudes of school. personnel and

\]

. community members toward handi®apped students or, special education
‘ . . w o .

programs; (46% and 42%, respectively) .are directly related to staff
. . L] l‘ P
recruitment and retention problems. In} fact, a'signifi%mt number of

respondents reported de(r?eed for community edugation gbout spec"l'a‘l éduca}-

. ) * \
. tion. . i
- . ) . . . 1} .‘
]

Problems involving. parents hdave surfaced to a more signifﬁfcant

e level (previously an area of concern mentioned by 24% and currently °
i

; . -
. noted by 40% of %11’ respondents). ' Anecdotal comments indicated .that
. L : . '

Ll

N

this whs partially because of (1) cutbacks in .Special education staff




. L]

(see Section I1I~C), (2) the increase of 92% in the numbers of handicap—

. -

pad rhlldren identified and served, and (3) addltional years in which to

" try IEPs. Involvement of parents of many rural subcultures is known to

v

- .
be difficult (Helge,-1981). : . v

[ 4

Other problems havl increased in, recognition or intensity. Epr
¢

example, diﬁficulties in rving';ransient populations (an increase from
. .

10% to 15%), serving culturally diverse rural handicapped students (up
. - ]

from 24% to 34%), and providing post high school services (an increase

frgm t16% to 26%).

\

The category of "Professional Isolation" surfaced in 1ts own right

in this study (although in previous studies it was noted to be directly

s

related to personnel retention problems and needs for staff development).

-

Inadequate facilities and foster care housing, "Boom or Bust" problems

4

trapid population shifts causing difficulties in program planning), and .

- , /\ .
problems with interagency collaboration and, staff housing were also
°

newly noted,

(=%
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. C. Pérsonnel Needs.

‘ rescinded).” Table VIII indicates responses to this q\.\gs’tion.f

. ga.ble VIII £y . .
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND. SUPPORT POSITIONS NEEDED BUT NON-EXIQTENT,
' OUNFILLEP, OR NOT FUNDED (CUT BACK) .
+ » S
Non~-Existent Unfilled Not Funded Average
Social Worker . 10% . 3% 168 . 9%
,Guidance Counselor/ ) .
Therapist . . 6% - 0% v . 0% 2%
Psychologist ™ . 10% , 0% . 3 ’ -
Vocational Education ' L , ' . =
> Teacher 3% 0% 6% ' - 3%
Vocational Rehabilitatien ., . - "
staff 5 , 0% 0%. 3% 1%
Occupational” Theraplst 3% . 10% 17% 10%
Physical Therapist 6% - 27%, 23% 19%
Speech Pithologist/Language _ T
Therapist 3% 23% 17% 15%
Audiologist . . 0% ’ 0% 3% . 1%
Hearing Impaired Teacher 0% - 3% 0% 1%
Learning Dlsabllltles Teacher 12% . 10% +v10% 11% .
Teacher of the Emotionally s -
Disturbed ‘ 3% . 6% Y 6% ¢ 5%
Resource Room Teacher 0% . 6% 0% o ) 2%
Teacher of the Gifted 0% 3% 6% & 3% N
Nurse i 3% . 0% 3% o 1. g
low-Incidence/Itinerant - - ' ) . .
Personnel 3% 17% 20% 13%
Teacher of Trainable Mentally . . .-
Retarded 3% - 0% 3 7 1 2%
Paraprofessionals . 0% . 0%~ 33T . 1%
Preschool Teachers * 0% os - 6% 2
'Adaptive P.E. Teacher 0 0% . 3% .. 1%
Personnel Adeguate WA, . N " NA ‘\ 17%.
F g ' ‘ «
) ' . : ? » T , .0 -
, o f \ " : - »
N . : . . 2' " ' . b . |
’ - ~ 8] - : ve S
- ; : |

»

.

W ) . ‘ , * .

¥ ! .
Respondents were -asked, "What special edugation and supportive
A3 » .
. - - - LS N . F
positions are most needed in your distriot but are non-existent, un- "

f
' . . I
<

filled, or not funded (cut back be cause “funding for a position ‘was

“~
\

~
.




e

A}

. frequently "non-existent."

.reportedly especially difficult to recruit. Thus such positions were

. schools. p- , .

-

-

" Respondents generally reported that low-incidence/iti.nerant gosi-

tisns were most often neejed bat not-existent. Paraprofessional posi-

vo

tions were not typically seen as necessary and were least often

) . , o
"existE€nt" than any position® described. e -

.

Interviewees fioted that the need for psycholi:'gists, learning dis- .

. 4 . .
abilities teachers, and social workers was increasing-as rural schools

more fully implemented PL 94-142, These posi_tions therefore were most .

-~ E3

v
-

- .
C e

They also reported 'that-J;ou;-incidence/itinerant personnel, speech

pathglogists, and language, physical and occupational therapists were : L

'
~

frequently "unfilled."” Positions that were most frequently "not funded"

(or c'ut back) incl)ée‘d occupa'tional, ‘physical, and 1angixage therapists,

by

speech pathoiogists, social wor)cersK iearning disabilities 4eachers, and

low-inc1dence/1tinerant personnel. Interviewers stated that this W#as .

S -

- “

directly related to the anticipated and real cutbacKs in federal and, }
. .
state educatlon " funding problems da.scussed in Section B above (and theJ.r
. ,J 9, t Y

ramifications for positions funded at the local level).'

»

* .
.

Respondents from Regions III,' VII, andst frequently reported
_ . [y

that their numbers of"])ersonnel were adequat his was consistent with

.

the percentages of time that they named specific positions needed,

~

,exCept for Region X, whlch had one of the hi est percentages of BIA

respondents. Regions VIII and IX also had higher/ than average percent-

L I ]

-

ages aof BIA respondents, ahd had some’ of the highest average percentages . ,
of personnel needs. Anecdot:al ccxnments indicated that personnel recruit-

ment apd retention were tpe primary proble'?ns (nnfille&.positions) in E‘I?r-*




School * psychologists were most frequently qeéded by respondents

from Region VIII. Occupational therapzists‘were needed by almost all

: . . v .
_respondents' regions, and the gréatest percentages of needs were in

Regions V and VIII. Physical therapists were also needed in almost all
respondents' regions as were speech pathologists and language therapists.

Audiologists, nurses, resource room, trainable mentally retarded, pre-
$ ’
. school, and adaptive physical education teachers and vocational posi~

tions \:rere least frequently r_leedeci. This was reportedly true across all

L

regions.
e 4

Personnel recruitment and retention problems were stated to be

directly related to the above descz{iptions of special education and

support personnel needed. It is highly sig.nificant that only 17% of the

districts/coopera‘ives surveyed ‘related that they have an adequate

number of special education personnel. An increasing concern’ of " the’

U.S. Office of Special Eduwation Programs (SEP) has been that standards

» -

for hiring rural personnel have been lower than standards in non-)rural
\ . .

areas. The data above.would indicate that this is indeed a valid con-.

cern. v

L4

AN




D. Teacher Certification Guidelines Related To Serving Rural Handicap-

- <y

ped Students

’ .

As noted in earliér NRP studies, significant problems exist regard-
g .

ing the certification of rural special educators. In the 1978-79 NRP

study involving special education directors of state educatg’.on agencies,

4

many officials expreséed serious doubts that rural Special education re-
cruitment and retentibp problems could be.solved without.modifying cur- .
rent state certification stipulations.

Numeroué\statgs (e.g., Wygoming and Wisconsin) have initiated-certi-

fication requirements responsive to rural service delivery problems, ahd

-

many (e.g., Colorado) are investigating how they.may be more réépo'nsive

to rural service problems. Several state education agencies (e.g., New

I
York) are initiating non-categorical certifications, and the legislative

-

N\ bodies of a few states (e.g., Vermont) which have had generic or non-cate-
Y, . ' »
gorical certification requirements for ypars are currently investigating

the possil.)i];i;.y ?f changing such reqlirements in view of inoz"easgd
handicapped épild count‘s. This would haveN\a significant impact on rural
populations, especially in predomin;‘:mtly rural states such as Vermont. .'
Emergency certification was found to be available in 92% of the'
distriéts/c&operééives repteseﬁted in the survey. i/ariatigns of the

-

status of emergency certification are described below.

- .

L)

Table X

STATUS OF EMERGENCY CERTIFICATION

o | : | o i

Available and Frequently Used 83 , .
Available But Rarely Used M

' Available But Never Used 5% -
Not Available. . 8%

.

s

Total  , ° . _ ’ . 100%

»
*5




- - ’ .
.

\

Even among the 8% Ok all-respondents stating that emergéncy certifi-

-

tation was not 'available, only 1 state was reported to be'inflexible on

'
this issue if the district was in need of personnel and only uncertified

applicants were available. - - '

2 t

When asked, "What problems exist with teacher certification in your

state as related to serving rural nandibapped'studengs?? data in Téble

XI below were obllected. &

L

TgPle X1 ‘ .

PROBLEMS WITH TEACHER CERTJPICATIONPREGARDING
SERVING RURAL HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

‘ ) ¢
v - . ) . . ')

. Certification Regug#ations too Spec¥alized 59% N
Lack of Régiprocal Certification Across .
State/Lines - . ) 34s
. Certification Regulations too Generic ; 6%
Special Education Only Certified at Masters '
Level i 2% ,
Lack of Certification in Learnlng Disabilities 1s . '
No Problems With Certificatlon ) 3
Total 100%
. ) - ) - ~

»

The majority (59%) of the respondents related that'certification

idelines necessit@ted that one or wore areas of specialization occur

A\ -

4

in training. Most interviewers felt -that this was inappropriate for

service in rural areas which typically involve working with ‘a variety of

»

low~mnc1dence handicapplng conditions.
One-third (34%) of the respondents related their frustrations with '

\
the lack of rec1procal certification agreements among states. They felt

that this significantly contributed to rural personnel recruitment '
‘ Y . 3

problems. Approximately one-third (32%) of all intervieweés reported no

problems with teacher certification. ‘ . o -




-
E. Effective Recruitment and Retention Strategies

- _ When queried regarding the most successful recruitment iand reten-

tion strategies used by interVieweesg, two things were abundantly clear:

(1) significant problems recruiting and retaining qualified staff existed.

»
<,
X

(This is 'consistent with ‘the primary problems identified earlier.Y (2)
. - - .
Successful strategies of attracting and retaining personnel involved

s

linking values of those recruited with-the lifestyles .and norms of the
A ¥

. h 9 2
. rural,community in which they ’worked. Successful recruiters also ad-

dressed the upper levels of Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs (Maslow, 1954).

Table XII . i
) EFFECTIVE RECRUITMENT STRATEGIES
No successful recruitment strategies . 22%
Attention to positive attributes of rural life (lifestyle, . .
values, new challenges in terms of personal growth, ’
recreatjponal opportum.ties, clean air, low crime rates, .
smaller clasdes, etc.) . 22%
Recruiting indigenous .rural citizens 14% )
Salary above the base level ’ 12% )
Recruitment from neighboring states ‘ 123
Paying interviewees' expenses ‘ 8%
Developing close relationships with related unlversity
personnel - - . 6%
. No problems - too many applicat:.ons L ) 2%
Advertising proximity o 1cts/cooperatives to local .o,
' universities . » 2%
Incentives for leadership skill development . ' 1%
Offering staff exchange- ability: . - .18

As evidenced by Table XIII below, distric't administrators appeared ;

to be even more frustrated by attempts to retain qualifi.ed staff. Twice

o o

the percentage §44\:22't) of interviewees mentioned "no successful reten-

. . 3 3 y

tion strategies" than the number stating that they Rad, "no successful
. L) ~

recruitment strategies.” It is notable that effective recruitment and

1]

o (228 128, respectively). 3

~ B . .
‘. g .
- .
» 1 . ¢
. N .

retention strategies emphasized the positive aspects of rural Amer(l?a\




“Table XIII

[}

* EFFECTIVE PERSONNEL RETENTION STRATEGIES

“

No successful retention strategies ’ . 445
Bmphasis of rural attributes (low rent, opportunities '
.. for individual creativity and decision making, . .
. recreational opportunities, positive lifestyle :
variables, small populations, fewer extra-curricula
academic . distractions 'than in non-rural areas!, etc.) ©12%
Hire locally ¥ 8%
Leadership quality and opportunities to grow 6% .
Greater than average pay levels ' 6% .
Associat'ion‘with Sther special educators 4%
- Quality program materials 4
_Staff development opportunitl 4%
Supportive administration (recognition of quality - -~
+ efforty, cooperation in securing resources, etc. ) 28
No retention problems ° 2%

[N

It is significant that.the primary rural attributes emphasized by ’

reséudents who were sucgessful in retaining personnel related to the :

~
13

higher,\levels of’Maslow's Hierarchy. qFér example, interviewers einpha—

L]

sizing opportunities for ‘creativity and décision making as strategies

leading to retention success related directly to Maslow s fourth level

w ! .

(self—esteerq). . Likewise, interviewers encouraging teachers and support .

social/econanic problems, scarce

personnel to view rural inequities,

resources, geographic barriers, and other inherent rural attributes as

challenges to their own growth and creativity were emphasizing the fifth

level or apex of the hierarchy (self-actua}.ization)

¥

4

4 A}

NRP studies have indicated that these approaches are by far .the . )
Emphases placed on the \\\

’ ]

,most reasonable and succ@ss\ful in rural areas.
o .

"Jower levels of Maslow's model (e.g., stressing ‘salary levels,‘ facili-

A

| ‘ties, and equipment) are less‘efm in recruiting and retaining

staff., In addition, these particular. dimensions pf rural education are




, » ‘
frequently inferior to those of non-rural areas. For example, in this

study only 12% of those interviewed mentioned that they were able to
recruit personnel by offering salar:.es above the base level for~ other
. 3 - . .
educators, and only 6% mentioned salaries as one of "their- effective
. . “~ ’
retention- techniques. ) ’

.

Enthus{asm concerning the warmth and friendliness of rural commani-“"

ties and peers related to the "belongingness and love needs" third level

4
’

‘ of Maslow's Hierarchy, as did other‘asPects of rural lifestyles. The
lack of extra-academic distractions related to the self-esteem level.'

Whereas/\salary issues are typically 1nflexible in less than ade-

N

‘quately funded rural schools, administrative support (identified in all
major related studies ’as an effective recruitment and retention tool)
can' be cultivated and used to lts fullest. It appears to be under-
utilized {e:g., only 2% of the respondents mentioned this -support as
their most effective retention strategy) .

As the 1980 NRP National Comparative Study\identified a 92% in-
crease in th&numbers of children identified and served in ural areas,

it ,is.understanglable'_t;zat' massive increases in the quantity’ of qualified

e

rural special educators have become necessary.

In fact, the NRP found that secur:.ng adequate nunbers of personnel

-

\
to serve handicapped stu\ents was a concern of almost all states, whether

primarily rural or urban. Even, in relatively more attrative states, a

major concern of persons in state departments of education who, are in'

Zharge of training i/securing .4n adequate nunber of gxalified personnel

to work with rural handicapped ch:.ldren. The SEP Briefing Paper ;tated-'

»

that state departments' divisions of training considered the supply of

» . »

teachers for remote areas to be a major area of concern in their overall

- £ -

. ¢




recruitment strategies:’ Alt'hough.somga. strategies have implemented in- _
novative approaches to recruitment, the benefits of many of these ap-"

proaches have decreased over +ime as demahds for qualified personnel

v
.

have outstripped supply. Therefore, the 1980 SEP document concluded that

A

the system had exhausted the supply of most pgtential teachers due to the

.
yt

increased demand_for' special edixc':ators nationwide. ‘ i
, . ¥
%, A study by Smith and Burke (1983) -involyving interviews with SEA .

special education directors across the nation indicated that unemplo~yed' .

- -

! urban special educators. would accept unski}led positions before they . v
LR N . - . v ’
. * would move to rural areas to jprk‘% ’
. < - .
. * . P ° M ~ .
4
- v *
’ o ) . s 7 . - .
-~ " a *
- ’ M
» had . f
i -
. «®
4 ‘ ¥
2 ¢ N~ - i‘
4 —
<. |
. : i
. . .
. ' . PN
- H
» ' . .
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The problems: of quality and quantity of personnel cannot be <
4 I3 [ ..

F. Inadequacies of fural Special Education Preservice Training

.
.

.

_ dressed in isolati.on.. This has become apparent as quality issues have

) ~ .
v .been highlighted by the demands of compliance with the mandates” of PL

.

94-142.° The necessity of moving toward full service has te ;ded to more
clearly'elucidatelthe extent of the' difficulty of attractin rsonnel

to certaim areas due to increagsed service demands, the growing recogni-

-

tion of educational rights by.parents of handicapped children, and the
. ~

increased involvement of édvocacy groups and citizens' councils (Sontag . .

>
A " . .

& Button, 1980). . . . . ' . .

- . -
- - . . [

The 1980 SEP Briefing Paper stated that rural personnel esho'rtages
/ . .
are the most acute because preservice programs have not prepared special .

education personnel'. who are able to adjus;t to the demands of remote,

U N s » v e,

*

isolated, or culturally distinct rural areas. Sontag & Button (1980) -

summarized that the difficulty posed by such rural, areas 1s not. the

A

probiem of preparing quantities or sheer numbers of teachers, but of
‘preparing teachers who are “willing and capable of . teaching " in areas

posing disjircentives for the majority of teachers.
e - o .
This statement has been verified by the Smith & Burke (1983).study

indicating that according to SEP directors of special ,efiuqation, univer-

sitles are not p;éﬁéring personnel ‘for the socialization of work in

-

rural— communities. Teacher training institutions generally de not

"
Py .

. cgnsidei‘ special rural needs and circumstances when designing their

¢ ] L

R . training pro)grams (smith & Burke, '1983; Helge, 1983; Moriarty, 1981; \
e , ° [ .
\gher, 1977). | S : S - B
. ) .
Even wheh curricula contain a rural adaptation (which.is rare) or

| Q are located 4in rural’ environments, universities still tend to train .
) _ _ :



’ r

teachers to cope with larger school systems (Department of Education

Weekly, September 7,-1981; Helde, 1983). .An NIE report of 1981 stdted

_ that t;rainirfg‘programs for teachers and administfators' reflect an u::ba;.n

z

basis, and rural schools foften end up “as r&":ipients of urban-oriented

14 . - .
programs. R . - — '

-~

o .
. The lack of appropriate training programs is directly related .to

v

t'hev findings 'in this study that 66% and 64%, respectiv(ely;ﬂ'of all adminis-
trators gurveyed hadM/serious problems recruiting and retair}ing qualified
. rural special educators. Congressiorfal hearings have consistently' asked
“what SEP is doir;ng to better prepare teacher.;» S0 tha.t there will be less
/ attrition in rural special e'a’uc'at.ion. Also, relevant are consistent «
findings that rural LEAs are less in complignce with PL 94-142 than more
" populated dist{rict?é' (Weber & Rocko?:'f, 1980; Helge, I080; SEP Semi-Anm.;al‘

Reggrt, 1979). B &

Questionnaires were ‘sent by NRP to 750 of the 2,376 colleges and
. . \

¢
* )

5

universities in the United States in 1980-81. Universities we'rg.asked
to indicate sp'ecifk ti'aining content areas related to training personnel «
to serve r\;ral handitapped ciii]:drer';. Responées indicated that although
imiversit§ teacher; preparatiopﬂiar;;rams currently were not‘adt?quateliy
addressing training needs regarding rural special education, the interest

I S . \

Although several universities across the countxy ‘report . -the

) . v

to do so was gresent.

eXistence of rural education centers, none of the centers housed a

specific program for training students to serve rural handicapped stu-~

9
dents. . . ~ L K

-
.

According to a review of pertinent literature (inclu'ding. final

reports of numerous federally funded projects), although the. Departme

. ’ 7

-




¢

-

FEDERAL
REGION

II1I

A

unlver91t1es surveyed hgd elther (1) different competencies for trainlng

" competencies

)

/

¢

=N -
jects were not systematically training s$tudents for the broad range' of

26 .

of ,sEducatiO{l had funded several.project§ in the past with the word

.

T "rural” in the ;mojecé title, a 1980-81 NRP survey concluded that pro-

research has indicated are necessary to work with rural

place "on the job."

.

handicapped students.

£

(See Appendix D for a 1list of research-based

*

4

focusing on rural special education.

_rural special education preservice cdmpetencies.) .

fact, 97% of those interviewed stated that their

/
In fact, none of the

.

students for rural than non-rural areas or (2) competencies spec1f1cally

This survey of 200 rural .special education directors and teachers
in"all 50 states concluded that mere location of one's preservice train-

ing at a r?ral’site atd not guarantee a rural training emphasis. 1In

N

"rural training" took .

-
All respondents felt that this was directly related:

>

rates of 30-50%- (Helge, 1981).

Table XIV

>

to the exceptionally high rural specfal education personnel attrition

J '.

*

"WERE YOU, OR ANY STAFF WORKIyG WETH YOU,
TRAINED SPECIFICALLY TO WORK WITH RURAL HANDICAPPED,STUDENTS AND STAFF?"

(Figures Represent the Percent of each Region)

YES *
_Remote Clustered
+
0% 0% h
0% . 0% ,
0% 0% .
0% 3s
0% 7%
0s 0%
0% 13%
\ﬁpka‘ 0%
;m s 0% °
L R i)
®
o8 i 3%

. NO \

Remote Clustered TOTAL *
3% - ‘678 _ 100%
33% 67% 100%

0% 1008 | 100%
87% 50% 100%
13% 80% . 100%
33 . 67% 100%
25% 63%, 1008
71 29% 100%
50% SO% "1008%
2 m _o%

. 34% 63% 100%

!A" *

{

o)
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-

The vast majority (97%)'of the respondents stated that they were

tréine&:specifi;ally for work with rural handigapped students. , In fact,

onlf 10% described their preservice training as adequate to work in rural -

+
L) « P L4

communities. Table XV below summarizes the answers to the survey ques-

| ." ‘ ¢

/

tion,- "What additional preservice trhining do you wish you had reéei&ed

/E‘ut did not?"" : ..

f/ . S Table XV )

ADDITIONAL PRESERVICE TRAINING DESIRED .-

N

.

Experiential Training (including on-site work,
Aimulations of problem solving, team management,
communication, etc.) - . > ° 59%
Administrative knowledge (coordination of services,:
+ regional delivery systems, team management, ~
school law, finance,, and itinerant service =~ ¢ | o
delivery strategies) . S7%

Ls

.Generic techniques td be able to work without the
availability of specialists for low~incidence - : v

IS _ handicaps = . N 4.8% )
4 . - .
Knowledge of rural cultures, mores -and techniques 3
(to facilitate personal acceptance) | 36%
kﬁowledge‘of recrui tmént anddzetention techniques 31%
~ . .
Knowledge of transportation alternatives T 24%

Preserv;ge training was adequate

Serving minority s&tudents in rural areas 3%
Learning disagilities information 1%
Preservice tr;ining adequate o iO%‘

-

Further analysis 1llustrates sgpecific types of experiential train-

. . ® W
ing that respondents felt they should have received via theifbpreserviCe
A . . ‘ .

programs. The majority of fespondents (52%) stated that experiential

Y

s .




~ . - Ny

training should occur early in preparation programs. Anecdotal comments

1nd1cated that mgst respoyents felt that expenential tra1n1ng (includ-

~

ing observations and practica} shouId begin by the * sophomore year.

.

. - o, -
. i Table. XVI .
TYPES OF EXPERIENTIAL TRAINING .DESIRED "
On-sife, early rural training K . : 52%
- On-site experiences with rural cultures, mores, _’\\
and customs , . ' 50%
Extensive 'work with rural teachers ' - 46%
Intensivé experiences with parents of handxcapped ~
children " 38%
Exposure to a variety of handicapping condltions with - o -’
an emphasis on low-incidence handicaps 18% .
Experiences with.minority children _ . 168 .
Actual work with itinerant programs ’ ’\\ . o 12% *

It is obvious that respondents would have valued. .le\arninq e;c-

. . e Y
periences strongly attached to rural communities, peer professionals and
parents of handicappéd students. Anecdotal comments indicated that this

. -~ Y Lo : s 3
would have brought security and stability to trainees. Many mentioned

- [ 5 Ny

that they considered interactive learning experiences among districts

thatuwere part of larger cooperatives to be essential. Respondents

indicated that they felt such experiences would have necessitated 'an
! F

. N "

AN ) .
understanding of how, universities #nd preservice trainees develop and

\retain comminity and peet support for their work. ! . _

" .

The emphasis on trainees' involvement with parents was consistent
with their concern for accountability in R}.'eService training programs.

'Mandates for experiential training were complemented by their statements

‘.

~ that , rural practice contains inherent i eq\xaliti.es (income, community )

N S

status, resources, e‘tc.) and that such ihequalities should be addressed

wi thin preservice programs. . : .

. .




L

oo . . .gﬁ . ‘ .
L ' ), A
Table XVII below indicates the types of coursework expressed by
respondents as necessary for quality preseryice training, |

. ] - . Table XVII ' <
’ '?I'YPES OF PRESERVICE COURSEWORK INDICATED NECESSARY DA o
. Bk - : .
Serv1ce delivery strategies for low-incidence c L
rural populations C C -~ 623
Generic approaches to teachlng rural handicapped - !
children . . 58% T
- Customs, mores, and cultures of.rural areas . 56% P
Status of rural special education service dellvpry/' o -
" systems (strengths, weaknesses, etc.,) - 54%
Strategies for identifying serv1ces and scafcé resources o .
in rural areas . . 48%
Effective strategies of adaptlng curriculum (and when ) .
to do so) . . ~ . T 46%
PL 94-142 rules,.regulations, and changes = 34%
Admlnlsﬁratlon and management skills ., 32% ’
Testing and appraisal .skills ' 28% o~

: . 1
-~ . i
y ) .

[ e

. ' ¢ . ' )
Respondents were also asked to describe the greatest strengths of
13 .
RS
their preservice training as, preparation for working with rural handi-

\bapped populations, their parents, and rural communities. Table XVIII

below illustrates their responses.

7 P

- © Table XVIIT ,

GRFATEST STRENGTHS OF PRESERVIE% TRAINING
« AS DESCRIBED BY RESPONDENTS

~

None ' 32% _'“'

Hands-on field experiences * o . 148 ot
Generalist/non-categorical skills - . 17% Lo ¥
Categorical coursework DAY 14% e -
Adninistrative knowledge ’ 6% 7.
Communication skills e U » L 2%

- N \ . - . -

- ‘ ¢

It 1is highly’ significant ’ﬁhat.'ogp-phifd"(32%) "did not state a
» v ‘'~ ‘ ' » 4 . "‘ l?:
strength; and only 14% noted a "hands on" field éxperience,(pfhctica,'
3
student teaching, ‘internship, etc.) in a rural setting similar to one



30 .
. L
which later employed them. In contrast, 62% of the respondents in Table

XX noted the lack of realistic experiences in a rural community as a

"

significant void in their training program. ’ . A
s - - -

Anecdotal comments indicated that respondents felt ‘particularly

strong about the need fog generaiizable/nonncategorical skills (as most R s
rural special dducators work with low*incidence handic\aps and have few
: . S -

. specialists .available}. The types of experiential trajning most valued

‘included on-site work,, simplations in problem solving and commanication .
skills, ete. o : T .

. : S I ~ s
+  Valusd adm:tnistrative knowledge 1ncluded strategies for effective .,

v

coordlnaticn of servme); regional service delivery systems, team efforts,

v ot . . ’.

¥

" school léic ‘and 1t1nerant service 'delivery strategies. When asked

\ o
.

specific preservice learning experiences that contrl.buted to the respon-—
I

dents' successes in a rytal community, Ythe responses were as 111ustrated

L roos 1
[ b

in Table XIX below. = SRR -
1 ) ' . ' . - . ) S

Tt iy , . .
R ;o " Table XIX. - )

{0 . N , .o R , ‘
. Yoo e - P —_—

b~ T . .
: SPECIFIC LEARNING EXPERIENCES - CONTRIBUTING TO

” . N /,’, RESPONDENTS' SUCCESSES' IN A RURAL COMMUNITY , toe .
, . _ ‘ L. .

Expenentxa& traming ) Coet . 56%
Nong: , | ' ' . - - 348,
Pa,)fents éﬁirolved in training experiences | o 3“'*3 - 2%

. Ctursewdgk regarding 1nitiating special ed ation _ S PR
et M&nwﬁ R T g - 2%

¢ .
=t
= . !

, " :
L4 - 3% Z * 0 - B A s

. iy . RO S ‘)/% . 7”‘}"
o

, 4 ,;" Sevérdl cogent point;s were made clear by anecdotes relatcd to the ‘ /

A st N

wélove data.. Practlca were mentioned three tmes-—mc‘re freguently than' ‘*Aé-.‘?v/’f

’ student teach:z( r internships as a faﬁ:tor in. re“spondents preservice
ﬂ{ ?

e

training contri{outing to their succéss.' This is significant because
respondents indicated that even though most of the>\miversities were i

wn "[’/ * , -t
located in rural envir.onmints;«tit was typica.l for a practicum to be. the e

’ , only expe:iential training available to them. - : -~ ‘ "

S




Interviewees were particularly negative in their responses to this
question, relatiné that even though their practica offered inadequate
. - . . .

arounts of experiential ti'aining, it was viewed as the beginning of what

should be the most valuable part.,, Although respondents mentioned in

- .

previous questions that experiential training. and in}gractioni with

parents of handicapped students were highly deéired, proportionally few

4

. - ’
interviewees related that this was .incorporated :in their training pro- ' ' . .

.

<

gram. . A J

In contrast, 62% noted the lack of. realistic experiences in a rural

v

community as a significant part of their training program. Table XX

below illustrates their responses to the question desigped to ascertain

<
‘

the greatest weaknesses of preservice training programs. L.
» . M M . , '
. Table XX . .
N ’ . * '. R

_GREATEST WEAKNESSES IN RESPONDENTS' TRAINING: PROGRAMS -

] Yo

Lack qf realistic experiences in a rural community - 62% .
Lack of appropriate coursework preparing one for work ' R
, in gural America . ‘ 48% ) K J
Lack of training in diagnostics and assessment - 13%‘ ’ —_
Tnadequate specialization ] N . 2% )
inzoasisgent faculty philosophy 1% - .
. - " * ’ : —

‘ -
voids:in tralsing. Rgspondents frequently reflected that lack of prepa~

»
. [

ratigr for work in rural -~areas, was directly related to problems in

|
|
T o - \
The predominant problems appeared to relate to both quality and - '\
: |
|
|
|

recruiting qualifie!kpersonnel. When respondents were asked vwhat fac- <

- ? . .

tors of their preservice training Jed tnetp to be recruited for theiy work "

z
hd -

with rural handicapped children, 90% stated that their preservice' train-

ing wag not a factor in their rural employment. TInstead, factors such

as the following were listed. ‘ ‘ . .
[ . J‘ ' ¢
g { : .
. . o ' ¢




. Table XKI - N ,
. FACTORS OF PRESERVICE TRAINING .
LEADING RESPONDENTS TO BE RECRUITED FOR THEIR WORK -
- - WITH RURAL HANDICAPPED CHILDREN . : T
Preservice training not a factor in ‘rural employment 90%
Personal attractions (recreational opportunities, ’
slower pace, spouse's location, etc. ) 36% i
Job availability ‘ 14s
. Respondent was reared in a rural communi ty g . 8% ’
Experiential traim.ng in a rural area ’ . 43 .

«

When asked what factors from their, preservice training made a .

dif ference ‘in retaining them in rural Amrica, 93% stated ™none."

' - Ld

Rather, they were retame;l for .sich rural env:.ronmental and lifestyle N
. q
factors as those mentz.oned above, or because of a scax:city of other ] LA
. . .ot

positions.
Specifically, interviewees stated that their presexvice training
should includé the following facets listed in Tahle XXII below so that

' ivreservice trainees could be more easily recruitable and retainable for

ruridl positions. . « - ! *
¢ . , ) A . v - .
' e ) . - -- : . . . . 5 - . )
‘. , Table XKII ) .
ESSENTIAL PACETS OF PRESERVICE TRAINING T S
- SO THAT GRADUATES WILL BE RECRUITABLE AND RETAINABLE "’

e

FOR RURAL POSITIONS

L
-

. Coping with remoteness to services and other resources ) 458 ..
_Generalist, (non+categorical) skills and ability to work :
, with low-incidence handicaps without specialists ’

being available - 363 Lo,

. Information ut rural geographic'and socioeconcmic . .
subculturds (including value systems™and other life- - ' . L -
style variations) : ' 34%

Techniques of working with rural peers, families and

¢




-

. A

When asked, "What do you wish you. had known about working i;u a

- -
. Ed

rural community before doing so?," almost hal’f (45%) of the rural prac-

titi'onez:;; interviewed stated that their training should have given them
{ L

specific experiences with the realities of scarce services and resources
in rural areas. Over one~third (34%) felt that their preservice train-

ing should have included speéif_ic techniques for working in rural geo-
graphic and socioeconomic cultures. . . Lo i g
& , .
With respect to the question, "Wwhat do you wish you had known abdout

’ N
. -

‘working in a rural community tgefore you began doing so?," Table XXIIT

-

below 'summrize;\responses. -

~

L

' . Table XXIII ‘

-

. WHAT DO YOU WISH YOU HAD KNOWN-ABOUT WORKING IN A RURAL. COMMUNITY

¥ . BEFORE YOU BEGAN DOING SO?
Coping ‘with remoteness to services and other resources ° - 68%

" Techniques for generic service delivery/sertring children

without the availability of specialists . “66%
Coping with remoteness to ,personal enrichment and L

stress reduction i . 56%-
How to work with rural families, peers and -communities’ . —‘38% S

Inﬁorma’tlon regarding rural geographic and soc1oeconom1c
subcultures (including value systems and other

lifestyle variat12n§) . . . 3B%
Rnspondent ‘was from t;\e type of rural area; he/she

eventiually became employgd in 24%_
Rgcmitnené;and retentilon strategies 3 21%.
Transportation cons’traints (be‘r;:onai and professional) ) 21%
Dealing with tra"nsi;ent populations”. o | 113
Rural go’vernanz;e “!structure . . 13
Economic effects on education o o S ' 1%

~

\




#
»
Respondents were also asked, :'What additional preservice training

regarding consulg',,ng skills is needed?" As depicted in Table XXIV

‘tra irii,ﬁg .
Table XXIV

ADDITIONAL_.NFCESSARY PRESERVICE TRAINING RFG!«RDING
CONSULTING SKILLS

) Byperiences with interpersonal communjcation skills * . I
to sell one's program and oné's self LY 4%
% . B )
Experiences in understanding community culture regarding
problem solving with teachers and parents . 30%

None . . ’ . X 10%

Yskill demons trations for working with related services
+ personnel . 4%

Consistent with the SEP Di‘;ision of Personnel Preparation Quality

- -

) In;er:jewees were encouraged to be ‘as s:pecific as possible in their

respo‘

xnow the program/faculty were of quality?" or- "fully describe the ex-

es. After every'answer, respondents were asked, "How would you

‘perience you spoke of." Table XXV below illustrates their responses.

helow, interviewees continued  to. emphiasize the need yor exp‘zriential '

Teacher Education Initiative, respondents were asked to specify factors

that .would demonstrate a high quality rural special education program.
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Table XXV
' FACTORS RESPONDENTS INDICATED: WOULD ’ |
DEMONSTRATE A HIGH QUALITY RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION
. PRESERVICE PROGRAM

Rural special education experiential training (emphasis
on interaction with peer practitioners, parents of.
handicapped students, and rural communities; rural _
student teaching and internship assignments; etc.) 65% .

A

->
Rural service delivery content (including socioec‘anomic ' !
and geographic differences affecting learning and
.. living in rural communities; strategies for locating
resources; working with multi-abjlity levels, dis~ s
orders, and age programming; low-incidence teaching - )

strategies; ‘transportation strategies) . : 238 -
Generic training models R J © g ‘ 7%. -
Inte;personal ski}.ls' emphasis ' . ' 4%
Fa;ulty from rural backgrounds - . .' . ‘ - . 3% -
. Interagency collaboration strategies ) . .1s ‘ &
Exposure to disg:iplines of medj.'cines and psychology ‘ 1ls |

¥

Interviewees were clear about their desire for exposure to a variety

7 I . J— . . —

N <
of service systems and programs. They were, especially concerned that

¢
[y

special education practitioners learn to gain and keep support from rurﬁ‘ v

3 ’
) - -

administrators, communities, and peer professionals.

,
. . ..
’ ‘ : ’ ‘
. .
.
8
.

& LY

" 1,




.

Hiring of Unqualified Personnel r

. Rural afeas't;ypicallir have higher éercgntages of.&unqualified per-
S ¢

¥ 4 3 4

's:;\.'{riel, lower lévels of certification, and higher ratgs of temporary and
emergency certifications.
Roughly two-thirds (66%) of_ 'those surveyed reported that emergency

certifications were typically used in their district. They stated that
&

.

“ <
temporarily certified personnel were not well qualified for the posi- |

tions that they held.
. A

recent federal and state retrenchmept in special educatior@oney

has resulted in additional problems, as indicated by this survey and the

Smith & Rurke (1983) survey of SEA specia],education di rectors. (Thelr

:‘:xrvey identified replacement of special education personnel by indi-

v
viduals with greater senilority, regular education administrators, and
Al

-

.oeven athletic” personnel.) .
. . (o)

Fclatively high percentages of the rural special education ‘&irec-.
) * .
tors and teachers interviewed by this study reported a lack of training

for their positions. (E.g., 15% of the rural special education direc~

tors and teachers had taken few or no courses in special éducation.)
»

. .
Respondents issued cdaveats concerning symbolic preservice program

.changes {(e.9./ curriculum revisions leading to falsg; security and simul=~

taneously .inhibiting truly needed reforms). Problems preservice training

* s

institutions face gs they prepare rural special educatOrs./ were 1argel§

nnderstood by interviewees and were repgrted as follows:
“a. ,There ‘are serious questions . about the quality of role
.models, materials, and facilities in many remote areas/
rural schools in which practica and student teaching must
ke arranged. There 1is a need to expose')s/tude\nts to
quality, innovative, state-of-therart -learning situa-
tions, facilities, and_ equipment. ,This is often in-
«conflict with the need to expose trainees to the reali-
ties of rural schools, teaching, facilities, and equip~

i

v *

47
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< . ‘
. .ment. These factors obviously have ramifications regard- L~
mg recruitmg students to work in rural Americh. .

R b.  The need to locate adeauate numbers of quality practica .
and to transport students is freguently a problem, pax- ) :
ticularly in remote rural areas.. There is also typically
a problem locating other field experiences (observatlons, .
pre-student teaching, 1nternshlps.p etc.). . > >

c. Student and faculty housing are frequently a barrier to
quality field experiences. Because of the remoteness of

. many university service regions, students are frequently

. located off campus for extensive periocds of time. %

d. Funds for supervisory travel is often a problem. ' The

" role of the superv:l.sor x(ithm the school setting often -
most be clarified. This . is partlcularly true -when a ' .
supervisor .may travel 2 or 3 days to reach some of the )
'remote student teaching/internship sites. Cost ef~
ficiency sometimes becomes the ‘determinaﬁt lanning
variable, especially when travel and supervisofy ‘costs
are considered. . N

e. Travef feasibility for students anti"faculty is often severely ) .

»1nh1b1ted by climatic and geographlc barriers. ‘ ¢ e

r,'\-.

pE)

e




H. Views and Practices of Trair;ers of Rural Special Educators

+

‘Mady training institutions with rural service regiens. are consistent
with islasi's‘ (1982) definition of rural /remote or small universities as:
t‘no‘se located outside of counti‘es having a city of more than 50,000 popu-
lation and haviln'cj 7 or fewer f'aculty members within the spzcial education

’ parmnt Such i"nstitutions face many, of the difficulties listed be-

)
- N - —

low.

as Many sma'lkl institutions offer courses with low-incidenca
handicaps in only a cursory way unless a particular
faculty member happens teQ have such an area of expertice.

b. “Most small university faculty have multiple responsibili-
ties 4including -12<hour teaching loads, supervision and
travel, service to the field, and research. There is,

. typically-1little tune for development for new curricula
materials.

c. Diffe!entiated staffing'a,t such institutions is rare, and y
.» . faculty are usually generalists * (cross-categorical,
. undergraduate/graduate, and often cross-departmental) in
. their responsibilities.
d. It is_ frequently problematic to find adjunct faculty who
will travel and to coordinate field offerings with such Ve
ad juncts, - . '

ﬁ 2, £ The ‘remote 'geography of many small universities is corre~"

lated with inferiof fiekd/satellite ity (and
sometimes regional university) 1librayYy: and \training
T, - materials. Recent university fundi have

intensified this probfem. [/

“» £, A predominant numbexr “of . students are frequently housed
off campus, and some regional . university librarians will
not altlow materials to leave campus. Students in dis~
persed -locations, {e.g., students in televised classes
miles apart) cannot -readily share materials.” Some stu-
dent.-: must drive 100 ,miles or more %o use univers:.ty .

) libraxy systems. Copyright laws frequent]:y ccmpound
these problems by prohibiting duplication of particularly
relevant materials. . )

3

During the December, 1982, P;:oject Directors' meeting. Qf the Divi-

>

gion of Personnel Preparatioh of SEP, the NRP conducted a survey of 46

.

univers ity faculty who trained special educators primarily employed by

.49
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rural areas. Faculty ccmpleting' the instrument were representative of

v

universities across the United States. Thirty-two states were represen- .

.ted. [A'copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix C.) *

Faculty respondents were first asked to rate the impcrtan(:e of the .
raral preservice training competencies established after 4-1/2 years of
NRP research in_over 100 rural school districts and cooperatives. These .

competencxes are listed in the right-hand column in Table XXVI.,

As indicated in Table XXVI, all of the\rural competencies were

# \
rated as impartant ‘to rural preservice ttaininq programs. ({The n'\ezan
rating ~;1as 3.53:) )
However, only 32% to, 50% of the inskitutions polled were currently

address:.ng even those competenci'es they rated as having the greatest

importance (4.0) for their preservice programs. (The range was 17% to.

50%.) - g’

. ) ] :
/\In fact, anegdotal comments written on several fomms included,

P

"Although we are located in a rural service area, our teacher education

.program is not specifically rural focused,” and "We address these compe- '

tencieg Yy chance, not focus." " - .

[ . s
- »

In Provus' Discrepancy Evaluation Model (Provus, 1973).tems, the

.y

Standards® {(valued preservice competenc:.es) df thé rural preservice

]

univarsities differed sigm.ficantly from their Performance {teaching

" rural competencies to students). ' - ; : .

- . * .
L
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- ¥ . Table XXVX

. DISCREPANCY EVALUATION MODEL ASSESSMENT
OF NRP RURAL PRESERVICE COMPETENCIES

- . Y

Standard: ” , ‘ -4

what is Currently Taught Ranking of Importance of ' Compe tency o ~
,  in the Respondent”s'Insyituﬁion Each Competency to the Field - EL
. . 4 = No: 2 “Little o . .
N . % 3 = Some 4 = Great . . g'-

. ) 4

Yes .13 28% 3.6 Students will demonstrate an understanding ol the conte
No -+ 33 72% - - of a rural school and its environmen;.

“

Yes 23/ 50% 4.0 Students will demonstrate an understanding of differenc
No , 23 . 508 .° , . involved in serving handicapped students in ruaal andai
" urban environments. ' L

Yes 8 17% 3.0 Students will demonstrate knowledge. concerning the stat
No : 38 83% ' ' of-the-art of rural special education,, Co
Yes 16 ' 35% ‘ 3.4 Students will demonstrate knowledge of effective'seivic
No _ 30 65% S .o delivery models for rural handicapped children (inclydi
' ' low-incidence handicaps such as severely emotionally di

turbed, hearing impalred, and visually impaired).,,,

‘Yes - * 15 33% 3.3 - Students will demonstrate an awareness of alternate I
No ) § 67y .~ ' resources to provide services to rural handicapped
! . students and skills to identify alternate tesohrces.

‘. Yes . 20 43% 4.0 Students will demonstrate skills in working, wi%h :.;
No ‘ 26 57% ‘ . parents of rural handicapped students.\ { ‘



Standard:
What is Currently Taught
in the Respondent's Institution

~ ) N Y .

Yes ' 15 32%
No 3 ' 68%
Yes 14 30%
No 32 70%

© Yes 11 23%
No ' 35 =TT
Mean: |
Yes , 15 32.5%
No . 31 67.5%"

>

..53.

1
”3

Ranking of Importance of
Each Competency to the Field

No. >
Some 4

Little
Great

4.0 ) ﬁ

3.0

E—_-‘i—-——-—,p--——----

Competency - ) ’ . ,
4 a
S‘ . . ": q‘iﬂ‘%
_ Students will demonstrate skills in working with W
. citizens and agencies in rural cqmmbnities to PR
facilitate cooperativeness among schools and "5&;“- -

service handicapped students. . LN

Students w111 demonstrate an understanding of
personal development skills - (a) for their own ]
professional growth and (b) to build a local -
support system in their rural environment. bt

Students’ will develop skills in working with
peer professionals from rural environments.

A -
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S & Status of Emerglng Technologl and ComEuter Literacy* in Rural ggec1a1

. ) Wkt '

Education Programs I WY ‘A

- ‘ Resp;ndents were qu%’ried regard;.ng 'thé*‘ avaﬂa-billty .of. anerging
‘ tee‘nno;.ogles, pr].mary useé of‘varlous ';:ypes of techn,ology, computer

.. 11;:nracy, .uses of microcomputers by s;:aff and handwapped students,, and

*‘eaeon.., why handicapped students were not using computers in areas in

. ’ o

which'they were not. As evidenved in Table XXVII below, a-prepondera‘nce

g

o*‘ dlstr).cts/cooperatvlves surveyed had some type of basic electrom.c

-..,_\
technology available to them. Microcomputers were most common. Lo
Table XXVII’ _‘ . . \
' TYPES OF TECHNOLOGY AVAILA-BLE T R‘URA{.; DISTRICTS SURVEYED
3 | . N . N , . . ’
. N - i . ‘ N . )
/” Microcemputers ’ " .t 88y
B Videodiscs ' . o 19%
- Telecommunications - . . - -18%
a : < None ‘ - . ‘ ' ' g A2y,
. : C o batélllte Communications, T . s 2%
. , Other (volce synthesi’ﬁér, SPECIallzed phomc , U
- ) equa.pménﬁ, etec,): nr . ‘ © 21y

"
.

“Regional ‘yar':iations in technology available appeared to be signifi-
. [ . v . .

“«

. - y Y » . ,
A R . \ vy v
. s R} 3 D
.+ -, cant as indicatéd in Table XXVIII below.
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. Table XXVIII . :

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN TECHNOLOGIES AVAILABLE .
. . p

. (Figures represent percentages within each .region).

REGION MICROCOMPUTERS  VIDEODISCS TELECOMMUNICAT IONS “'SATELLITE O;I‘HER

. + Py =
B ¢ " 100% l4s 0% L0
II 1608 33% ' 0% s . O%
I 100% 38 25% S M
v 81% 6% 6% _ L 6%
v 100% T20% ' 27 C e 0%
VI ‘ 563 e 0% 0% N
£t ViI - 89% : 11s . 44% T ;
VIII 86% 2% - 36%. .
IX 903 . 30 108 .
© X " 89% S 33 o 11s K. Lo 11
Mean 89% c.o 218 168" . .-
Range _  56-100% , 0-38% . 0-44% . © T 0-11% 0-33%  0-44%
! Ty ‘,"\ g

- . . N 2 L
s o , - . -
. -

The range of avdilability of microcomputers was from .{6% (Region
d . - M . ;y -
. Vi) tq 100% (Regions I, II, III, and y)’. . Although ﬁegions IV and VIII

. ‘ ! . “ » l,

were also below the mean of 89%, onl} Re_g;ton Virwas significantly below

y the mean. Approximately one-third gr ¥éss of the districts/cooperdtives . '
'+ gampled had videodiscs available (mean’ 21% and range' of 0 to 38%). - .

. 'Ije‘leccmmunicat:'tons were typically. available even less frequently, .-

-

. s & ¢ ) %
as “the mean of availability was only 16% (although the range was 0 to ¢

- ’ . N ‘e
% -
. - o8 s .

'l 44%). Satellite comminication was the least frequently available tééh-, . .

~ e

* nology mentioned by respondents (a mean of only 2%), and the vast ma-—

.

. Jorif-y (98%) of the districts/cooperatives did not rhave thig sophist1- ‘

13

cated technology. Other technologies\ach as speech synthesizers, ' »

"

- N

p specialized phonic equipment, etc. were a ilable 1n percentages roughly

* )
.

equ ivalent to the availability of videodi'scs (although the percentages -

* . . ‘2

** - of shmpled districts)@ooperatives within reg’.{ons varied).. . N

N . . .
’ E prs-
>~ R ‘qi‘ . N * R .
.

, ' ) . ‘ 4 .
. l' “ 5 > " <l ¢ : '; :
- ‘ JO L Cra ghl




’i
. Region VI (Arkansas, louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas)
Aappeared to have the most inequitable distrdbution of emerging tech-
v .

nologies of all districts/ cooperatives surveyed. Only 56% of the

-

sampled LEAs/cooperatives in this study had microcomputers, and none of
the Region:VI respondents reported any other type of technology avail-

o . - L3
able. Thus, this reqgion far surpassed the mean of 11% of those surveyed,

having "no technology available."” . ’

a3 )

» [~
. Of interest is that Regions IV and Region VI (with 19% of their

’

tespondents,stating that no technology was available) both contain a
¢ g

number of States typically thought of "Deep Sgﬁth States. " . Regions

XITI, IX and X, with 14%, 10%, and 11%, ‘of their interviewees stating

-~

P

they had no technology ‘availggle, contained the largest number of BIA

respondents.

»
n -

Phe survey next attempted to identify primafy uses of technology.

» ‘ .

.Tab}e XXIX below illustrates the predominant uses identified.

5 A -

o Table XXIX ]
PRIMARY USES OF TECHNOLOGY .
Ins tructional ) : . 72% )
Manag&érial - - B 42%
Inservice . 8%

[

¢ Instructional uses included the followihg:

Direct tutoring 0 . N i
Parent interactions C ’ _‘)_
Use with 4EPs (revisions such as after annual reviews, etc.) ’
' Computer-assisted instruction (tutorials, drill and practice
comments, etz.) i *
Grading records . - ’ ..
/  Motivational or reinforcement gains \

~ . . ~

e
-




Managerial uses included the fol lowir;g . .

» *

Child tracking (IEPs, etc.)
. \atwnal/regional/state information retrieval systems
Listing resources for instruction ~ .
Completing due process forms
Assistance with program evaluation
Programming routine control procedures such as ordering

4

or inventorying supplies ) ‘
Recording financial recqrds o )
Word processing - *
. Research . : :
» Telecommunications ‘ 4

Transportation and service options
Electronic technology for management dec1s1orr making ‘
Data control ’ - .
- _"Record keeping C . r
,\ . Reportwriting . - )

.

v . Con;puters were most freéuently used for the’ instructional and

v managerial. uses described above but occasionally sed for long~term
planning or strategic decision pakﬂfﬁg.

A Council on Administrators of Special Education\_(CASE) summer,

.

1

1_987:', study found that’ approaéimately half of the special education

administrators (urban, s'u}iurban.and rural districts) answering its

- -
Pay

?xes':ic‘x‘na.iréhused or were designing computerized management systems.

9 "This compares with 59% of the iptervieWeés in this study using computers

for managerial purposes. - o ' Tos
. A

. Inservice uses of technology rangéd from didactic to interactive

[}

sta¥f develciament sessions.. This included mailed videodiscs to/remote
. ! . l.]

aveas, :atellit}eg inservice sessions, and other uses peculiar ::o remote

settings. The most common uses included direct use of 6r training for.

1

eomputer-assisted instruction, access‘mg infomation systems via elec~

'-ronic communications, and training to do work with handicapped students

.

via technolpé#® such as voice synthesizers. .

“,




Anecdotal comments indicated that rural distficts/cooperqtives can

- . “

.

afford mircdcomputers easier than mainframe or minicomputers and that

’

v

« microcomputers , are mpre accescible to remote locations so common to

rural districts/cooperatives. Most of the respondents interviewed also

'immn&tMtMummmmmwuemmcmmﬁMeﬁmtmﬁrmmwu:}

~

from universiyy' %Fd state education agency mainframes although some
¢

teamed their microcomputer with a mainframe or a minicomputer.

Complaints about the use of computers ranged from staff illiteracy,
* \
personnel needed for training others to use technologies, staff resis-

-

tance to grocedyral changes, human error~factors, and unrealistic expec;
tations of technologies. Initial costs (although originally felt high

by many school>boards) had by the time of this survey seemed minimal,

compared to benefits being received. However, initial costs for develop-

~ * e

ment time frequently were overrun, and difficulties in finding experis

-

to assist with computer usage and programming were frequent in rural

. <

America.

Table XXX, below indicates regional variatiops in priméry uses of

technology.
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Table XXX
: . REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN PRIMARY USES OF TECHNOLOGY"

(Figures represent percentages within each region)

REGION INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGERIAL ©  INSERVICE
I 100% . 20% o
11 . 67% : 33% 0%
ITI 75% . 25% - 25%
v . 51% 4 . 31% 0%
v . 86% T, 73% 27%
VI 44% .. -22% 0%
. VII . ' 67% 67% 22%
VIII 85% 50% 0%
X 708 50% "oov. .
X" . 78% ‘ 448" 0%
Average 72% " A 8% )
. 4 s
oy . . -~
Interviewee r¢ next askéd about staff computer literacy. Respon-

dents were encouraged to answer for themselves and their staff.” Table
{ .

_p— . .
XXXI below indicates staff computer literacy'by region.

" - Table XXXI

C‘bMPUTER_ TERACY OF RURAL SPECIAL EDUCI‘\TION STAFF FOR EACH REGION
* ¢+, . .

(Figures represenf§ percentages within each region)

REGION YES NO
I ©42% 58%
(11 ° ’ " 100%. co . 0%
A III .62% 38% _
v . - 508 . - 50% ,
v . . 93% ) 7% .
VI ' 11% . 89% | .
VII 77% 238 ° =
VIII ) 71% 29% .
IX : 67% , . 33%
X ) . 508 - 50% ) |
Average ~ W 623% ? 38%

‘e

( ) ' » “ . :1‘
) [} " 2 ‘\
Except for Reg:ion I, over half of .the rural special education staff |

* -

in the districts/cooperatives rveyed wer;\considered to be computer
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» -
rd

literate. Predictab1§, regions having less acdess to micyocomputers
(Reg‘ions VI, IV,‘anti‘ VIII, specifically), were l'ess frequently described
asw coamputer literate altl{ot;gh ‘some staff of surveyed areas in Re'gions I -
“and X were also not highly trained.

4 Table XXXII below indicates tﬁe usé of cofnputers by handicapp.ed‘

v

students, for each region. . ',

" Table XXXII
- USE OF COMPUTERS BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS FOR EACH REGION -
(Figures represent the percentage for each region) ,

REGION - YES NO

- ”
I : . 58% 42%
II 1008 ° 0% .
III - 75% 25% . T
© IV ' 378 - 63% .
V. 67% " 3% .
VI 55% 45% v
.VII . 67% | 33%
VIII 64% ., 36%
94 77% 23%
. X . 60% . 40% :
- ’ ,
Average - 663 . 34% o \ )
’ M 4 ) A

Again, data were censistent in that districts/cooperaiiives in

regions with less accessibility to microcomputers experienced less usage

. ’
of computers by handicapped students. However, Regions I and X were

overrepresented in this anélysis (as they were in the lack of staff

.
.

computer literacy).

The next question regarded who trained handicapped students to use

microcomputers. Table XXXIII below depicts information gathered by this\ .

survey. -
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Table XXXIIIX /
WHO TRAINED HANDICAPPED STUDENTS TO USE MICROCOMPUTERS, K BY REGION’
- (Pigures represegpt percentages by region) - ,
REGION SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS  OTHER STAFF  COMMUNITY MEMEERS
I . 100% ' oy 0’
r 67% . 33 0% Y
1II y 67% ‘ 33% 0% . — -
1v _ 83% 17% ’ 0 '
v .Y ] 22% 1%
VI 508 - 258 25%
Vit , 33% C 08 ‘ 67%
VIIT 7% 23% . 0%
IX . 57% ' . 29% 14%
X ' - 67% ‘ 17% © 16% -
Average . 6T 18% 15% : '

~ ~

. hJ .

Disabled students were primaril,{\trained b)f special education

teachers (mean = 67%), Bccasiqnally by other staff, and infrequently by

community members. (Districts/cooperatives sampled in rpgi.ons VI and,

VII were exceptions.)

-
N -
.

The survey :ne(;tt assessed uses of computers by hgndicapped students.
* [

Table XXXIV depicts the results of this question, 'by z.'egion. ) : ; "
- » - .
" - Table XXXIV
HANDICAPPED STUDENT USES OF COMPUTERS:, BY REGION .

(Figures represent percentages within each region)

. REGION INSTRUCTION OTHER
I 1008 . 0% -
11 . 100% o 0% .
IIi 1008 0%

. IV. 83% T 17 :
v ~ 90% . 108 . . .
VI 80% ' 208 .
VII 83% - . B v, 3
VIII 1008 0
IX 57% cc 43%
X - , 100% . 0%
L g . o e

Average * ‘ B9 R 1ls




K < 50

. . . ' \
g ~ Clearly, it was felt that disabled students primarily use computers .

for instructional parposes. Even in the*tegion'representéd by the lgwest
percentage (Region IX), a majority of 57% of the hanaicapped students rep-

/N resented primarily\h ve instructional foci in their usage.
The survey looked at why han?icaéééd séudents were not using E

. computers (wﬁbn they were not). The major reasons were {1) because of

"y .

rural schools being unprepared "for the handieapped to use computers
t

(e.g., they were pot aware of uses or appropriate software); (2) because

computers were not available, or (3) because school staff were rnot
’ . - A
\}

trained with ’computexé or with useful applications for handicapped

*

o

students. An additional r&ason was management policies prohibiting
\ . ‘ . PR |

Table XXXV below illustrates the results of this question. )

student usage.

I d .

.

7 5 Table XXXV . A
WHY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WERE NOT USING COMPUTERS
: . \WHEN THEY WERE NOT ‘ &
\ (Figures represent percentages within each region)
' . MANAGEMENT POLICY
~ REGIONS SCHOOL UNPREPARED NO COMPUTER STAFF UNTRAINED INHIBITIONS
I 33% oy 67 s
II 0%’ 0% 0% 0%
III 100% (01 0% 0%
A2 20% 60% 20% 0%
\ 40% 40% 0% 20%
\'2¢ 0% 75% 0 25%
VII ) 0% 33% 0% 67%
VIII . 20% 60% 20% 0%
X ! 50% 50% 0% 0%
X . 25% 508 03 25%
Avarage 20% 37 11s 14%
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J. Newly Uséd or Innovative Resources. For Rural Special Education
£y

When describing the most innovative or ngwest resources inter- .
viewees had found and used during the 1last two' years, respc;nses were, " J
* categorized as in Table XXXVI below.
Table XAV

NEW OR INNOVATIVE RESOURCES FOR RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION

Newly acquired or used caregivers ) 41%
Newly uséd_funding sources. ' 33%
Increased interagency and interschool )
collaboration 22%
Technology . . . 22%

’ State gdepartments of education R 9%
Specific special education programs 8% .
Inservice . 5%
Other . - 1%
None - . . 24%

» > . X

- '

Respondents expressed; frustrations about funding cutbacks and/or’
7 S - . ey
inability of program funding to be consistent with rates of inflation.

&
Interviewees clearly stated that even when they had found alternate

. funding sources for aspects of the,‘programs', they felt their programs

of- .

were suffering or might soon feel negative impaccts (see chapter on
. N -

funding) because of projected' or current funding inadequacies.

Each of the above categorie§ will be-described in this chapter.

New Cfaregivers. Nearly half (41%) of the respondents .indicated
\
’
that they were Gsing different or new. sources \'Eo provide services than

they had in previous.years. As illustrated in Table XXXVII below, the

&

majority of the new caregivers were individuals‘ vis-a=vis community

groups, paraprofessionals, or professionals.

.
.

. b '
'



Table XXXVII

TYPES OF NEW CAREGIVERS DESCRIBED

!
Individual volunteers . 70%
Community service organizations 24s .
University students s 12%
Paraprofessionals ' 4%
Professionals from related flelds ) N\ 72%

-

Individual volunteers were primarily parents of handicapped stu-

dents, although other individuals in the <;dnmunity were frequently
involved. Service organizations ranged from(national groups such as Ki=-
wanis Clubs to organizations more peculiar to rural America such as wran-l-
glers'riding clubs, Vvolunteer fire departments; and organized education

groups, such as parent-teécher organizati,ons.

A vast ga\?jority (74%) of all respondents mentioned¥that new funding
sources identified were primarily co:nmunity service organizations, as
illustrated in Table XXXVIII below. Although most respondents described
typical types of funds solicitation from community organizations (e .g.,
fees for donations for a particular child or project), some we:_:‘e quite
innovative-. K A prime example was the use of gambling proceeds from
non-profit organizations for equipment’ for handicapped children. A
typical use of funds solicited' from community service organizations was
_providing funding for inservice opportunities. Funding for private in-
dividuals primarily included identifying individuals of adequate means
to” fund specific special/education proj‘ects. HOWe\:er, gome innovations
included encouraging individuals to secure resources and mdterials =~

thms making the indikidual an indirect funding source. Another imnova-

tive use of individuals as funding sources included havi'ng individuals

P ‘ . : , .
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mention the special education program in their wills or encouraging them Y >

. A L] . N
to set up trust funds ‘for programs for the handicapped. - .
University students used as new caregivers_ were pr:i.mai:ily prac-
ticum or . internship students. Of interest was ‘that not all students

were special education students. In fact, social work and counseling- !

a

‘students were frequently mentioned. It was repn;rted that university and .

public school students mutually benefited from such activities.
. * i
Table XXXVIII below illustrates the percentages that the various

funding sou‘;ces. iahtified were reportedly used. ? v

t -

o Table XXXVIII o,

TYPES OF NEW FUNDING SOURCES USED s

(Figures represent percentages of the total)

- {

Community Service Organizations- -~ 74%

i

Individuals . 26% .

'
R
= -

As noted in Table XXXVI, over one-fifth (22%) of the s.;a.mpled dis-

P

tricts/cogperativeg mentioned increased interagency and intersc¢hool col-
laboration as a key resource for their special education programs. Rural

school _districts/cooperatives have been noted for their collaborati’;_ A .
’ . ) - .
styles for decades. Rural America necessitates coopelratio”n‘ of indivig-
. .

uals and/or organizatiohs, particularly in remote areas with scarce ry

. e L4

sources. Never has a study of rural service delivery indicated duj_’)]fi-‘- )

cation of sources as a primary problem. The fact that approximatelys "

oge—fh‘th-(zz%) of the respondents indicated that increased interagency !
¥ ’ N . s

<

%nd interschool collaboration were significant resourtes during the last

~ : '

0 -yéars Anphasizes the increasing use of aé‘minisﬁrati.ve cooperatix-/es.-
|

i

o Respondents stated that although they had in the past frequently

pooled monetary and other resour¢es so that services tould be prov-ide;i . ' o

. £ . . ,
6&‘\
0 : . -

-
v

o ~4—;~——————\-——————_l___————————_u




~

-~

- ’ L ’ )

to handcapped children (especially low-incidence handicaps), many were .

now sharing technological resources. Many districts stated that they

2

‘ would not otherwise be <'=9>le to afford tie-ins to mainframe or minicom-

. 3 N v
puter systems, ale ctronic comnmuniéation networking systems, or other
r . oy

b

technologies. : )

Regior;g;l. planning’consortia for program "trouble. shooting," pro-
actively’plan_ning for re's?urce ‘acq\.‘lisitio;n and utilization, and dis- .
cussing possible sérvices for individual students, weré more cmngn’than ¢
indicated 'in the 1980 NR?v study (Helge, 1980).

Respondents stated that "although it was most difficult for rural

- -

% ] ~ R , -
agencies to allocate staff time, transportation funds, and other resour-

4 _ces to meet with other cooperatives or related service agencies, they

v »
v

felt that it should be a priority of their administratio_n. Outcomes
included special education day care programs house‘outside school dis-

tricts for severely h:'m‘dicapped children. These had been positively

>

evaluated and .were providing mutual benefits for caregivers and children

v

with‘sgeciai'needs. Some of the‘ more dramatic( examples involved the use
of senio;.- citizens in such programs.

At the. logél district level, interschool cc;llabox:ation included
more team teaching than had taken place in years past 'and more cCoopera-

tive planning émong teachers and related service personnel. ;Categories
of handicapping conditions appeared to be more freqiently interrelated.

. .

Sharing of resources and staff among programs such as special education

) M .
l

and Title I appeared to be ga.{ni_.ng' in popularity. . . .

School assistance teams in which teachers from each school/building

Iistened to.’problems’ of others and coordinated resourceswere becoming ~__:
. L S :

more common. Some of the school assistance teams involved students as -~~~ N

I3
1

: volunteer participants. ) N

. ’
.
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N
N Cver one-fifth (22%) of all interviewers named "technology" as their
o ‘ -3 . . e
most innovative resource. Microcomputers were the primary tgchnoloéy

mentioned by 92% of these reéponden‘ts. Section III - I of ‘this report
o

fully describes data gathered regarding emerging rural special education

- \

technological systems. " ' .

It was interesting that 9% of the respondents stated that state
departments of education. \}gre their g'reaetest resource.. _ Comments indi-
cated that respondents primarily depended on state department's assis-

tance with idservice education, educational consultants, and occa-
’ ’ . @ [

-

sionally as a funding Source. .
A small percentage (8%) of those surveyed mentioned spec;ific.spe-
v . , \ ) ) CA

cial education programs as their greatest resource, Innovative programs

mentioned primarily includéd shelfiered workshops and .other work exper-

. -

iencé and preschool program approaches. Although other special ed'ﬁcation

programming aspects were mentioned, these were the: primary innovations.’ .

. he \

emphasized. ' ' .

Inservice was mentioned by a small minority of the participants as;'

’ hed « e

their most innovative re#:urce. "Facets of inservice new to.them were

publishers conferences and demonst;'i'atiéns of new technology relative t;:/.

rural handicapped. children. Comments under "other" included cranid
. Syncotherapy and .specific .child diagnostic techhiques. . ‘.

. e

It is espefially noteworthy that although a majority ~fe§i)ondent§
— , - .

1 '

[

named more than one new or ‘innovative ressource, almost one~fourth (24%)
- ! /

stated that they had "none.™ - o . +

.
~
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* X. Successful Parént Ipyolvement Strategies

K t " < T N . . o e .

‘% Table XXXIX below 4illustrates the primary uses of ‘parents inithe R,
N . . . - N

< .
~ . N . .

e

rural spec‘_a.l"education programs of the’ districts/cooperatives surveyed. . 4
. . S . . , . . LTS
R , . e c % . ‘« . . ' o o ‘-. ) '
, e xxx;x P S o
N ¢ u SUCCESSFUL PA,REﬁT INVOLVEMENT STRATEEIES ; oot A *
LEP meeti‘ngs 5 . ) 98% oo
g' .Parent/teadhér organi.za . ) ¢, 4B% : ‘ L
. Involvement in instructioh-ftaides, tutoring, and S ‘s .
teaching) A S 228, [/ ’
Home visits Toe _— c 200 - -
- Parents not recruited. ' T les . 2
Non~instructional aSsistance (Specz.al Olympics, L A W .
] ' field trips, add swimming) - L les T »
Assistance with screening for. handicaps ’ ) 14% ) N '.l,
, Ongoddg child find effores | P 128 : DS
. Parent. advisqry councils . - . 8% . oy
Tt ;-Pavent counselors : o ‘ L 4s . .
* v . ) - N . ' oo *
Most orv'ganized qparent involizement feft‘orts were with preschool and tL L.

severely handix'apped students, especially in home-basegl' programs.-
.. . N [%

- . 5 e -

Parents were occasa.onally involved., with wo;ck—experience settinrgs.

o ’ .
Suhools freqoently hsetl parents with supplemeneary or non- 1nstructiona1 .

purposes (sach as screem.ng for handlcaps, Special. plympn.cs, and assis-

tarce with field trlps) ) Although parents were oCcasional_ly used in

+ . N

v . .
one--to~one tutoring sa.b.;at:ions (15% of the 22% usage in" "involvement in .

‘nstr;uctlon"), rarely ware they“lsed in professional positions with other

A ¢

‘ ﬂ
pxrnnt~ (8.q., only 4% of the tJ.me were they used p!arent counselors). -
# - Involvement was typically ‘anpaid (92%), although 8% of the, respon- A

-
- A3 ‘,/
.

de_nts bportnd paid parent -involvement. * In fact, one éespondent noted

v

'

““that a 2%% tax break was approvea in their tommunity, and that parents .

* N LK

-~

we're tot"ally operating a Cooperative preschool %rogrm. N _—
+ J
W . ‘\hnoty—qix percent of all parent involvemQant reported was located

‘a% the cust.rict/coc)perative level . Only a. small amount (4%8) took place

< i ’H‘ ) . « » “": 6.\ .
H ' [ . d . -
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at 9/ regional 1level. Organized volunteer programs (aéross,a district/

" cooprrative) :{ére rare and wpre reported ohiy b§ 6% of the sampled

Lo ( . .
copulation, - P ’ .

-

. » . )
. Table XL below illustrates §hat parents were infrequently "trained

4 3
.

in an organized fashion for their volunteer or professional involvement.

- .
-

»
3

‘Table XL
- METHODS BY WHICH PARENTS WERE TRAINED )
\No organized training - . 84%
Classes ‘for training parents . . 8%
Cne-to~one teacher:parent training 2%
Make and take it parent workshops . ‘ 1%

Parent training newsletter 1%

-
8

. b

Respondents reported that' parent training frequently involved
o - LY

gocial vehicles, and that informal training- took place in ‘\such settings

N ¥,
r ‘ *
- . L !
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L. Strategies, for Pinding and Involving Volunteers in Rural Special

Fducatiofi Programs

[n general, volunteers were grossly under-utilized.&iggggal special -

'_ .

eipcation brograms. Of the 61% of all‘respondenQS stating. that they did

-
-

» not use volunteers, 68% ofr those declared that volunteers waere undepend- —,h

.

ahle, 25 declared that they were unavailable, and 18% declared that they

-

did noﬁ have time to train volunteers:

Table XLI below illustrates the use of volunteers.

1 '
gl Table XLT

I oo

TYPSS OF VOLUNTEERS USED IN éURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS *

ot
- .

No whlunteers used ’ 61%

Senior citizens and retired professionals 35%
. Parents ) . . 29%
’ #igh school studen£s T 24% o
" ‘Univeristy stadents _ ' 11% -
vielfare workers ! 4% '
CETA workers . . Lo 1%
Legal professionals - : - w® -
* Social clubs _ . 24%

. Voluntears were reflective of rural communities in that rural areas

: =
wypically have relatively high percentages of retired professionals and
\‘ N ‘r
social. organizations that are known to schools. However, these groups
e e : ¢

~

b o » s ~
wara végtly under-utilized as resourceg.

Volunteers were solicited primarily by the same technidues that
*
accomplish other fungtions (communication and power systems, etc.) in
<
LI . ‘
rural America. Informal systems of recruiting extra-school personiel

»

, were used _in almost all cases in which volunteers were actually re-

-
t

cruited by the school. TFor example, personal contacts and telephoning

»

were; used much more frequently. (84%) than was organized media (12%).

Organized appeals to local social clubs weré used less fré&juently (28%),
‘ : ] } i




.
- . .
v 4 . . -

although appeals to parent teacher organizations (a standard volunteer

rec‘rur::rent me chanism across the cc;untry) were used in 54% of all ::ases.
?oma‘/' a’iverti.sementi by posk:efs was used in only 1% of the repo.rgg’é
cases, formal arpeals to community welfare agencies only 6%, and news- ,
paper ads were not repqrted as being used. State-wide publiéiéy was used
in only 1% of all cgses, and a formal newsletter in only 1% of the time.

Nrganized parent ‘training as a volunteer recruitment method was used in

only 4% >f all cases, and appeals to parent advocacy groups, only 12% of

the time., This is highly reflective of the fact that so few rural com-

o~

~suities have parent advocacy organizations {(Helge, 1982).. Table XLII

- [
relow dsvicts primary mechanisms for BSecuring rural special education

voluntaers. ) A - ) :’j}"
. . A
1 ’ Table XLII * ‘ :
¥E BIANTSHMS  FOR SOLTCITING RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION VOLUNTEERS
' Inf®mAal recruitment systems (Word of : BT R .
. rovth and telephoning) 5 84% ™
[ dopaalz to paront” teacher organizations . .. 54% °*
Organized appeals .to local social clubs : .o8% A.,._.\»~ - T
. Coreanized media . . : . 12% ) )
Mupail. to parant advocacy groups . 12% K
Tormme”. 4appeals to community welfare agencies -t 6%, . t
. Parent training . ..t : 4% ‘
Conne . adversisement by poster 1ls ™
3tate-wide publicity . S 1%
Foxmal cewslietter : ) . 1%
\ . [
A
x
’
“’ ~
O .

*
.
’
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*'M. Primary Purposes For Which Volunteers Were Used With Rural*Handi-

. ’

capped Students -

-~

Vnolunteers were primarily’.used for responsible, active roles with
h Y . *
special ~ducation students rather than for assistance in program develop-

~ent ©r program evaluation., Involping parents in scréening,_c-utrea’:h
»

»

anil aide capacities were quite common as was involveﬁn:ent in tutoring.
. Th> only 7roup of volunteers exclusively used for one type of tu%toring

was "igh school students who were used for -peer tutoring and for tu-

-
.

toring in sign language. _"(No other gioups were reportedly encaged in

*hese types of voluf®eer assistance,) i

Hig.h School students were also reported to assist as coaches for ‘

[}

V) }

pecial Olyrrfpips. -Repondents stated that there were mutual benefits

. . "

LR Y

or han:iicapped "and non—ha.ndicappe('l high school students. 1t was rela-

. i.vely infrzquent (16%) that these students were involved for the purpose

- -

2% 2arnioa high school credits. An additional use of adolescents as

roluntears included a 4-H Horseback for the Handicapped Preqram.
N N * . s

As with parent involvement, volunteers were primarily used to pro-
-~ ° . .
vide preschool and severely handicapped- servicés. .Senior citiz%ls were
_‘ . . .o .
. N N . ] - . -
. or imarily involvdd in Adop.t—a-Grandparent Programs .and Foster, Graad-
: ¢

. '

A
oavent Programs.

v

-I;arents were typigalPly

) _ \

Adopt-a-5chool programs, assistance with screening, field trips, swimming

[
involved in parent advisory committees;.

= R . N - '

~programs, Special Olympics; and tutoring. The only strictly professional

. volunteer assistance mentioned was the use of a, lawyer by one coopera~

'
.

tive for assistance with designing contracting procedures and interpre-
. . » . R ‘. . . ' '
) tation of due process policies, Below are listed the types of roles for

. “hich volunteers were reportedly used.

ERIC - L N b o

]
A ruText provided by Eric

. - . .

%%




. Adop*: a Grandparent Program
Assistance with field trips
. (Instructional aides .
. Foster Grandparehts .
. Parent advisory committees
Adopt-a~school program .
Asisstance with screaning procedures
Assistance with swimming programs ‘
.Assistance with Special Olympics
Home-school coordinator program
~ Volunteer language literacy program
- Assistance with contracting procedures and
, interpretationo ©f ‘due process oolicies
Job cmployment assistance N
. D23 interpretors T "
‘ Wer% .4 group homes dnd foster care

o | ' ' ) : | s ;
ERIC : ?
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v
N. EFFECT[VE STRATHBGIES OF SERVING RURAL CULTURAL MINORITIES

respondents were asked to describe the most successful strategics

ﬁhey'have used to s;rve culturally different handicapped studeats anc to
work with their parents'in a rural envi}bnment. Participants exprsssed

\\a'great deal of dissatisfaction with ;heir abilities to sérve culturally M
minorities jin ways that they thought would b2 most effectije. Por o

\
aximple, 46% stated that they had no effective strategies, and 62% staoed <.

that they felt one of the key tools for an effective prog}am for minor-

S ’

ities is to hire experienced biliagual personnel or at least a malti- N .

~reltural staff., . However, 94% of those respondents espousing thas phi-

‘osophy stated that they could not practice it in their district bcause

they had no qualified minority, applicants.  [There was an overwhelming

.

» < > 2 o . y . . i
fealing amorg Participants that qualified minority applicants <coald , ..

/
~hoase their positions, and that most did not choose to work in rural

<
'
Ry

areas. . -

- -
» »

Regrondents emphasized the importance of teaching students, peer
k. . . N B '
Jrofessionals,; and community members to respect minority cultures. Soae
ctated that -hey had successfully had students involved in teaching. this

“ I}
principle by simulations of what it was like not to understand :he lan-

luagr 'or custéms of the majority groups in a community. Others stated

e

that ftheir schools stressed cultural diversity as positive (g.g., by

-

gelabrating minoriéy Eulturaloholidaig, etc.).

‘

_¢i7 as a majority of the respondents said that ideal interpretors for .

‘
P .

.6inority languages were not available in their areas, they-stated'that
fohey frequently used younger siblihgs,iparents, trusted minority stu-

dents, or volunteers to interpret or at least relate cross-culturally.

- .
Anothar strategy mentioned was to prepare children for acculturation and

. g : .
c L . ;" P
s . N
P

-




’

ko include the community as the target for minority educational effortg.

vowiordty (523%) stated that non-discriminatory assessment spodld b A

- “igh priority. However, only 22% of those respondents stated *ha* t%ey .
N e ‘ - o
fel® this occurred ih their districts. c

The preponderance of interviewees (52%) stated that it was essen:-ial

[ S -
r

that forms that parents were asked to complete be writtep iﬁﬂtheir netive .
< 12 <
N - . | -8 .
languags and kept as simple as possible. Some districts stated thot
their forms were bi-lingugl. Most stated that thkirs contained only «one
~ N L .
— e . . . t ¢

language on any one ﬁonnd‘for the sake of simpl{city. Informal persona-

'iéal’meetings with parents weré‘stressed as critical by 54% of those

. B

in“erviewed and home visits appeared to'bhe commen. The importance of un-

fur&ality in establishing rapport with parents was stressed to gain their

. * -
Frust. The necessity of spending extra time with minority children ord
¢ v
. sarents was stressed, with the comment "always being available" a typ—-
N ¥
, . . £

- : .

response.

TA

Int=rprcgram col laboration between épecial education, migrant, and . 5

1ea’th resources to special education was stressed. . Although ToSpOn~
- O
~ L3 frequently spoke disparagingly concerning resources for migrin*

«ond cother transient rural populations availab;g to them, they dfdlstéte

it those were necessary. Special matevial and_curriculum were nctad :
L

to he ovsilable from some regional agencies, state education agrncisos,

4

27 in the "Xids on the Block" puppet show.
. pup

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table XLIII below illustrates responses to this -question.

-

/ ’
.
v
.

Table XLIII
) T 7 -
 _EFFECTIVE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED EOR SERVING

) RURAL HANDICAPPED MINORITIES
Hiring experienced bilinqdaltpersonnel and/or

a multi-culktural staff ' 62%
Tnformal personalized meetings with parents

including home visit ) . 54%
Attempts -to use nop-discriminatory assessments; 52%
Simplicity of forms for parents to complete, and

having forms in native language . 52%
hvailability of interpreters . 22%
Teaching respect of minority cultures 16%
Us‘ng older siblings/parents/community volunteers 16%

. Special materials and curriculum

Interprogram collaboration between special
education, migrant, and health resources

tnglish as Second Language tutors

Group neo®idys with minority parents -

Vo effective strat®ies 3

Not applicable (no cnltural minorities
served) ‘

. .

w

7

I



— 0.  Anticipated Future Problems of Rural Special Education

Table XLIV below illustrat¢s the anticipated serious preoblers in
providing serwices to rural'handicapped students. Inadequa(:e furkiincfl\2
and prob]e,ms recruiting and retalnlnq qual1f1ed personnel were as promw.-'
nent in fukure projections as they were in current problems reported by

B

) ‘ 2

respondents.  Respondents also felt threatened by inequalities oﬁ:—-
jected political actions that would impact rural special educ .
» They were greatly concerned about effects of emerging technolegies

(e.q., ethical issues, lack of money to secure modern equipment, and

sreed of technological developmeni:s).

Table XLIV , . . ’

’ » FUTURE P.ROIBLEMS AN‘I‘ICIP{\TED BY RESPONDENTS o
) g | , . »
. . . . ]

Funding inequities ¢ 80%

Political wicissitudes causing rural inequality 42y *
" Lack of.qualified personnel . {recruitment and o
\ retention) - / i 41%
Techneclogical dbnands and ethJ.cs o - / 32%
Transportation -~ - 11%
. . Meeting vocational needs of gradu:ittes ~ 7%

h Other (training 1%, fac1lJ.t1es 4%," drug~-society % 12% '

related handa.caps 1%, decllnlng’*enrollnents
6%, lack of local interest. 'in special -
-, sdacation 1%) 5 ‘ .
- .‘ » . ~ ) ) - o
< .
» " -
. .
¢
4+ L
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RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Po'icy recommendations were primarily focused on (1) maintaining

idenquate funding levels for serving special education students, (2) ep-

héncing government commitments to PL 94~-142, (3) enhancing\dis;:rtct/"
r:oopera’tive abilities to serve children and to rec'ruit.;\r'ld retain roral ‘
';p‘)chﬂ: ~lucators, and retaining parent right;s in decision-making regaré-—

irg t"neoir childrens' programs. =
Table X'V below illustrates these points.

B

N
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FOLICY. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING RURAL SPECIAL EDUCAT’ON PROGRAMMING

COrngrnss/Pre51dent should mamtam/lncrease funding <.
levels so special education students can enter

" Table XLV |

-

job market 68%
r‘nnqress/?realdent should emphasize sfrong commi tment .
to PL 94~142 "~ ‘ o 55% -
- . ¢
Parent rlghts in decision making regardmg their ot
childrens’ programs should b&“retained © ., 52%
» Preaservice training should adequately address ! o .
rural special education training needs . A8% T, .
’ LAY . . - 3
Increase money for rural special education inservice 46% X .
. i, .,
Programs for incentives for teaching ih’ rural * -
aveas should be enhanced . * - 38% ~ )
Address certification problems related to rural
special education & LT ' 38%
Creation of rural special education technology networks 37%
')mobas:.s on creation of future jobs 1nclud1ng 3 ’
* sheltered workshops . , . 26%
ronger overall commltment to rural special education . . N
technology e C 24% . *
~rariLfication of respon51b111t1es of schools for ’
medical and other related services h . 12%
\ Ay - °
v1f=~:\1b].ll.*'y in federal/state regulatlons to meet rural ‘ ' \ ! T
needcs 8% .
. - ‘ ' v -~ v
Realistic look at federal regulatéons to eliminate ) . ~
unnecessary steps Ay’

v

Mandate services for birth or prenatal to 20 years of age C 2% . ..

5



+
' / SQMMARX AND CONCLUSIONS

.

The ineqiity of opportunities for rural handicapped children is

g
-,

persistent and pervésive across_America_f Findings indicate that this isg

true in all types of rural 'economies, various school:system administra-

. : b (
tive ,structures, and in sparsely wpopulated remote areas or clustered
. _ p

small towns. , .

.
- \

Primary service delivery problems have not abated since the origi-
nal National Rural Project (NRP) studies of 1978-79. Rather, funding
inadequacies have become more pronounced (reported by 74% of all respon-

dents to be their greatest problem). .

23

In addition, administrators reported that real and anticipated
. : - . /S

federal and state funding recisions (simultaneous with a 92% increase in

rural handicapped children identified and served) threaten their abil-

ities to reach full service goals of PL94-142.. Personnel recruitment

and retention préblems have increaséd in scope ' (66% and 64%, respec-
' b

tively) and are reportedly related, to personnel preparation inadequacies.

Other prof)lems v\vere also identified as related to greater implemen-

-~ a

tétion of PL94-142 in rural America. These included problems staffing. 8

foz: and . delivering, ser¥ices to, low incideénge handiéappeci “students,

particularly in 'rémote locations. fTransportation difficulties were a

. ‘-

paramount problem,“especia11y1,when climatic and geoéréphic variables

-

‘ntervened in service delivery.’ oo, A

’
-

Pexsonnel needs reflected a dramatic lack of spec;Laligts and low
‘ . v% .

+incidence per%onnel of all types. The hiring of large ‘percentages -of’

anqualified personnel had resulted,, with emergency certifications ram-

] - B

l / ﬂ,w‘l, . . 81 ‘,“' - .

v
VLAY

w/
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3 N > -
o »

‘“w (v - ..
pant. Respondents reported that these problems were: dlrectly related to

) refiultwcnt and retentron and funding dlffxcultles. (For example, 22%

- . -

~f all interv1ewees stated that they had no successful pefonnel recruit-

i

., ment and:44% no effective staff retention.strategies to report-'to inter-
- N \ vy N

’

viswers, . !

’ " . t

Technology %s truly emerging in rural America, with 88% of all

[FAs/cooperat ives sampled having microcomputers, most (723) using new

technologies for instructional land Valnost. hal f (@2%) using them for-

maragerial purposes of the school system. Staff computer llteracy tended

to vary in proportion to the availability of computer availability, as'

' did the use of computers by handicapped students. Disabhled students pri-
. , ‘ .
marily used computers for\ingtruction. When computers were. reported not
to be used by a school system's handicapped students, these reasons were
Bl A

¢ .

. . I . . "‘, . ) .
typical: ‘computér unavallablllty,’or school staff untrained in the use

of the computers or their applications for handl;;ppea students.

Because of federal and state funding recisions, ‘rural spécial
. %, .

<,

*educatars weve identifying and usingﬂgew resources for their programs.

Th2se primarily consisted of new caregivers (41%) an@,toua’&e§§erﬂextent
. . . . — P N s
rew fundiggysourceé (33%). .. Interagency and interschoo]l  collahoration

e
" ’ . .
tontinues to grow, out of necessity, to’ enhance resources for rural

special education programs. °

N -~

Parents of rural disabled‘children are stiIlgarinarily involved 'in

v

raral schools via mandated (e. g., IEP meetings) ofmtrzaltional {parent

ty “w ’ .

“~acher ovqanlzatlons) ways, although some idnovations have been found.

Organize& parent training.apparently is still rare (8%).

Volunteers' are still grossly under-utlllzed in rural Amerlca. ‘over

~
&~

half ’61%\ of all sampled school sgéﬁems use . none, and most usns "are

x e

. .
Lot o . oy .

5
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. 1 , . 1 .
r . - somewhat traditional (eiqg., assistance in. ocne~to-one “tatoring ox: &Q ]

siivervis Lna fxeld 't_rips). There- were feellngs that rural cmumm.t.ies

- - .

-~ \be':ause of their inherent "sense of commanity" and p°rsonaojlny, wers
r prme avenues for’ organlzed volunteer -activities. -However, the current

s*ate of the art was reflected by ‘'statements of school personnel. that

they did not have t1me or energy to effectlvely mobilize volunteers

\‘ 1
N . When glunteers were used, efficient inherent rural c'btnmnication and
. > . :

’ N A - “ s -

'v . N
~ S0licitation systems were used (e.q., informal personal r'ontact) 2 6 :

*

.. . fomal’ advertlslng and other recrultment mechanlsms. Volunteer roles ; .
N t‘ . ’ " . ) ’

T © ware primarily actlveudlrectgroles \yith ‘spegial education students ¢
v s rather "than assistance in prog'ram development or evaldation.

- " .
> . N , - s
.

Effective strategies of serving cultural minority’qhildren contin-
i . ‘ " ., ’ : . — . i X
+ ued to elude many rural school systems even though many respondente had

definite fdeas conce‘rning workable' strategies, For example, the vgst . . - .

@ . ~ - y . ¢
‘e r“aworu-y (62%) of all resPondents understood the mportance of hir:mg ' %
, r?val:fled bllanqual or. mult\l-cultural persomnel, but stated that such 1

< personnel ‘conld "write thelr own ticket" and were extremely dxfflcultto

v ew’eTrait o ’ral areas. Respondents stated théﬂ} they * strngqlez; to N

l - S

4evolop rappott w1th culturally leerse. studénts and’ their fa'mJla.es ana <

3 ' . ‘ M . . . _,;
nmptpr "ro qmpllfy forms or have them written in parents natxve'

e \ o A v . S
+
Janauages, *Ipte‘rvlewees expressed serxous problems regardlng ~ew1ng .
- 2

N - -

° chants and gther translent handlca’ﬁpe\i populatlons. ' \ .
YL - .Tntatvipwees forecast that the most seriou& future oroblo'*zf‘fac:mg ’
. e toe . » ¢ . LA ~ :l
oL rural Spe"lal eduoatlon pr_ogramnlng were consistent. with the predominant .
\ ’

‘e . ’ . A . . . .

R f-nrrent ;,ro“*alems of fund:.ng and pe_rsonnel recruitment and retentien.’
LT * g ! . 1 V a4
Re»pondents were akso concerne'd ‘about emerging techno’oqioa ) issues !

LY

' RCR-% ,‘ethic‘ ;and" the speed of":‘x e&hnologlcal»development ¥S. Jnequlth% ' .

L d v -~ “ ‘
)

A o :gmg fundinq for acquisytion ), R -.‘» . ‘ . ’ .

f vy Lt . N . - -t et . : )
Q v
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Recommendations for national policies impacting rural-" special

.=ducation focused on enhancing funding levels, increasing gevermment

[y

~ommitment to disabled students living in rural America, retaining

'parent'; rights ‘in decision-making, ‘and 'fac'ilitating school systen abil}:

ties fo adequately serve rural handicappéd students. -

. »
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, -
LIMITATIONS OF THE. STUDY

Although an n of 200 school systems limits conclusions which can be
drawn for the entlre Unlted States, this is the 1argest number of rural
LEAsS, cooperatives, ar‘d BIA schools aver mvolved in a national vural

, special education-focus study. " ' ) X

wot

Although interviewees “were encouraged tos honestly - express their

perceptions, llqok at formal documents of their school administrative

B e . . - s . )
unit, and solicit the opinions of their staff (often resulting m 3
two-part interview after adminlstrators had time to v151t with cl‘n;,r '

nmployees), the author # in no positien 4o Judge the status of speclal-

s

education services in rural' areas that had ‘no participants. Also,_ .
: .

participation in the .study was voluntary, creating the possibility of -

. 3 ot ,. ¢ —
sample bias. However, Qnly one of the original pool of 201 respondet'tts

N .
N

declined to participate. . . s

The numbeér of respon'dent;s pér each ,'fedei'al region varied signifi-
cantly,' although each state was equally —represented. in the total n, and
the ‘percentage of interviewees friom each region was proportionate tu the

~humber of-states in that region. “.' k

Several aspe-cts of the research design Wwere planned to enhance

- -~

.« .
national representativeness of findings: - o

A. Each: fmdlng was cqnpared to those of earlier U S. Office of .

J
Spec1a1 Education Programs’ (SEP) and American Counc1l on Rura)
Special iEdqcation (ACRES) -fupded stidies. Most findings sup'
T ) - .
plemented baseline information gathered at an earlier data.

The pt:\[mary differences, were in service delivery problems iden~

-
L ~
o !
» 1

R S N
- . ’ .




. E)

A - ~
tified. Those differences were because of increased percent-

. r

ages of respondents experiencing certain pi'obllems, and 8ue‘to -

newly surfaced problems. (School systems had by 1983 had sig-

nificant time. to experience increasing difficulties in their

attempts to meet éully service goals of PL94-142 in an-era of
deciining federal, state, and loéal"fiscal resources.) ’

B. Data were .gathered from a national sample of rural district$,

. cooperatives, and BIA schools representative -of geographic,
¢ g ¢ )

A -

cultural, and socioeconomic rural supcultu'i"es. Careful assess

T -

ments were made of various types of economies, ‘populétion den-

\) h -

sities, and organizati'onal structures of the schoel systems.

~*C.  The n of 200 sampled districts, cooperatives, and BIA schoGD

»

\/ ! o
~ school systems in this study is the largést;,nmnber of schoel

~ » ~ Lo

systems ever involved in. a national. rural special education-

foéu§qd stydy. .

Researchers cousigtently are\challenged by the potentiial that

]

responses to questions such as, "What are™your major;@obléns in gerving

the h?\dicappéd students in ybur rural area?" are answer

. text of current crises. This. was a particular concern.cbetiuse rural

3 PR ~

’I ! ' ¢ ) . -
school systems have typically conducted systematic needs asséssments
; o X \ i o :

involving standard setting processes. Attempts were made to cohfront

. "this challenge by: ] _' . BRI o ) s .

this type). e

) 4 * . 9 . ~ ] .
. B. Noting repetitions between the .:egaz']_.ts of pre\;ious studies
. ‘ Y
and data collected as part of this éffort.

o <

Seeking input from a.relatively large _g (for a study of -

"




E

-h

&

g . i i
Attempting to verify comments by encouraging administra-

tors to peruse formal documents of their school adminis-

Y

trative units, and solicit the opinions of their staff.

This often resulted in a 2-part interview after the intér--

+ vieweer had time to visit w;t{'n his or her employees:

[} I3

'Purther data gathering and anal&s§s' currently being completed is

expected to offer more information on the (:oncermi

+

particular value will be data comparing divergent responses between LEA

cooperdtive,

in this document. &f

14
.. I
and BIA school system personnelf. N '
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FEDERAL- REGIONS e
. , ~
Region I{ "  Connecticut’ g , Region VII:® Iowa
Maine . S L T Kansas--
Massachusetts Missouri
New Hampshire . . Nebraska
Bhode Island ° ~ N -
.+ Vermont’ . ’
Region VIII: ,Colorado
’ : Montana
Region II: New York . North Dakota
New Jersey . . South Dakota
’ Wyoming
“ Utal
Region, III: Delaware .
Maryland I
Virginia. ‘ Region IX: Arizona
) West Virginia . . California
, Pennsylvania ‘ e N Hawaii
o . ) + Nevada
. ’ A
Region IV: = Alabama : . '
Florida : Region ¥X: " Alaska
Georgia ‘ ’\% Idaho
. Kentucky . Oregon
[ Mississippi . . Washington
‘ North Carolina - /
. South Carolina S
Tennessee - %
Region V: Illinois -~  # - .
Indiana ’
Michigan . C
Minpesota . -
. Ohio " iy '
L’ .Wisconsin _ . :
. ] ~ .
Region VI: _ Arkansas ! . ‘ T
‘ Louisiana S -
., New Mexico - Y.
Ok lahoma . R
Texas ) S : . . !
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RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATOR TELEPHONE SURVEY FORM

Introduction: - ﬁ\ !

. . : A
This questionnaire is designed to obtain information about regional
(geographic) differences yﬁ\qpinions and needs. We also hope to ascer-"
tain differences in responses relevant to the types of rural communities
(rempte schools vs. those located in clustered townships, etc.). *

All responses are confidential and a copy of the report of responses
will be'available to all respondents.

A~ < !

SurvegﬁQpestlons

// V] :
1. Describe the community(ies) surrounding your district/cooperative
as:

___remote (sparsely populated) -

__Clustered small communities (more densely populated)
.2. Degcribe the primary economy(ies) of your service region: (try to
use one of the following types of variables as descriptors).
agricultural ~
small businesses/industries
manufacturing
mineral extraction - .
resort ared : . .
other.(spec%fy) - . —

Ll

L

3. Were you, or any staff working for you, trained specifically to
work with rural handicapped children and staff? (Note to inter- ~
viewer: Mere ere location of a university - in a rural area does not
necessarlly mean training for nor preparation for worklng in rural
America.) . ' '

.2 :___yes . ' ) _

__no . _ - \}
4. what additional preservice training do you wish you had received, “
but did not? (Please be specific with your answers.) ' ‘

MS. (a)/ What were the greatest strengths of your preservice training?
- ’ A a

. ' ” / .

(b) Name some specific learning experiencesp\received in your pre- ¥
Service tra§§ing that contributed to your success in a rural )

N community (€.g., a practicum in a rural community, etc.).

K
4 N . v ‘

o - . - - eam mem




*

(¢) wWhat were the weaknesses of your preservice training? (Address
. quality and voids; state specifically how training should be -
changed.) . J .
6. at factors in your preservice training led you to. be recruited for
our work with handicapped children in a rural area?

. — ’

*. Have any factors in your preservice training made the difference in
"retaining you in rural America? (Note ta~ interv1gwer- e.?., "hands-

‘on" work in a rural area made them know what to exgect .)
b ’- .
8. What are the most successful recruitment and retentlon strategies .
you have used? o ' ' ’ o ‘
f > N
9. What specific factors would demonstrate a high quality. rural special
‘education pre-service program? (Note to interviewer: .e. g., intern-

ship in rural areas, faculty from rural,school backgrounds, rural
parent involvement, etc.; make them.tell .you specifics. E.g., they

say "quality faculty", you say "how do you knoqi\thex are quality

faculty? or "describe the practicum," etc.). \ \
. ) y

. ~ . \
.

10. what additional presetvice training regarding consultative skills is ) -
needed? (Note to interviewer: e.g., how to work with teachers and/
or parents from rural backgrounds.) ) L R

S

N
.\

1l. wWhat do you wish you had knéﬁﬁ about working 1n a rural community
before you began doing so? . o - ' .
12, what special education positions are most needed, but are nonexis- - A}
» tent or unfilled or are unfunded in your district/coop’ (Note to * . . R
interviewer: If they say which are nonexistent, or unfilled, or T
unfunded note- the difference for our report ) ' .
13. Describe the most innovative resources you have*éd(rtd and used
?ing the last two years. (Note to inPerviewer: e. g., fanding via
a new source, using retired professionals as caregivers, etc. Get .
as much and as specific information as possible, to share with the ™ .
other service providers.) ’
s K
] . .
14. what are the most successful strategies you have found to serve cul-
turally different handicapped students or to work- with their parents
. in a rural enviromment? . v
. . N‘
15. Descrlbe the most effective strategy you have had for flndlng and
1nvolving volunteers in yOLr special education programs. . i '

. . : . e

D




27.

fhat are_the biggest prc;blems your-district/coop faces in t;:ying

What is the status of emergericy certification? . '
]

. Does ‘'your staff uhderstand how to use computers?

_What other technology do you need and for what purpoge? (Note :to

for what p\z_goses ) , $ . e

special educatlon?

Wh:_at are the most successful strategies for involving parents?

.

ko sexve riral handicapped smdents? (Name them in the order that
they aré a problem.) .

v
o
)

- .L » ‘
What problems exist wn:h teacher certifgcatxon in your state as re-
lated to serving rural’ handicapped students? (Note to interviewer:

e.g., emexgency certification toqfil,l positions, etc.)

-

|
/,

-

\ [ - N
'What tech ology does your, district/coop: have? (Note to interviewer: -
e.g., tel communlcatlons, micros, videodiscs, satellite, etc.) -&
. S .

What are the best wayg§ in which your district/coop ‘uses technology?
L] ‘\\ - » . 4 ' , ] . . R
\ N a ,.. o

3 - . g
« -~ -

Do your rural hafndicapped‘swdenté‘siuse computets? If so, how are

they trained and how do theyvuse them? If no, Why not? ‘ v

@ . o v

interviewer: e.g., instructional, managerial, inservice,* etc., and

. . R a .
, o

ry
. »
y

What do Jou think are the most serlous future problems of rural -

I

A ]
-

Do you have any policy ré¢ommendafions for the fu'ture?_

. . -
- . 2 . -
A - - .

'Are\"the;:e additional comments you would like to make?  * - .. S
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;\‘S _ R © ' -National Rural Projegt: (NRP)
. , , " Murray State University °
' . ' . . Murray, Kentucky . .
' ' Doris Helge, Ph.D,
v L. Project Director - . :

/ . . ,
.
- .

) RURAL PRESERVICE COMPETENCIES -
A , ‘
The following rural preservice core competenciésﬁevolved after 3% yéars ¢
. , of research in over 100 rural school districts and cooperatives across
-America. Findinds that attrition rates of 40-50%, are .common ‘and that
94% of -all states reported seriodus personnel recruitment and retention
problems are directly related to the Office of Special Education Pro-
grams (SEP) emphasis on quality teacher education. Co q )
./ .

If a majority of your gradugégs become employed in rural .schools or if .
you have a special emphasis on preparing rural special aducators, please
, evaluate the nine core cémpetencieé below as foliows:

o~ . . -

In Column "A", place a éheck mark ( ¢} opposite competencies ﬁpon which
your training program focuses, :
o 2 ! & t
. In Column "B", identify the level at whith & competency is addressed (if
you have placed a checkmark in Column "A"). Designate the graduate (G) .
or undexrgraduate (UG) level. v
. d \ Ad ’ N
[ ‘ ’ .
In Column "C", rate the importance of each of the nine competencies o
according to the following scale: 1 = no importance, 2 = ligtle impor-
tance, 3 = some importance, and 4 = great importance to bthe fieldx.
N . , .

- M
. . .

M v ¥ NI -




. / | . National Rural Project

. . Hurray State. Uniyersity
- Murray, Kentucky 42071 .
’, ' )
. ) . =~ '
A “.
' . RURAL PRESERVICE COMPETENCIES <
"A" "B" . ) "C" v ' R Comggtency i A .
What Currently Level at which Importance of Each ‘.
Exi1sts in Your Competency is Addressed Competency to the Field
Institution Graduate (G) or 1'= No, 2 5 little, . : .
Undergraduate (UG) - “ 3 = some, 4 = great K
) : Students. will demonstrate an under-
T ) * standing .of the context of a rural
. ‘ ' schonl and it$ environment '
- . . ’ . ' * Students will demonstrate an under-
standing of differences involved
' in serving handicapped studgnts,‘ i)n
rural and“ in urban envtr;ornnengs. -
. Students will demonstrate knowledge’
. ST concerning the state-~of-the-art
. ' of ,?u"ral special education
‘ . R A Students will demongtrate knowledge .,
- ’ i ' . : of effeltive service delivery models
. o ' . . for  rural  handicapped -children .
v + (including low-incidence handi@s. ;
g such as severely emotionally -dis- 4
) . ’ turbed, hearing impaired, and ;
- - visually‘impaired). * % |
o . |
‘ i S Students will demonstrate an aware-
,“ - ‘ ) ‘ ness of alternate resources to Jprovide
\ . .- . .serviges to rural-handicapped students _

] » : and skills to identify alternate .re- - e
' . ‘ - ’ ' . sonreas, S ' ) ST e e

LRI

.
PY




':‘A“
What Cuarrently
Exists in Your -
Institution

b}

uBn ’ .
LeVel at which ‘
-Competency is Addressed
Graduate (G) or
Undergraduate (UG)

El

nCu .
Importance of Each
Conpetency to the Field
1l =No, 2 = little,
3k

some, 4 = great
e
. ]
N ,
. e
A E——— S M ¥
L}
L]
g

’

~

/

Students will demonstrate skills in
working with parents of rural handi-.
capped students.. -

. d
Students will demonstrate skills in:
working with citizens and dgencies
in rural communjties™ to facilitate »
cooperativeness among schools and ser-,
vice agencies to serve hand};argped
students. ‘ )

A

Students, will ‘demonstrate an under-

standing of person ‘development .
skills (a) . for ‘their own profes-'
sional growth and (p) to build a
local ‘support -system in  their

jrural, énvi-roqnent.

- " J
Students will develop skills in work- .
ing with peer professionals from rural:
environments.

s

1




