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This study identified the attitudes of paraeducators toward students with disabilities 

and the implications for staff development. A survey instrument containing 17 

demographic and training questions, and 30 attitude statements, adapted from Yuker and 

Block's Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale, were administered to 113 general and 

special education paraeducators. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and independent-sample 

1 tests were calculated to determine the differences between the different demographic 

data received (i.e., level of education, type of school currently working in, sex, majority of 

work in general and special education settings) regarding attitudes toward students with 

disabilities. Three open-ended, unstructured questions were also included in the survey, 

and responses to these questions were summarized. 

The purpose of this study was to survey attitudes of paraeducators toward students 

with disabilities. The attitude and demographic information obtained through the survey 

were analyzed for its implications for staff development with paraeducators. 

With the ongoing trend toward integrating students with disabilities into general 

education classrooms and the resistance of some general educators toward this population 

of students, paraeducators are going to have to be more prepared to work alongside these 

teachers and their students. It will be beneficial to know what attitudes paraeducators 

have toward students with disabilities so that staff development needs may be identified 

and met. 

The findings indicated that both general and special education paraeducators' attitudes 

toward students with disabilities, while not significantly so, are not overall positive. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The rising demand for personnel in special education over the last 40 years has 

continued to increase the pressure for more paraeducators in public school environments. 

In addition, the increase in numbers of students receiving services under legislation for 

persons with disabilities (e.g., Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the 

Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 

1990) has increased the need for more education support personnel (Fafard & Kelly, 1980; 

Gillis-Olion & Olion, 1985; Jones & Bender, 1993). 

Historical Aspects of Paraeducators 

The history of paraeducators in the United States began in the fields of corrections 

and health, moving into the field of education only during the 1950s (Blalock, 1991; 

Pickett, Vasa, & Steckelberg, 1993). Jones and Bender (1993) stated that the use of 

paraeducators at that time began as a response to a severe teacher shortage in public 

schools. Local school boards and education agency administrators saw paraeducators as a 

means of facilitating the provision of education to all of their students. Chase (1956) 

conducted a 3-year study, under the direction of the Ford Foundation in the Bay City, 

Michigan, schools, which revealed that the use of paraeducators in general education 

classrooms did not have a positive impact on the outcomes of students, thus prompting 

administrators to consider discontinuing the practice. However, teachers, students, and 

parents responded so favorably to the use of paraeducators that school district 



administrators continued funding for these personnel (Pickett, Vasa, & Steckleberg, 

1993). 

During the late 1950s, Cruickshank and Haring (1957) employed paraeducators as 

a part of a special education demonstration project at Syracuse University, New York. 

During this time, paraeducators were primarily assigned administrative and clerical duties, 

but they occasionally worked with individuals or small groups of students. 

During the 1960s, fewer than 10,000 paraeducators were employed in the United 

States. The New Careers Movement answered the cry for more education personnel 

created by teacher shortages with the War on Poverty, and societal demands for 

educational reform (Blalock, 1991; Jones & Bender, 1993). This movement became a 

major influence in the employment of paraeducators by recruiting, training, and hiring 

local community residents from a pool of individuals who were unemployed, 

underemployed, or merely eager for a career change. By utilizing members of community 

neighborhoods as classroom aides, schools were able to gain better (a) understanding of 

the cultures and languages of the students in their classrooms, (b) connections with 

community resources and expectations, (c) communication with local families and 

businesses in the community, and (d) rapport and sensitivity toward cultural, ethnic, 

linguistic, and socioeconomic variables that contribute to the overall learning and 

behavioral environment for all students (Blalock, 1991). 

By 1973, an estimated 27,000 paraeducators were employed in the United States 

to help deliver all types of services in schools (Pickett, Vasa, & Steckleberg, 1993). Frith 

and Lindsey (1982) reported that, between the years 1976 and 1979, the utilization of 

paraeducators in special education programs had increased by approximately 42%, due 

mainly to the passage of special education legislation. Today, there are estimated to be 

more than 150,000 paraeducators working in special education and related programs (e.g., 



physical education, occupational therapy, physical therapy, early childhood) in the United 

States (Pickett, Vasa, & Steckleberg, 1993). 

Since the mid 1970s, Congress has been working to ensure full and equal 

participation in all aspects of living for all persons with disabilities (Kaplan, 1982). With 

the passage of the Education for all Handicapped Children Act (1975), its subsequent 

amendments in the Amendments to the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 

(1986), and finally the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (1990), paraeducators 

in the public education classrooms have been viewed as critical to the implementation of 

intervention programs to help all students reach their educational goals. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to survey attitudes of paraeducators toward 

students with disabilities. The attitude and demographic information obtained through the 

survey was analyzed for its implications for staff development with paraeducators. 

Significance of the Study 

With the ongoing trend toward integrating students with disabilities into general 

education classrooms and the resistance of some general educators toward this population 

of students, paraeducators are going to have to be more prepared to work alongside these 

teachers and their students (Schumm & Vaughn, 1992). It will be beneficial to know what 

attitudes paraeducators have toward students with disabilities so that staff development 

needs may be identified and met. 

Limitations of the Study 

By utilizing only school districts within one Education Service Center for the 

research population, the sample was selective. Obtaining a representative sample of 

paraeducators is difficult due to the constraints regarding entry to public schools and 

school districts for research purposes. Also, this researcher acknowledges the fact that the 



surveys may not have been answered accurately because the participants may not want 

researchers to be knowledgeable about their attitudes (Fowler, 1993). 

Other limitations of this study are those presented by survey research studies in 

general (i.e., response rate, participant understanding of directions and questions, accurate 

reporting of information by participants) (Dillman, 1978; Fowler, 1993). 

Definition of Terms 

Attitude/Perception. This term refers to a set of evaluative categorizations formed toward 

objects or persons as the individual learns, through interactions with others, about the 

environment (Home, 1985). 

Disability. The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (1990) stated that 

children/youth with disabilities means those children/youth with mental retardation; 

hearing impairments, including deafness, speech or language impairments; visual 

impairments, including blindness; serious emotional disturbance; orthopedic impairments; 

autism; traumatic brain injury; other health impairments, or specific learning disabilities; 

and who by reason thereof need special education and related services. 

Integration. For the purposes of this paper, the term integration is be used interchangeably 

for the terms inclusion and mainstreaming. The integrated school is one that has (a) 

common scheduling for all students, (b) modified curricula for students with disabilities, 

and (c) resistance against treating special programs as add-ons (Biklen, 1987). The term 

inclusion refers to the process of placing the special education student with general 

education students for part or all of the academic school day (Bullock, 1992). The theory 

behind such a placement is that students with learning and/or behavioral differences need 

to experience being a productive member of society (Bullock, 1992). Mainstreaming, too, 

is the educational concept that students with disabilities can be successfully educated in 

public schools alongside their peers without disabilities (Dunn, 1968). 



Staff development. Staff development assists current education personnel in the 

acquisition of knowledge in the areas of teaching methods and strategies and current 

issues pertaining to the education profession. This type of training, by its nature, should 

adapt to the changing needs of the education system and should be evaluated in a way that 

will determine its overall effectiveness, as well as result in program improvements 

(Hummel, 1982; Kuh, Hutson, Orbaugh, & Byers, 1980; McCoy, Mosley, Maher, & 

Savente, 1982). 

Least Restrictive Environment. This term is a legal requirement to help assure that, to the 

maximum extent appropriate, students with disabilities are educated with students who do 

not have disabilities (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). 

Paraeducator. This term refers to a person whose position is instructional in nature or 

who provides direct services to students and/or their parents, and who serves in a position 

for which a teacher (or other education professional) has the ultimate responsibility for an 

educational program or service (Coufal, Steckelberg, & Vasa, 1991; Pickett, 1980; 

Pickett, Faison, & Formanek, 1993; Pickett, Vasa, & Steckleberg, 1993). 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Because of the limited history of this topic, a thorough literature search for the 

years 1950-1994 was conducted through the following: (a) Education Index: (b) PsychLit 

on-line catalogs; (c) Educational Resource Information Center (ERIC) documents; and (d) 

Dissertation Abstracts International (DAI). Extensive hand searches were also conducted 

in the libraries of the University of North Texas, Denton, and Texas Woman's University, 

Denton, as well as through personal contact with experts in the fields of paraeducator 

usage/training and special education personnel staff development. 

The Use of Paraeducators in Educational Settings 

The United States Department of Education, Office of Special Education 

Programs reported in 1992 that the number of paraeducators represented the largest group 

of personnel (other than teachers) employed in special education during the years 1989-

1990, at 154,738, with an additional 5,939 positions needing to be filled at that time 

(Smith-Davis & Billingsley, 1993). Today, paraeducators are being given a wider variety 

of duties, which traditionally have been reserved for teachers. Several authors have 

identified specific responsibilities for paraeducators working in today's public schools, 

which include administering formal assessments, designing student learning activities, 

modifying educational materials, administering one-on-one instruction, and supporting 

home-school instruction (Frith & Lindsey, 1982; Glen & McCoy, 1981; Jones & Bender, 

1993; Pickett, Faison, & Formanek, 1993; Womack, 1987). 



Frith and Lindsey (1982) also reported that paraeducators in public school systems 

were being employed in all of the related service areas specifically identified in the 

Education for All Handicapped Children Act (1975) (e.g., transportation, physical therapy, 

speech, occupational therapy, and recreation). 

Staff Development Needs of Paraeducators 

Rationale 

Home (1985) stated that previous research indicates a relationship between 

education personnel attitudes toward students and those students' success in the 

classroom. Furthermore, she suggested that education professionals' perceptions may 

greatly influence attitudes students form toward one another. Also important are the 

attitudes students with disabilities hold toward themselves. These students must have 

positive attitudes that may help them to be successful in their social, emotional, and 

academic endeavors. It is crucial that personnel working with students with disabilities 

cultivate these students' positive self-images and attitudes so that the educational 

experience may be utilized to its maximum potential. 

With the movement to integrate students with disabilities back into the general 

education classroom settings, much of the emphasis for this integration has been focused 

in three areas. These areas include: (a) preparing the student with a disability and his or 

her parents for the general education setting; (b) preparing the general education students 

for the special education student's re-entry; and (c) preparing education personnel for 

involvement in successful collaboration with parents and other professionals and for the 

education of the student with a disability (Frank, Keith, & Steil, 1988). Little research has 

been conducted in public school districts regarding the attitudes, perceptions, and/or 

concerns of paraeducators toward working in special and general education classrooms 

with students with disabilities (Donaldson, 1980). 



Pickett, Faison, and Formanek (1993) discussed five contributions of 

paraeducators in helping to improve the quality of educational programs and instructional 

activities. First, they enable other education personnel (e.g., teachers) to concentrate on 

meeting instructional objectives and educational goals for both individual students and 

groups of students in the classroom (Kaplan, 1982). Second, educational programs may 

become more flexible and student oriented. With a lower student-to-adult ratio, student 

educational schedules may be arranged to be more accommodating of learning styles. 

Student learning plans may also be more individually administered and monitored with the 

utilization of paraeducators (Pickett, Faison, & Formanek, 1993). Third, the paraeducator 

may provide tutorial services for individual students with special needs. Fourth, all 

students may benefit from the extra set of "eyes and ears" in the educational environment 

that is responsive to individual and group student needs. Finally, by having competent 

paraeducators in the classroom, teachers can have more time to study and assess student 

needs, confer with parents and colleagues, diagnose problems, prepare for instruction, and 

implement abroad range of instructional modifications, strategies, and techniques (Pickett, 

Faison, & Formanek, 1993; Pickett, Vasa, & Steckleberg, 1993). These contributions, 

coupled with positive attitudes toward students with disabilities in public school 

classrooms, can allow education professionals to provide students with or without 

disabilities with more successful and productive educational experiences. 

Staff Development 

The delivery of appropriate educational programs for children/youth with 

disabilities also depends on the attitudes, knowledge, and skills of the variety of 

educational personnel who will be involved in the educational process with these students 

(Grilles, 1980; Gillis-Olion & Olion, 1985). Villa (1989) contended that there are 

personnel employed within the schools who have not received training through education 



preparation programs. In addition, he stated that it is the ongoing responsibility of those 

persons planning staff development for the local education agency to facilitate the planning 

and implementation of an aggressive and comprehensive staff development agenda for 

these personnel. In other words, the responsibility lies in training all personnel for student 

integration, rather than using the insufficient numbers of qualified personnel as an excuse 

for not including students with disabilities in general education programs (Villa, 1989). 

Attitude Change 

There is increasing evidence and research data to show that when educational 

personnel acquire new skills and confidence for working with children/youth with 

disabilities, they do implement changes in the learning environments that improve the 

performance of both regular and special education students (Gersten, Walder, & Darch, 

1988; Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995). These data support evidence that effective 

staff development fills an important gap between integration philosophies and integrated 

classroom instruction (Gersten et al., 1988; Graves, Ray, & Thompson, 1986; Janney et 

al„ 1995; Thomas, 1985). 

There is also research to support the idea that staff development can evoke change 

in the attitudes education personnel have toward students with disabilities. Since the 

passage of federal legislation prohibiting discrimination on the basis of disability, 

professionals and advocates have been searching for the most effective methods to break 

down barriers and prejudices on the part of educators, service providers, employers, and 

communities (Donaldson, 1980). Donaldson reviewed several instructional techniques and 

research studies that attempted to modify people's perceptions and attitudes toward 

persons with disabilities. 

The results of further investigation concluded that the most effective ways to 

invoke positive change in people's attitudes toward persons with disabilities included 
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exposure and/or interaction to the integration of persons with disabilities, simulation of 

disabilities, and videotaped presentations of persons with disabilities. 

The results of this review indicated that the mere contact with persons with 

disabilities does not guarantee change in attitudes. Two subcategories of contact were 

explored for the studies involving the exposure to and/or interaction with persons with 

disabilities: (a) those that assessed the effects of nonstructured, direct experience with 

persons with disabilities, and (b) those that considered the effects of carefully controlled, 

structured experiences. One specific factor that appears to be common to successful 

exposure/interaction programs is that the persons with disabilities must have at least equal 

status in relation to the nondisabled persons (Anthony, 1969; Evans, 1976; Langer, Fiske, 

Taylor, & Chanowitz, 1976; Marsh & Friedman, 1972; Rapier, Adelson, Carey, & Croke, 

1972; Sedlick & Penta, 1975). 

The studies also indicated that the use of information and persuasion provided little 

insight into the specific dynamics of attitude change. They also did little for identifying 

specific suggestions for instructional programs. Of the studies reviewed, only Forader 

(1970) assessed the effects of a single, factual, educationally-based persuasive session, 

presented by a nondisabled person using live, video, and presentation models of 

instruction. His results indicated no significant change in attitudes by the three 

instructional modalities. 

Another instructional technique that was thought to produce change in attitudes 

toward persons with disabilities is the use of disability simulations. Wilson and Alcorn 

(1969), utilizing the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale evaluated the effects of 

disability simulation for an 8-hour session, and found no significant changes in participant 

attitudes. However, Clore and Jeffrey (1972) found significant attitude changes in 

participants of a 4-month, well-controlled study of disability simulations. In a comparison 
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of these two studies, the important factor in utilizing disability simulations to invoke 

change in attitudes toward persons with disabilities seems to be the amount of time the 

instructional technique, or treatment, takes to administer. 

In summary, this research review suggests that persons wanting to effectively and 

positively change the attitudes toward persons with disabilities should provide 

opportunities through (a) live or media presentations for persons with disabilities to 

convey information regarding their feelings, expectations, and relationships (Bandura, 

1969; Lazar, Gensley, & Orpet, 1971; Sedlick & Penta, 1975); (b) pre-service and staff 

development exposure/interaction with not only children/youth with disabilities, but also 

college peers and successful adult colleagues with disabilities (Langer et al., 1976; Marsh 

& Friedman, 1972; Rapier et al., 1972; Sedlick & Penta, 1975); and (c) simulations of 

disabling conditions over a period of time, with exposure to nondisabled persons' 

reactions and interactions during the simulations (Yerxa, 1971). 

Staff Development for Paraeducators 

Pickett, Vasa, and Steckleberg (1993) reported that the problems of our 

nationwide efforts to improve the effectiveness of public schools are creating increased 

responsibilities and accountabilities for education personnel. This dilemma of having all 

teachers become responsible for everything related to the education of all students 

presents the problem of expanded duties, with less time to complete them successfully or 

appropriately. The authors also suggested that paraeducators are an under-recognized 

human resource who are able to assist in all aspects of public education, both in special 

and general education environments. 

Frank et al. (1988) reported that there are many training needs for paraeducators 

working in classrooms with students with disabilities. In the study, educators in resource 

room programs and in special classes with integration of students with disabilities agreed 
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that it is important for paraeducators to be trained in (a) preparing materials, (b) using 

behavior management, (c) correcting work, (d) helping practice skills, and (e) assisting in 

integrated settings. These same educators also indicated that the paraeducators who 

worked alongside them did not always have training for these skills. Other authors (e.g., 

Frith & Mims, 1985; Miramontes, 1990) also have discussed this insufficient training of 

skills for paraeducators and the possibility that these deficiencies may not only hamper 

their job performance, but may also be a significant contributor to burnout. 

An additional list of general-knowledge areas important as training issues for 

paraeducators working with students with disabilities in a variety of educational settings 

includes school building and district policies, legal and ethical issues in special education, 

professional communication and competence, disability areas and learner characteristics, 

student tutoring and behavior management techniques, construction, modification, and use 

of instructional materials, first aid and safety, adaptive equipment use and safety. Several 

authors (e.g., Frank et al., 1988; Glen & McCoy, 1981; McDonnell & Sewell, 1981) have 

studied, and agreed on, a comprehensive list of specific skills and task abilities for 

paraeducators working with students with disabilities in any educational environment. 

Included in this list are the following: (a) prepare classroom materials requested by the 

teacher (McDonnell & Sewell, 1981; Texas Education Agency, 1984); (b) assist teacher 

with a behavior management program for individuals or group (Texas Education Agency, 

1984); (c) position students with severe disabilities (Frank et al., 1988; Glen & McCoy, 

1981); (d) correct student work (Frank et al., 1988; McDonnell & Sewell, 1981; Texas 

Education Agency, 1984); (e) assist students in learning self-help skills (Frank et al., 1988; 

Glen & McCoy, 1981); (f) supervise integrated students while in general education class 

(Frank et al., 1988; McDonnell & Sewell, 1981); (g) help students practice skills 

previously presented by the teacher (Frith & Lindsey, 1982; Texas Education Agency, 
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1984); (h) help students with assistive devices (Glen & McCoy, 1981; McDonnell & 

Sewell, 1981); (i) assist integrated students in completing assignments from other classes 

(McDonnell & Sewell, 1981; Texas Education Agency, 1984); (j) obtain assessment data 

concerning students (Frith & Lindsey, 1982; McDonnell & Sewell, 1981); (k) complete 

daily records (Frank et al., 1988; Texas Education Agency, 1984); (1) record progress data 

in students' permanent records (Frith & Lindsey, 1982; Texas Education Agency, 1984); 

and (m) supervise students during recess and to/from school bus (Frank et al., 1988; Texas 

Education Agency, 1984). 

Frith and Lindsey (1982) reported that a majority of paraeducator training was the 

responsibility of the local education agency in the form of staff development. They also 

reported that the second most popular way to prepare these paraeducators was through 

community or junior college preparation programs. This study also reported that a 

majority of education professional personnel feel that a total of 6 to 10 clock hours per 

academic year are sufficient for on-going staff development of paraeducator personnel in 

the public schools. They also found that many of the respondents recommended that 

hands-on experience with students with disabilities be included in paraeducator training. 

Disability Attitude Measurement 

The Use of Surveys in Educational Research 

Surveys have been used in all areas of research in this nation since the United 

States Constitution specified a census of the population be taken every 10 years. Since 

that time, surveys have been used to measure public opinion for newspaper and magazine 

articles, to measure political perceptions and opinions, to measure labor production issues 

and manpower needs (e.g., unemployment rates, worker satisfaction), and to utilize 

marketing research designed to aid in the understanding of consumer preferences and 

interests (Fowler, 1993). 
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There are three common data collection techniques associated with survey 

research: personal interviewing, telephone interviewing, and self-administered 

questionnaires. Personal interviewing offers the researcher several advantages: (a) an 

effective way to enlist cooperation of participants, (b) a way to probe for adequate 

answers, (c) accurate administration of complex instructions, (d) multimethod of data 

collection (i.e., observations, visual cues), (e) the possibility of rapport and confidence 

building with participants, and (f) longer interview sessions. Some problems with personal 

interviews include the excessive costs, extensive training of interviewers, reliability and 

validity of personal interviewer techniques, and length of time for data collection (Fowler, 

1993). 

Second, telephone interviewing offers the advantages of lower cost, ability to 

achieve random dialing samples, shorter data collection period, and less difficult 

interviewer staffing management. Among the potential disadvantages of this type of 

survey are (a) sampling limitations (e.g., omitting those people without telephones), (b) 

nonresponse, (c) measurement constraints (e.g., not able to use visual aids or visual cues), 

and (d) inappropriateness of personal or sensitive questions (Fowler, 1993). 

Finally, self-administered questionnaires may be given via group administration, 

dropping off at households, or mail. The mailed questionnaire has recently become the 

most popular data-collection tool in educational research (Hopkins & Gullickson, 1992). 

The reasons for this gain in popularity are that it is relatively low in cost, it may be 

accomplished with minimal personnel and facilities, it may provide access to widely 

dispersed samples that may be difficult to reach in person or by telephone, and participants 

may have time to give thoughtful answers, look up records, and/or to consult with others 

(Fowler, 1993). Some of the problems with this type of survey are the relative 

ineffectiveness of mail as a means of enlisting cooperation (Fowler, 1993), the 
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disadvantage of not having an interviewer directly involved in the data collection (Fowler, 

1993), the need for good mailing addresses for the study sample (Fowler, 1993), and the 

problem of response rates and nonresponse (Aiken, 1988; Altschuld et al., 1992; Dillman, 

1978; Fowler, 1993; Green, 1991; Hopkins & Gullickson, 1992). 

Hopkins and Gullickson (1992) stated that "the external validity of survey research 

is seriously eroded when a substantial proportion of the sample does not participate in the 

study" (p. 52). Dillman (1978) discussed several threats to the validity of utilizing survey 

research that he called "barriers to representativeness." These barriers are: (a) sampling, 

(b) selection criteria, (c) locating respondents, (d) substitution procedures, (e) bias from 

nonresponse, and (f) response rates. 

The first barrier, sampling, refers to the problem of whether each person in the 

target population has an equal opportunity of being included. Dillman (1978) stated that 

the sample cannot be considered to be representative of the target population unless all of 

the members of that population have a known chance of being included in the sample. 

Great care must be taken to include equal representative samples of the target population 

so that accurate conclusions can be drawn from the study. The second barrier, selection 

criteria, must be adequately and accurately applied to determine which members of the 

target population are to be surveyed. In a case in which selection criteria are not utilized, 

the results of the study are in danger of containing only responses from those persons 

most likely to respond to any survey given (Dillman, 1978; Fowler, 1993; Hopkins & 

Gullickson, 1992). 

Third, locating respondents becomes a barrier because respondents who cannot be 

located cannot be surveyed. In mail surveys, the difficulties are (a) the lack of immediate 

feedback from participants or from those who know their whereabouts and (b) persons 

who can prevent the survey from reaching the participant (Dillman, 1978; Fowler, 1993). 
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Fourth, substitution procedures are usually employed when persons in the target 

population cannot be contacted. These procedures that allow any available persons (other 

than the intended participant) to complete the survey are not condoned (Dillman, 1978). 

The fifth barrier, bias from nonresponse, is important to consider because the amount of 

refusals can provide the potential for exposing sample characteristics to considerable 

error. Great care should be taken when interpreting indirect comparisons, because 

characteristics frequently compared may have only a slight relationship to the variables in 

question (Dillman, 1978; Fowler, 1993). 

Finally, response rate is possibly the most researched barrier in survey research. 

Consequently, response rate has been found to be less of a problem when special 

techniques are used. These techniques include: (a) mailing with an endorsement and/or 

cover letter, (b) using advance telephone contact to gain agreement to participate, (c) 

using telephone contact to explain the survey, and (e) follow-up mailings or telephone 

contacts to nonrespondents (Altschuld et al., 1992; Denton, Tsai, & Chevrette, 1988; 

Dillman, 1978; Fowler, 1993). 

Instrument Usage in Attitude Research 

Because attitudes are often measured in educational research for their predictive 

capabilities of general and specific behaviors, many instruments have been constructed for 

the purpose of measuring attitudes toward persons with disabilities (Borg & Gall, 1989). 

The earliest of these instruments typically measured attitudes toward persons with specific 

disabilities (e.g., physical disabilities, heart disease, visual impairments, hearing 

impairments), but from 1950 to 1960, attitude measurement instruments became more 

generic in their terminology and scaling (Yuker & Block, 1986). Research of these 

attitude measurement instruments reveals that they may be effective as predictors of both 

general and specific behaviors (Borg & Gall, 1989; Canary & Siebold, 1984). 
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Home (1985) presented three major types of scales utilized to measure attitudes 

toward persons with disabilities: (a) cumulative (Guttman) scales, (b) equal-appearing 

interval (Thurstone) scales, and (c) summated rating scales. Guttman scales consist of a 

series of statements that span a continuum, ranging from positive to negative, in which 

participant responses are used to predict favorability (Home, 1985). Participants 

responding positively to a particular statement in the series are expected to have answered 

positively to all of the statements preceding it in the series. This type of scale produces 

ordinal levels of measurement and is the least-used technique for measuring attitudes 

toward persons with disabilities. 

Thurstone scales enable an ordinal level of measurement through the use of groups 

of items or statements representing differing degrees of favorable attitudes along a 

continuum ranging from positive to negative. Each item is assigned a specific scale value, 

with a specific total for each group, and is used most often with the measurement of social 

distance/closeness (Home, 1985). 

Home (1985) noted that the most commonly used type of scale is the summated 

rating scale. A major type of the summated scale is the Likert scale, developed in 1932 by 

Rensis Likert (Home, 1985). The advantage of using this type of attitude scale measure is 

the ease, not only of administering and scoring the attitude measure, but also of applying 

statistical procedures to the data (Borg & Gall, 1989; Home, 1985). In a comparative 

study including Guttman, Thurstone, and Likert scales, Borg and Gall (1989) reported 

that the Likert scale was found to be superior to all other types of scales for use with 

attitude research. 

Several instruments utilizing the Likert scale methodology have been developed for 

the measurement of attitudes toward persons with disabilities. Some of the commonly 

used measures are (a) the Attitudes to Blindness Scale (Cowen, Underberg, & Verillo, 
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1958), (b) The Attitudes Toward Handicapped Individuals Scale (Lazar et al., 1971), (c) 

the Barclay Classroom Climate Inventory (Barclay, 1977), (d) the Mental Retardation 

Attitude Inventory, (e) the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (Cook, Leeds, & Callis, 

1951), and (f) the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale (Yuker & Block, 1986). 



Chapter III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to survey attitudes of paraeducators toward 

students with disabilities. The attitude and demographic information obtained through the 

survey was analyzed to project implications for staff development with paraeducators in 

general and special education settings. 

Research Questions 

As demonstrated in the review of literature, a considerable amount of investigation 

has been accomplished regarding attitudes of and staff development for paraeducators in 

general and special education settings. As a result of the literature review, the following 

research questions directed the current investigation: 

Research Question 1 What are general and special education paraeducators' 

attitudes toward students with disabilities, and are they different? 

Research Question 2. To what degree are paraeducators' attitudes toward 

students with disabilities influenced by the following demographic, socioeconomic, and/or 

experiential factors: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) level of education, (d) years of paraeducator 

experience, (e) ethnicity, (f) area of disabilities worked with, (g) severity of disability areas 

worked with, (h) participant's amount of training, (i) number of children with a disability, 

(j) area of education (general or special), and (k) type of school district? 
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Setting 

The Education Service Center (ESC)--Region 10, located in Richardson, Texas, 

comprises eight counties (Dallas, Rockwall, Collin, Ellis, Fannin, Grayson, Hunt, 

Kaufman), with rural (student enrollment of less than 20,000), suburban (student 

enrollment between 20,000 and 50,000), and urban (student enrollment of more than 

50,000) school districts and education cooperatives (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 1994). 

Sample Selection 

The nature of the study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review 

Board at the University of North Texas, Denton. Permission to conduct this study was 

obtained from the director of special education at the ESC--Region 10, Richardson, 

Texas. 

General and special paraeducators from selected school districts and grade levels 

(early childhood through 12) in ESC—Region 10 county school districts were delivered 

the 146 demographic and attitude surveys containing 43 survey items and 4 open-ended, 

unstructured items. The 146 surveys were delivered via ESC-Region 10 special 

education administrative personnel to the participating special education directors, who 

then delivered the surveys to all general and special paraeducators currently working in the 

elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools of Collin County Educational 

Cooperative (comprising nine school districts with a total student enrollment for fall 1991 

of less than 20,000), Fannin County Educational Cooperative (comprising 11 school 

districts with a total student enrollment for fall 1991 of less than 20,000), and Grayson 

County Educational Cooperative (comprising 11 school districts with a total student 

enrollment for fall 1991 of less than 20,000) (National Center for Educational Statistics, 

1994). The final sample for this study consisted of 113 respondents. 
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Instrumentation 

The Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale was chosen for use in this study 

because it is the best known and most widely used of all the attitude measurement 

instruments (K. Gerlach, personal communication, April 8, 1995; Home, 1985; Pederson 

& Carlson, 1981; A. L. Pickett, personal communication, April 8, 1995; Yuker, 1986). 

The. Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale was developed in the late 1950s to provide 

an objective, valid, and reliable measure of attitudes toward persons with disabilities. This 

scale was originally designed to measure the attitudes (of persons with or without 

disabilities) toward persons with disabilities in general, rather than toward specific 

disability areas (Pederson & Carlson, 1981; Yuker, 1986; Yuker & Block, 1986). 

The Attitudes Towards Disahled Persons Scale has been revised and updated 

several times since its original publication, in order to provide the most current terms, 

vocabulary, and disability area information. In its original form, the scale contained 20 

items (Form A), with the remaining forms each containing 30 items (Form B & Form C). 

Although the current forms are equivalent to each other and to the original forms, the 

current scale has gone through extensive and rigorous analysis and normative techniques. 

The current form of the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale has been deemed 

sufficiently reliable and valid through the analysis of data obtained from more than 200 

studies over the last 20 years. Information obtained from these studies has shown that the 

Attitudes Towards Disahled Persons Scale is a valid measure of respondents' attitudes, 

and the correlations with various attitudinal, demographic, and personality variables tend 

to be similar regardless of disability area (Yuker & Block, 1986). 

Reliability has been established in four evaluating procedures: (a) test-retest 

reliability; (b) split-half reliability; (c) correlation of parallel forms; and (d) the computing 

of a coefficient alpha. The ranges of reliability for each of these procedures (on forms A, 
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B, and C of the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale! are as follows: (a) test-retest, 

0.70 to 0.95; (b) split half, 0.72 to 0.91; (c) parallel forms, 0.57 to 0.83; and (d) alpha, 

0.75 to 0.89 (Yuker & Block, 1986). 

Yuker & Block (1986) have suggested that the Likert-type may be scored by hand 

or computer to provide a single attitude score that can be utilized in statistical analysis and 

comparison studies relatively easily. For this study, the scale was scored and analyzed 

using the statistical software SPSS (SPSS, 1993), and includes a demographic information 

section for further analysis and comparison procedures. 

The Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale has been adapted in this study to 

update and clarify some of the original terminology. The term disabled person has been 

changed to child/youth with a disability in order to adapt the scale to the terminology and 

word usage of the participants. In addition, words denoting specific disabilities (e.g., 

physically disabled) have been deleted, since attitudes toward no specific disability are 

desired. 

Data Collection 

The adapted Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale, combined with a 

demographic information sheet developed by the researcher and approved by the ESC--

Region 10 (see Appendix A) was distributed. 

The survey packets, consisting of a cover letter to paraeducators, the demographic 

survey, and the adapted Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale, were distributed via 

ESC—Region 10 to district special education directors. The district special education 

directors distributed the survey packets to all paraeducators in their schools. These 

special education directors were asked to collect and return the surveys to the researcher 

via the prepaid envelopes provided. All survey data were collected from the school 

districts in May and June 1995. 
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Follow-up efforts to increase the survey response rate included mailed reminders 

to return the survey packets and telephone reminders to each of the participating county 

educational cooperative special education directors during the third week of May 1995. 

Data Analysis 

After the surveys were returned, data were subjected to four types of analysis. 

The first analysis involved summing the responses of the 30 attitude survey statements for 

each survey, thereby producing a single attitude score for each participant. 

The second analysis, for research question 1, consisted of utilizing frequencies and 

descriptive statistics to compare central tendencies of paraeducators' attitude scores and 

individual survey item responses in an effort to determine what paraeducator attitudes 

prevailed in the sample surveyed. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures were 

utilized to compare attitude score group means of the general education paraeducators 

and special education paraeducators. 

Third, the second research question, with its independent variables (i.e., gender, 

age, level of education, years of paraeducator experience, ethnicity, area of disabilities 

worked with, severity of disability areas worked with, participant's amount of training, 

number of children with a disability, majority of work-general or special, and type of 

school currently working in) were analyzed using ANOVA techniques. With the two 

basic assumptions of ANOVA (i.e., independent samples, equal population variances) 

being met, the test of the research question determined the magnitude of the difference 

between the mean attitude score (test statistic) and the hypothesized value for the 

parameter, and thus aided in the determination of the degree to which paraeducators' 

attitudes were influenced by the independent variables (Hinkle, Weirsma, & Jurs, 1988). 

In a post hoc analysis, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated to 
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determine whether or not relationships existed between paraprofessionals' attitude score 

and the demographic variables. 

The accepted level of significance for this study was established at the .05 

significance level. These analyses assisted the researcher in answering the two research 

questions. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to examine attitudes of paraeducators toward 

students with disabilities and the implications for staff development. The attitude and 

demographic information obtained through the survey were analyzed for their implications 

for staff development with paraeducators. The survey instrument used in this investigation 

(see Appendix A) contained 17 demographic information items and 30 items that were 

adapted from the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons ScalefYuker & Block. 1986). 

The barriers to representativeness that came into play in this study were (a) 

sampling, (b) selection criteria, and (c) bias from nonresponse (Hopkins & Gullickson, 

1992). First, sampling barriers presented a problem due to the fact that all subjects in the 

target population may not have had an equal opportunity to be included in the study. This 

could account for the number of nonrespondents for the entire study. Second, selection 

criteria barriers created the problem of selecting only paraeducators in general and special 

education settings. This barrier could account for the low number of general education 

paraeducator respondents. Finally, bias from nonresponse barriers were apparent in the 

number of demographic data that were not answered by respondents. Whereas every 

respondent answered a majority of the demographic questions posed, some respondents, 

for reasons unknown to the researcher, did not complete all information requested. 

Demographic Variables 

Surveys were distributed to 146 general education and special education 

paraeducators currently working in the elementary schools, middle schools, and high 

25 
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schools of the Collin County Educational Cooperative, the Fannin County Educational 

Cooperative, and the Grayson County Educational Cooperative. Sixty-eight of the 

surveys were distributed in the Collin County Educational Cooperative, 50 were 

distributed in the Fannin County Educational Cooperative, and 28 surveys were 

distributed in the Grayson County Educational Cooperative. Of the 146 surveys sent out, 

113 were returned (48 from the Collin County Educational Cooperative, 40 from the 

Fannin County Educational Cooperative, and 25 from the Grayson County Educational 

Cooperative) and utilized in the study. The complete demographic breakdown for all 

participants in this investigation can be found in Appendix B. 

Research Questions 

Two research questions were generated to guide the study. Each question is 

addressed individually in this section, along with the statistical procedures utilized, the 

results, and a brief discussion. 

Research Question 1 

What are general education and special education paraeducators1 attitudes toward 

students with disabilities, and are they different? 

The adapted survey instrument has a range of zero (low-negative attitudes toward 

students with disabilities) to 180 (high-positive attitudes toward students with disabilities), 

and a median of 90, reflecting neither positive nor negative attitudes toward students with 

disabilities (Yuker & Block, 1986). Therefore, scores below 90 reflect increasingly 

negative attitudes toward students with disabilities, and scores above 90 reflect 

increasingly positive attitudes toward students with disabilities. After total attitude scores 

were computed for each respondent's adapted attitude survey, the data were analyzed 

through descriptive statistical procedures for (a) mean, (b) standard deviation, (c) range, 

and (e) median scores for different groups. Data from the total group (see Table 1), all 
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respondents (N=l 13) from both general education and special education, revealed (a) a 

mean attitude score of 88.93, indicating not overall positive attitudes toward students with 

disabilities; (b) standard deviation of 9.61, representing a wide spread of attitudes on this 

measure, as well as indicating that attitudes varied considerably among all respondents 

concerning attitudes toward students with disabilities; (c) a range in attitude scores from a 

low of 70 (negative attitudes toward students with disabilities) to a high of 114 (positive 

attitudes toward students with disabilities); and (d) a median attitude score of 88.00, again 

indicating not positive attitudes toward students with disabilities. 

Table 1 

Mean. Standard Deviation, and Range of Attitude Scores 

Group M SB Range Median 

Total 
(N=113) 88.93 9.61 70- 114 88.00 

General Educ.* 

(N=15) 87.33 6.85 78-102 88.00 

Special educ.* 

(N=95) 89.24 10.07 70-114 88 00 

* Nonrespondents = 3 

Data from the general education paraeducators (N=15) revealed the folllowing: (a) 

a mean attitude score of 87.33, also indicating less positive attitudes toward students with 

disabilities than the total group of paraeducators; (b) standard deviation of 6.85, 

representing a wide spread of attitudes on this measure and also indicating that attitudes 

varied considerably among general education respondents concerning attitudes toward 

students with disabilities; (c) a range in attitude scores from a low of 78 (negative attitudes 

toward students with disabilities) to a high of 102 (positive attitudes toward students with 
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disabilities); and (d) a median attitude score of 88.00, once again indicating not overall 

positive attitudes toward students with disabilities. 

Data from the special education paraeducators (N=95) revealed the following: (a) 

a mean attitude score of 89.24, indicating more positive attitudes toward students with 

disabilities than either the total group or the group of general education paraeducators; (b) 

standard deviation of 10.07, representing an extremely wide spread of attitudes on this 

measure and indicating that attitudes varied considerably among general education 

respondents concerning attitudes toward students with disabilities; (c) a range in attitude 

scores from a low of 70 (negative attitudes toward students with disabilities) to a high of 

114 (positive attitudes toward students with disabilities); and (d) a median attitude score 

of 88.00, once again indicating not overall positive attitudes toward students with 

disabilities. 

Using ANOVA statistical procedures, it was determined that the data from each 

attitude survey item revealed that, overall, responses to statements presented in the survey 

instrument were not significant (see Appendix C). The response range for each item in the 

adapted survey was from 1 (meaning Disagree Very Mnch^ to 7 (meaning Agree Very 

Much). Therefore, a low mean attitude item score would represent respondents' 

disagreement with the statement to a high degree. Consequently, a high mean attitude 

item score would represent respondents' agreement with the statement to a high degree. 

For example, the survey statement "Students with disabilities cannot be as successful as 

other students" yielded a mean item score of 1.83. This indicates that overall the 

respondents disagreed with the statement. Complete data on means and response 

percentages for individual attitude survey items are presented in Appendix C. 

Research Question 2 
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To what degree are paraeducators' attitudes toward students with disabilities 

influenced by the following socioeconomic and/or experiential factors: (a) gender, (b) 

age, (c) level of education, (d) years of paraeducator experience, (e) ethnicity, (f) area of 

disabilities worked with, (g) severity of disabilities worked with, (h) respondent's amount 

of training, (i) number of children with a disability, (j) personal disability, (k) major area of 

work (general or special education), or (1) type of school? 

Data from the ANOVA procedures on attitude scores with each of the 

demographic variables are presented in Table 2. Few of the demographic variables under 

consideration in this study produced significant differences (at the .05 level) in regard to 

attitude scores. Of the demographic variables tested, the four greatest indicators of 

attitudes toward students with disabilities were (a) age range (p = 0.015), (b) number of 

paraeducator inservices attended in the school year 1994-95 (p = 0.015), (c) type of 

school working in (i.e., elementary school, middle school, high school) 

Table 2 
ANOVA Procedure Data for Demographic Variables on Attitude Scores 

Item Grpyp F prpb, JvL J L 

Age range .02 

Under 20 

20-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61 and over 

Stable continues*) 

92.44 

90.54 

86.47 

87.21 

113.00 

113 

0 

9 

46 

43 

14 

1 
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Item 

Gender 

Level of educ 

Ethnicity 

Children with a disability 

Group 

Male 

Female 

Nonrespondents 

High school 

Some college 

Bachelor's degree 

Some graduate work 

Master's degree 

Doctoral degree 

Other 

Nonrespondents 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Asian 

African-American 

Native American 

Other 

Nonrespondents 

No 

Yes, 1 

Yes, 2 

(table cQntiwes) 

F prob, 

0.67 

0.98 

0.98 

0.42 

J d 

91.33 

88.97 

92.35 

87.40 

87.75 

87.50 

85.33 

87.50 

89.04 

88.67 

90.67 

88.33 

83.00 

88.25 

91.14 

90.57 

113 

3 

103 

7 

113 

37 

64 

4 

2 

3 

0 

2 

1 

113 

101 

3 

0 

3 

3 

1 

2 

113 

85 

21 

7 
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item 

Personal disability 

_Group 

No 

Yes 

F probt 

0.98 

Years as paraeducator in general education setting 

0 -1 

2-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16 or more 

Nonrespondents 

Years as paraeducator in special education setting 

0-1 

2-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16 or more 

Type of school 

Elementary school 

Middle school 

High school 

Alternative or all-level 

(table contimres) 

0.75 

0.68 

0.15 

M 

89.16 

89.00 

89.81 

88.22 

87.58 

87.29 

85.17 

88.67 

88.75 

88.96 

88.00 

96.00 

87.22 

92.17 

87.89 

J S 

113 

107 

3 

3 

113 

48 

36 

12 

7 

6 

4 

113 

33 

40 

22 

14 

4 

113 

55 

29 

19 

11 



32 

Item 

Classification of disabilities 

Majority of current work 

Group 

Mild 

Moderate 

Severe 

Nonrespondents 

General education 

Special education 

Nonrespondents 

Prior specific paraeducator training 

No 

Yes 

Nonrespondents 

Number of inservices attended 94-95 

None 

1-2 

3-5 

6 or more 

Nonrespondents 

Number of paraeducator inservices attended 94-95 

1-2 

3-5 

6 or more 

None 

Nonrespondents 

(table continues^ 

F prob. 

0.34 

0.48 

0.44 

0.49 

0.02 

_M 

91.85 

90.06 

87.24 

87.33 

89.24 

89.49 

88.00 

86.92 

89.05 

89.80 

85.58 

90.81 

92.06 

80.42 

87.19 

N 

113 

26 

36 

17 

34 

113 

15 

95 

3 

113 

74 

37 

2 

113 

12 

23 

64 

12 

2 

113 

41 

18 

7 

43 

4 
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Item 

Number of inservices attended that met needs 0.98 113 

None 88.47 34 

1-2 89.16 55 

3-5 88.42 19 

6 or more 91.00 1 

Nonrespondents 4 

(p = 0.15), and (d) level of education (p = 0.23). The four least likely indicators of 

attitudes toward students with disabilities were (a) inservices attended in the school year 

1994-95 that met needs (p = 0.98), (b) personal disability (p = 0.98), (c) ethnicity (p = 

0.98), and (d) number of years as a general education paraeducator (p = 0.75). 

As the demographic variable data were analyzed, several trends appeared in the 

variable mean attitude scores in the categories of (a) age range, (b) level of education, (c) 

number of inservices attended in the school year 1994-95, and (d) number of paraeducator 

inservices attended in the school year 1994-95. First, in considering the age range 

demographic variable data analysis, a trend appeared in which the age of the respondent 

was inversely related to mean attitude score. In all but one category of age range, the 

higher the respondent's age, the lower the mean attitude score. In the age category of 

"61 and over," the mean attitude score increased dramatically, indicating a positive 

attitude toward children/youth with disabilities. However, this could be attributed to the 

fact that there was only a single respondent in this age range category. Also, in regard to 

the level of education demographic data analysis, a trend appeared in which the level of 

education of the respondent was inversely related to the mean attitude score. The higher 

the respondent's level of education, the lower the mean attitude score. 
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In the analysis of both the number of inservices attended and the number of 

paraeducator inservices attended in the school year 1994-1995, a trend appeared in which, 

as the number of inservices attended exceeded 6, the mean attitude score began to 

decrease. It also appeared that, as the number of inservices attended increased from 1 to 

5, the mean attitude score also increased. 

Of the demographic variables utilized in this study, the highest mean attitude 

scores were revealed in the following areas: (a) level of education—high school (N=37) = 

92.35; (b) type of school—middle school (N=29) = 92.17; (c) children with a disability-

one (N=21) = 91.14; and (d) number of paraeducator inservices attended in the school 

year 1994-95—3 to 5 (N=18) = 92.06. Of these same variables, the lowest mean attitude 

scores were revealed from the following: (a) number of paraeducator inservices attended 

in the school year 1994-95-6 or more (N=7) = 85.58; (b) level of education-master's 

degree (N=3) = 85.33; (c) years as a paraeducator in general education settings—16 or 

more (N=6) = 85.17; and (d) age range—41-50 (N=43) = 86.47. 

Overall, few of the demographic items utilized in the survey were found to 

significantly contribute (.05 level) to paraeducators' attitudes toward students with 

disabilities. 

Post Hoc Analysis 

Post hoc analyses were conducted to further examine the data from the study. 

These analyses yielded several findings. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated to determine if 

any of the demographic variables studied were correlated with the participants' attitude 

scores (see Table 3). Overall, even the strongest correlations were weak. Results indicate 

a negative correlation with two demographic variables: (a) classification of disabilities 

worked with (mild, moderate, or severe) and (b) level of education (high school through 
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master's degree). Classification of disabilities worked with yielded a Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient of -.20, with a probability ratio of .03. Level of education 

yielded a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of -.18, with a probability ratio 

of .06. Overall, the correlation coefficients of the attitude survey scores and the 

demographic variables are low. 

Table 3 
Correlation Coefficients for Participants' Attitude Scores 

Demographic variable N Correlation Prob ROO 

Age range 113 -.13 .19 

Child with a disability 113 .12 .24 

Classification of disabilities worked with 113 -.20 .03 

Personal disability 113 -.14 .13 

Level of education 113 -.18 .06 

Ethnicity 113 -.06 .60 

Years as a paraeducator in general education 113 .05 .64 

Years as a paraeducator in special education 113 .06 .56 

Majority of work 113 -.01 .89 

Gender 113 -.03 .78 

Specific paraeducator training 113 -.07 .44 

Type of schppi currently working in U3 42 •22 

Staff Development Survey Data 

The staff development survey item data (see Table 4) indicate that, whereas most 

paraeducators are receiving some staff development training, ranging from 1 to 6 or more 

during the 1994-95 school year, few of these staff development activities are implemented 

specifically for paraeducators. Additionally, from the responses analyzed, paraeducators 

do not believe their staff development needs are being met. Participant response data also 
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indicate that the specific staff development areas that they feel are needed (including "yes" 

response percentages) include (a) discipline and behavior management (76.1%), (b) 

paraeducator role and responsibilities (73.5%), (c) instructional techniques (63.7%), (d) 

specific disability information (62.8%), (e) students with disabilities in general education 

settings (61.9%), (f) working with the teacher (50.4%), (g) legal issues (46.0%), (h) 

communication skills (44.2%), and (i) working with parents (39.8%). 



Table 4 
Staff Development Information Items on the Demographic Survey 
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Question Categories 

Number of staff development 

activities for 1994-95: None 

1 - 2 

3 - 5 

6 or more 

Nonrespondents 

NP- 9fre?iK>ngfin 

12 

23 

64 

12 

2 

Number of paraeducator 

staff development activities 

for 1994-95: 

1 - 2 

3 - 5 

6 or more 

None 

41 

18 

7 

43 

4 

Number of staff development activities for 1994-95 that met needs: 

None 

1 or 2 

3 - 5 

6 or more 

Nonrepondents 

34 

55 

19 

1 

4 

%"Yw" % W 

Areas identified as staff development topics for paraeducators: 

Working with teachers 50.4 

Discipline/behavior management 76.1 

Working with parents 39.8 

Paraeducator role and responsibilities 73.5 

Instructional techniques 63.7 

Communication skills 44.2 

Disabled students in gea educ. settings 61.9 

Legal issues 46.0 

Specific disability information 62.8 

49.6 

23.9 

60.2 

26.5 

36.3 

55.8 

38.1 

54.0 

37.2 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was designed to survey general and special education paraeducators 

regarding their attitudes toward students with disabilities. The attitude survey utilized was 

adapted from the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale (Yuker & R1oclcJ 1986). The 

adapted attitude scale (see Appendix A) consisted of 30 statements regarding students 

with disabilities with a Likert response scale ranging from 1 to 7. The demographic 

survey was composed of 13 categorical demographic information items, with 4 open-

ended, unstructured items. One hundred and forty-six surveys were distributed to the 

school districts within the Collin County Educational Cooperative, the Fannin County 

Educational Cooperative, and the Grayson County Educational Cooperative to general 

and special education paraeducators currently working in elementary, middle, and high 

schools. The number of respondents from each of the participating school districts were 

(a) Collin County Educational Cooperative-48, (b) Fannin County Educational 

Cooperative—40, and (c) Grayson County Educational Cooperative—25. The total sample 

size utilized in this study was 113. 

Several demographic groups were identified within in the sample (see Appendix 

B). There were 15 general education paraeducators and 95 special education 

paraeducators (3 nonrespondents). There were 3 male paraeducators, and 108 females (2 

nonrespondents). There were 55 elementary school paraeducators, 29 middle school 

paraeducators, 18 high school paraeducators, and 5 "other" (reported as all-level, 

alternative schools) paraeducators (6 nonrespondents). 

38 
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With an attitude score of 90 representing neither positive nor negative attitudes 

toward students with disabilities, the entire sample mean (N=l 13) for the study was 88.93, 

with a standard deviation of 9.61 and a range from 70 to 114. These data indicate that 

there were not overall positive attitudes toward students with disabilities for the entire 

sample. 

Implications for Staff Development Training 

Although the demographic variables were not significantly related to the attitudes 

toward students with disabilities, the data indicate that there are a number of issues to 

consider for paraeducator staff development training. The data also indicate that, whereas 

most paraeducators are receiving some staff development training, ranging from 1 to 6 or 

more during the 1994-95 school year, few of these staff development activities are 

implemented specifically for paraeducators. Additionally, from the responses analyzed, 

paraeducators staff development needs are not being met. Participant response data also 

indicate that the specific staff development areas that they feel are needed (in order of 

response percentage) include (a) discipline and behavior management, (b) paraeducator 

role and responsibilities, (c) instructional techniques, (d) specific disability information, (e) 

students with disabilities in general education settings, (f) working with the teacher, (g) 

legal issues, (h) communication skills, and (i) working with parents. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

1. Qualitative research should be conducted to determine how attitudes are 

specifically manifested in actual paraeducator behaviors toward students with disabilities. 

2. The sample utilized in this study was potentially biased due to the fact that 

only paraeducators currently working in small school districts within County Educational 

Cooperatives were included. Future studies should attempt to utilize a sample more 

representative of the population. 
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3. The adapted attitude scale utilized in this study, the Attitudes Towards 

Disabled Persons Scale, represents only a sample of situational statements regarding 

persons with disabilities. Further investigation should be conducted to examine other 

attitudinal dimensions related to attitudes toward students with disabilities. 

4. The finding from the data that few paraeducators are receiving staff 

development training is a cause for concern, given the current trend toward integration of 

students with disabilities into general education settings. Further studies should be 

conducted to investigate the effects of paraeducator training on the social and academic 

success of students with disabilities. 

5. The data should be analyzed by the severity of disabilities worked with (mild, 

moderate, severe/profound) to determine the implications of paraeducators' attitudes 

toward children/youth with disabilities for staff development in these areas. 

Conclusion 

The attitudes of paraeducators toward students with disabilities vary widely from 

negative to positive. This study has indicated that attitudes toward students with 

disabilities among paraeducators are not highly correlated to the demographic variables 

under investigation. Further investigation should be conducted to determine variables that 

influence the attitudes of paraeducators toward students with disabilities, and to determine 

the best practices for providing appropriate staff development training for serving students 

with disabilities in both general education and special education settings. 
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Dear Paraprofessional, 
I am asking for your assistance. Please take a minute to read this letter. As a 

student of the Department of Technology and Cognition, Programs in Special Education 
of the University of North Texas, I am currently conducting a dissertation study of 
paraprofessionals' perceptions of students with disabilities. The objective of this study is 
to examine attitudes toward persons with disabilities. 

As a University of North Texas doctoral candidate, and former special education 
teacher, I have often seen the need to help paraprofessionals in a number of special 
education issues. As my students became ready to be moved back into a general 
education classroom, there were many things I did to prepare both student and school 
personnel for this transition. I have come to realize that paraprofessionals in public 
schools also need to be prepared to work with students with disabilities in both general 
and special education settings. 

Enclosed with this letter is a brief survey that asks a variety of questions about 
your attitudes toward persons with disabilities. I am asking you to look over the survey, 
complete it, and send it back to me in the prepaid envelope provided. I do not need to 
know who you are. The results of this study will be summarized in a doctoral dissertation 
and appropriate persons at the University of North Texas and in your region will be given 
a summary report. I want to emphasize that this is a research project. I guarantee that 
your choice to participate will not be identified. Nothing you report on this survey will in 
any way reflect your employment. I plan to compare your answers with other groups of 
paraprofessionals in the surrounding school districts. 

The Region 10 Education Service Center administrative staff has agreed to let me 
send this survey to you. I hope you will take a few minutes to fill out the survey and to 
return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope by May 12,1995. Without the 
help of paraprofessionals like yourself, research in this area would not be possible. If you 
have any questions/comments, please contact me at (817)565-2169. 

Thank you for your assistance, 

Dana L. Harader, Doctoral Candidate, 
University of North Texas 
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•DIRECTIONS: 

For the following statements, circle the number that most clearly matches your views (^adapted from the 
ATDP Scale, Yuker & Block, 1986): 

1= I disagree very much 
2= I disagree pretty much 
3= I disagree a little 
4= No Opinion 
5= I agree a little 
6= I agree pretty much 
7= I agree very much 

SAMPLE: Children/youth with 1 
disabilities often 
play together. 

1. Children/youth with 
disabilities are often 
unfriendly. 

I disagree very much-

4 5 6 

-I agree very much 

4 5 6 

2. Children/youth with 
disabilities should not 
have to compete for jobs 
with children/youth without 
disabilities. 

4 5 6 

3. Children/youth with 
disabilities are more 
emotional than other 
children/youth. 

4 5 6 

4. Most children/youlh 1 
with disabilities are more 
self-conscious than 
other children/youth. 

5. We should expect just 1 
as much from children/youth 
with disabilities as from 
children/youth without disabilities. 

4 5 6 

4 5 6 

6. Students with 
disabilities cannot be as 
successful as other 
students. 

1 4 5 6 
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7. Children/youth with 
disabilities usually 
do not make much of a 
contribution to society. 

8. Most non-disabled 
children/youth would 
not want to many anyone 
who has a disability. 

9. Children/youth with 
disabilities show as 
much enthusiasm as 
other children/youth. 

10. Children/youth with 
disabilities are usually 
more sensitive than other 
children/youth. 

11. Children/youth with 
disabilities are usually 
untidy. 

12. Most children/youth 
with disabilities feel that 
they are as good as other 
children/youth. 

13. The driving test given 
to youth with disabilities 
should be more severe than 
the one given to non-disabled 
youth. 

14. Children/youth with 
disabilities are usually 
sociable. 

15. Children/youth wth 
disabilities usually aire not as 
conscientious as children/ 
youth without disabilities. 
16. Children/youth with 
severe disabilities probably 
worry more about their health 
than those who have minor 
disabilities. 
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17. Most children/youth 1 
with disabilities sire 
satisfied with themselves. 

18. There are more misfits 1 
among childrenA-outh with 
disabilities than among 
non-disabled children/youth. 

19. Most children/youth 1 
with disabilities do not get 
discouraged easily. 

20. Most children/youth 1 
with disabilities resent 
children/youth without 
disabilities. 

21. Children/youth with 1 
disabilities should compete 
with children/youth without 
disabilities. 

22. Most childreiri/youth 1 
with disabilities axe able 
totake care of themselves. 

23. It would be best 1 
if children/youth with 
disabilities would live and work with 
non-disabled children/youth. 

24. Most children/youth 1 
with disabilities are just as 
ambitious as children/youth 
without disabilities. 

25. Children/youth with 1 
disabilities are jusit as self-
confident as other 
children/youth. 

26. Most children/youth 1 
with disabilities want more 
affection and praise 
than other children/youth. 

27. Children/youth with 1 
disabilities are often less 
intelligent than non-disabled 
children/youth. 
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28. Most children/youth 
with disabilities are different 
from non-disabled 
children/youth. 

29. Children/youth with 
disabilities do not want 
any more sympathy than 
other children/youth. 

30. The way children/youth 
with disabilities act is 
irritating. 
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Demographic area Number of participants 

School district 
Fannin Co. Educational Coop 

Bohnam 17 
Dodd City 6 
Fannindel 5 
Honey Grove 2 
Leonard 2 
Sain Rayburn 2 
Trenton 4 

Grayson Co. Educational Coop 
Bells 4 
Gunter 6 
Howe 1 
Pottsboro 2 
S&S Consolidated 3 
Tom Bean 1 
Van Alstyne 3 
Whitesboro 3 
Whitewright 2 

Collin Co. Educational Coop 
Anna 2 
Blue Ridge 2 
Celina 6 
Community 4 
Farmersville 4 
Frisco 4 
Lovejoy 1 
Melissa 3 
Princeton 7 
Prosper 4 
Wylie 11 

Gender 
Male 3 
Female 108 
Not reported 2 
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Demographic area Number of participants 

Type of school currently working in 
Elementary school 55 
Middle school 29 
High school 18 
Other (these were reported as 

all level-alternative schools) 5 
Not reported 6 

Age range 
Under 20 0 
20-30 9 
31-40 46 
41-50 43 
51-60 14 
61 and over 1 
No age reported 1 

Number of children with a disability 
(see Appendix D) 

None 85 
1 21 
2 7 
3 0 
4 0 

Personal disability (see Appendix D) 
No 107 
Yes 3 
Not report ed 3 

Severity of disabilities worked with 
Mild 26 
Moderate 36 
Severe/profound 17 
Multiple levels reported 34 
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Demographic area^ Number of participants 

Areas of disabilities worked with 
None 0 
Physical/orthopedic 64 
Learning 107 
Auditory 46 
Visual 41 
Deaf/blind 26 
EmotionaL'behavioral 96 
Mental retardation 71 
Autism 33 
Traumatic brain injury 27 
Other 9 
Not reported 1 

Areas of staff development wanted 
Working with teachers 
Discipline/behavior management 
Working with parents 
Role and responsibilities 
Instructional techniques 
Communication skills 
Students with disabilities in 

general education classes 
Legal issues 
Specific disability information 
Not reported 

57 
86 
45 
83 
72 
50 

70 
52 
71 

0 

Level of education 
High school 37 
Some college 64 
Bachelor's degree 4 
Master's degree 2 
Doctoral degree 0 
Other 2 
Not reported 1 
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Demographic are*L Number of participants 

Previous specific paraeducator training 
No 
Yes 
Not reported 

74 
37 
2 

Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Asian 
African-American 
Native American 
Other 
Not reported 

Years as a general education paraprofessional 
0-1 

2-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16 or more 
Not reported 

Years as a special education paraprofessional 
0-1 

2-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16 or more 
Not reported 

101 
3 
0 
3 
3 
2 
1 

48 
36 
12 
7 
6 
4 

33 
40 
22 
14 
4 
0 

Majority of current work 
general education 
special education 
Not report ed 

15 
95 

3 
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Demographic area Number of participants 

Number of inservices attended for 94-95 
None 12 
1 or 2 23 
3-5 64 
6 or more 12 
Not reported 2 

Number of inservices for paraeducators in 94-95 
1 or 2 41 
3-5 18 
6 or more 7 
None 43 
Not reported 4 

Inservice training for 94-95 met needs 
None 34 
1 or 2 55 
3-5 19 
6 or more 1 
Not reported 4_ 
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1 = Disagree Very Much; 2 = Disagree Pretty Much; 3 = Disagree A Little; 

4 = No Opinion; 5 = Agree A Little; 6 = Agree Pretty Much; 7 = Agree Very Much 

54 

Survey statement/topic (MV 

Unfriendly (1.96) 51.3 24.8 11.5 1.8 10.6 0 

Should not compete forjobs(3.66) 14.2 16.8 22.1 11.5 15.9 13.3 4.4 

More emotional (3.96) 16.8 13.3 12.4 8.8 21.2 18.6 8.8 

More self-conscious (4.02) 11.5 14.2 15 10.6 24.8 16.8 7.1 

Expect just as mush (3.77) 15.9 18.6 13.3 8 20.4 16.8 7.1 

Cannot be as successM (1.83) 56.6 25.7 8 0.9 6.2 1.8 0.9 

Contribution to society (1.65) 64.6 21.2 7.1 1.8 3.5 0.9 0.9 

Non-disabled many disabled (3.12) 22.1 18.6 16.8 21.2 13.3 4.4 3.5 

Show as much enthusiasm. (5.79) 1.8 3.5 7.1 6.2 9.7 26.5 45.1 

More sensitive (4.20) 6.2 17.7 15 8.8 22.1 23 7.1 

Untidy (2.98) 20.4 25.7 19.5 11.5 16.8 5.3 0.9 

Feel as good as others (4.32) 3.5 15.9 23.9 8.8 10.6 23.9 13.3 

Same driving test (2.50) 41.6 17.7 12.4 15.9 6.2 3.5 1.8 

Usually as sociable (4.90) 6.2 3.5 15 12.4 14.2 29.2 19.5 

Not as conscientious (2.91) 27.4 21.2 15 13.3 16.8 4.4 1.85 

Worry more about health (3.12) 22.1 23.9 12.4 17.7 12.4 8.8 2.7 

Satisfied with themselves (3.77) 12.4 12.4 21.2 15 21.2 14.2 3.5 

More misfits among disabled (2.89) 31 15.9 13.3 22.1 11.5 4.4 0.9 



Survey statement/topic (ML 
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Do not discourage as easily(2.82) 24.8 22.1 27.4 10.6 4.4 8 2.7 

Disabled resent non-disabled (2.85) 25.7 23.9 17.7 14.2 13.3 3.5 0.9 

Should compete with non-disabled (4.10) 7.1 15 12.4 20.4 22.1 19.5 2.7 

Take care of themselves (4.37) 11.5 12.4 9.7 31 18.6 8.0 

Live and work with non-disabled (4.89) 6.2 6.2 8.8 16.8 18.6 20.4 23.0 

Are as ambitious (5.10) 5.3 4.4 11.5 7.1 20.4 30.1 20.4 

Just as self-confident (3.61) 8.8 19.5 28.3 7.1 23 5.3 

Want more affection/praise (4.72) 9.7 9.7 11.5 16.8 24.8 19.5 

Are less intelligent (2.55) 45.1 14.2 10.6 14.2 7.1 6.2 1.8 

Are different from nori-disabled (3.34) 26.5 14.2 11.5 15.9 15.9 10.6 5.3 

Do not want sympathy (4.88) 3.5 4.4 18.6 13.3 13.3 28.3 18.6 

Are imMmg (2,12) -M 212 13.3 8.8 2.7 1-8 JL5_ 
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Demographic survey item Category Responses Number responding 
1. Number of Children with 

a Disability 

2. Personal Disability 

1 child with a disability 

2 children with a disability 

Yes 

Not Reported 

Attention Deficit Disorder 

Fine Motor, Physical Disability 

Learning Disabled, Speech Impaired 

Dyslexia 

Clubfoot 

Deaf 

Learning Disability 

Emotional Disability 

Closed Head Injury (deceased) 

Not Reported 

2 Learning Disabled 

1 Dyslexia, 1 Dysgraphia 

1 Mild Learning Disabled, 

1 Moderate Learning Disabled 

1 Learning Disabled, 

1 Physically Disabled 

1 Down's Syndrome, 1 Brain Damage 

2 Attention Deficit Disorder 

Dyslexia 

3. Type of Disabilities 

Worked With 

Physical/Orthopedic 

Learning Disabilities 

Auditory Disabilities 

Visual Disabilities 

Deaf/Blind 

Emotional/Behavioral 

Mental Retardation 

Autism 

Traumatic Brain Injury 

Other 

% "Yes" Response 

56.6 

94.7 

40.7 

36.3 

23.0 

85.0 

62.8 

29.2 

23.9 

8.0 
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