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The problem addressed in this study was the lack of 

long-range projections resulting from an absence of data 

in terms of functions, funding, administrative staffing, 

and collection of materials for the Louisiana Learning 

Resources System (LLRS) network of 1985. The purpose of 

this study was to make long-range projections in these 

areas. 

Literature was reviewed relative to the history of 

the materials/media movement, current status of origi-

nal Southeast Regional Learning Resource Centers (SELRC), 

needs assessments of the Southeast Region, national 

surveys of materials/media issues, and research method-

ology used in this study. Personal communications 

augmented the traditional search of the literature. 

To accomplish this study, the population was divided 

into three groups of administrators and one group of 

teachers. The administrative groups were all eleven 

members of the State Board of Elementary and Secondary 

Education, the fifty-three Special Education Supervisors 

served by the LLRS, and all ten LLRS Center Directors. 



A statewide systematic random sampling identified the 

306 Special Education Teachers included in the survey. 

An instrument in questionnaire form was developed, 

evaluated, revised, and distributed to the groups. The 

questionnaire aimed at answering four questions for the 

LLRS of 1985: how did each group rank the projected 

functions; how did the groups rank the projected adminis-

trative structures; how did the groups rank the viability 

of funding sources; and how did the groups rank the impor-

tance of items in the ideal collection of materials? 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance was used to 

determine significant relationships among groups in rank 

order of functions, funding sources, and items in the 

ideal collection of materials. In order to establish 

concordance, the chi square test was applied, degrees of 

freedom were specified, and the level of significance was 

computed. The two discrete categories of data relative 

to administrative structure were analyzed with a bino-

mial test. Hypotheses were rejected in each incidence 

at the p . 05 . 

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this 

study, the following projections were made. 

1. The LLRS of 1985 should be a local unit which 

would be specialized in function and operate 

on the same academic calendar as that of the 

local education agency. 



2. The role of the LLRS Director of 1985 should con-

tinue to be that of a materials/media specialist. 

3. The primary funding source of the LLRS of 1985 

should be that of federal dollars. 

4. The Ideal Collection of Materials for the LLRS 

of 1985 should include teacher oriented materials, 

student oriented materials, and hardware for use 

with special education materials. 

As a result of the study the need was identified for 

consistent determination of the role of the LLRS at the 

state level for delivery of services, for compatability 

with the local educational agencies, and its relationship 

to the individual classroom teacher. Further examination 

of the administrative structure of the LLRS and the feasi-

bility of publishing newsletters were identified needs. 

The lack of consensus on rankings of most desirable 

funding source and limitations inherent in the first choice, 

federal funds, resulted in a recommendation for additional 

exploration of funding sources. It was suggested that 

this research methodology be replicated yearly to provide 

appropriate data for decision-makers. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

INTRODUCTION 

The Louisiana Learning Resources System (LLRS) is a 

teacher-support system for special educators and other 

professionals who work with exceptional children. Co-

ordinated by the Division of Special Educational Services 

of the Louisiana State Department of Education, the LLRS 

plans to provide a statewide network of functioning cen-

ters designed to assist parishes in meeting the needs of 

exceptional children in the State. Currently, the LLRS 

is a network of nine regional centers and one State 

depository (Appendix A). 

The LLRS began in 1972 as part of a six-state and 

two-territory regional plan for the Southern State 

Cooperative Learning Resources System (SSCLRS). Six 

member states (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, South Carolina), Puerto Rico, and the 

Virgin Islands signed individual contracts with Auburn 

University in Montgomery, Alabama, (AUM) that provided 

original funding through a special grant to AUM from the 



Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) in Washington, 

D.C. The first LLRS Associate Center for the gtate of 

Louisiana was established in Lafayette in 1972 with ap-

proximately $50,000 of AUM monies. The bulk of these funds 

was utilized for staff salaries. The remainder was used 

for operating expenses and the purchase of preview materials 

for short-term loan. 

In 1974, under the auspices of the Division of Research 

and Educational Services, the U.S. Office of Education 

established a Learning Resource Center (LRC) Program of 

thirteen regional instructional and media centers for 

teachers of exceptional children. A major component of 

the national network, the Area Learning Resources Center 

(ALRC), provided regional funding sources for the develop-

ment of materials/media centers within individual states. 

AUM, selected to function as an ALRC regional office, was 

renamed the Southeast Learning Resource Center (SELRC) 

and continued to fund the LLRS. 

Three satellite centers were established in the 

Louisiana parishes of Lafourche, Calcasieu, and Lincoln 

during the 1974-1977 funding period. These satellites 

received approximately $10,000 from the Lafayette Center 

for purchase of materials while operational expenses were 

funded through state grants. By 1977, the four centers 

with independent budgets and administrative staff were 

fully operational. 



Problems associated with the inauguration of a new 

statewide program predictively limited the compilation of 

accurate circulation statistics. During the Lafayette 

Center's first year of academic record, 1973-1974, a total 

of 1,450 items circulated to 117 borrowers. Lafourche 

Center's initial records, January to December of 1974, 

showed 409 items borrowed by 107 teachers. Calcasieu 

Center listed 156 items circulated to 56 borrowers between 

March, 1974, and February, 1975. From September, 1975, to 

May, 1976, the center in Lincoln indicated 578 items bor-

rowed by 297 teachers. 

The national ALRC program was terminated when discon-

tinuation of national and regional funding was announced 

by Dr. Edwin W. Martin, Deputy Commissioner of BEH, 

in August, 1977. Interest in the maintenance and expan-

sion of instructional and media centers was accelerated 

with the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education for 

All Handicapped Children's Act of 1975, and compliance 

with Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 

1973. The 1977 Louisiana Legislative Act 754, Education 

for All Exceptional Children, reinforced the intent of 

Public Law 94-142 and Section 504 tangibly revitalizing 

the LLRS. 

The use of Public Law 94-142 monies facilitated ex-

pansion of the LLRS. Nine regional centers and a state 

depository for the Visually and Hearing Impaired comprised 



the statewide LLRS network as of December, 1978. The ten 

facilities reported 25,702 items borrowed by 8,460 indi-

viduals between July, 1977, and December, 1978. A total 

of 23,694 individuals was inserviced by the Center 

Directors (Appendix B). The original single parish names 

were dropped and names unique to and symbolic of Louisiana 

were substituted to encourage the regional concept and 

insure use by and service to all parishes for which each 

center was geographically designed (Appendix C). Each 

of the ten LLRS centers employed a director and one full-

time secretary. The qualifications for the position of 

director and job description outlining responsibilities 

are specified in Appendix D. 

The primary function of the LLRS system currently is 

to maintain a collection of films and materials for pre-

view, evaluation, and short-term loan. This collection 

includes diagnostic and child-use instructional materials 

for educational intervention and for assistance in selec-

tion of materials for purchase. 

Inservice education is provided through workshops and 

conferences on effective use of media and instructional 

equipment, new teaching techniques and methods, and teacher-

made materials. Workshops which directly relate to the 

identified needs or interest of each school system are 

conducted upon request. 



Another important function of the LLRS system is its 

information interchange network. Information is dissemi-

nated to special educators about the various areas of 

exceptionality; programs and services offered to excep-

tional children in Louisiana; meetings and conferences of 

interest to educators, administrators, parents, and the 

general public. A new thrust of information dissemination 

targets the area of special education awareness to regular 

classroom teachers, school boards, university personnel, 

parents, and concerned groups. 

Programmatically, the LLRS network reports to the 

Division of Special Educational Services of the State 

Department of Education. Education in Louisiana has a 

regulatory system composed of the Board of Regents, the 

Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) and the 

State Superintendent of Education. The Board of Regents 

is responsible for college and university programs with 

membership by appointment of the Governor. The BESE 

membership is composed of eight elected members: one 

from each of the eight congressional districts (Appendix E), 

and three members appointed at large by the Governor. 

BESE responsibilities center on programs at the preschool, 

elementary, and secondary levels, inclusive of vocational 

education. The State Superintendent of Education is an 

elected official serving in an executive capacity. He 

serves as the chief administrator of the Department of 

Education for the State of Louisiana (Appendix F). 
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An Assistant Superintendent for Special Educational Services 

coordinates the work on his staff of professional special 

educators (Appendix G). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed in this study was the lack of 

long-range projections resulting from an absence of data 

in terms of (1) functions, (2) funding, (3) adminis-

trative staffing, and (4) collection of materials for the 

Louisiana Learning Resources System (LLRS) network in 1985. 

The lack of data based projections impeded decision-makers 

in planning appropriate resources for educators. 

Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose for this study was to make long-

range projections regarding (1) functions, (2) funding, 

(3) administrative staffing, and (4) collection of materi-

als for the LLRS in 1985. In order to accomplish the 

major purpose and provide decision-makers with necessary 

input, a data base was established for each topic. 

Research Questions 

In order to provide a data base which could be uti-

lized by decision-makers in formulating projected program-

matic characteristics and needs for 1985, the following 

questions were answered for the four identified groups. 



Each questionnaire section was not responded to by each 

group. The sections were matched with the appropriate 

populations. Question I asked how each of the groups— 

Special Education Supervisors; LLRS Directors, and 

Special Education Classroom Teachers—would rank the pro-

jected function of the LLRS in 1985? Under Question I 

a secondary question was raised which asked, how the 

groups of Special Education Classroom Teachers, grouped 

by distance from the center, would rank projected func-

tions? Question II was concerned with how the following 

groups—BESE, Special Education Supervisors, and LLRS 

Directors—would rank the projected administrative struc-

tures for the LLRS in 1985? Question III dealt with how 

the following groups—BESE, Special Education Supervisors, 

and LLRS Directors—would rank the viability of funding 

sources projected for the LLRS in 1985? The last question 

raised, Question IV, dealt with how the following groups— 

Special Education Supervisors, Special Education Class-

room Teachers, and LLRS Directors—would rank the impor-

tance of materials to be housed in an ideal collection 

for the LLRS in 1985? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were formulated to investi-

gate the above questions. 
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I. There will be no significant relationship in the 

rankings of functions of the LLRS in 1985 as 

projected by the following groups: 

A. Special Education Supervisors; 

B. LLRS Directors; and 

C. Special Education Classroom Teachers . 

Sub-Hypothesis—There will be no significant 

relationship between the teacher distance 

from the Center and the projected functions 

of the LLRS in 1985, as ranked by the Special 

Education Classroom Teacher. 

II. There will be no significant relationship in the 

projected administrative structure for the LLRS 

in 1985 as proposed by the following groups: 

A. BESE; 

B. Special Education Supervisors; and 

C. LLRS Directors. 

III. There will be no significant relationship in the 

rankings of the most viable funding source pro-

jected for the LLRS in 1985 as identified by 

members of the following groups: 

A. BESE; 

B. Special Education Supervisors; and 

C. LLRS Directors. 

IV. There will be no significant relationship in the 

ranking of materials to be housed in an Ideal 



9 

Collection for the LLRS in 1985 as identified 

by the following groups: 

A. Special Education Supervisors; 

B. LLRS Directors; and 

C. Special Education Classroom Teachers. 

Significance of the Study 

The education system of Louisiana will be affected 

by decisions based upon the projections and analysis of 

data resulting from this study. Specifically, (1) func-

tions, (2) funding, (3) administrative staffing, and 

(4) ideal collection of materials for the LLRS network 

throughout the state will be affected by decisions made 

based upon the results of this study. 

Individuals responsible for and affected by the LLRS 

will have direct participation in decision-making proc-

esses. The data generated will provide a substantive 

data base for the BESE. The LLRS Directors, who tradi-

tionally have not been included in state programmatic 

decisions, will share in the overall process by the 

ranking of options. The Special Education Supervisors 

and the Special Education Classroom Teachers will have 

direct input through responses into the projected 1985 

network. The projections based upon the accumulated 
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data will affect individuals throughout the; state who are 

involved in the education of exceptional children. 

If state money were found to be the preferred funding 

source, the results of this study would be presented to 

the Legislature of the State of Louisiana for justification 

of allocation of state funds. State funding could not be 

considered for allocation to the LLRS system without such 

evidence. 

The in-depth analysis, broad-based population, and 

comprehensiveness provide a model for other states as 

they attempt to draw conclusions and solve problems rela-

tive to materials and media centers. The need for a 

model for the collection and analysis of data on which to 

base long-range projections is timely because of the 

mandates for services in Public Law 94-142 

Delimiations of the Study 

The following delimitations were established. 

1. The study was limited to the individual 

respondents as described in the section 

of population. No attempt was made to 

control for responses relative to sex, 

race, nor ethnicity. 
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2. This study was concerned only with the responses 

from the returned questionnaires. No attempt was 

made to identify reasons for non-return of the 

questionnaires. 

3. This study did not attempt to assess the level of 

respondent's knowledge of the LLRS prior to com-

pletion of the questionnaire. 

4. This study did not concern itself directly with 

the implementation of the findings of this study. 

Definitions 

The following terms have restrictive meaning and were 

thus defined for this study. 

1. Act 19 - An Act of the Legislature of the State 

of Louisiana making appropriation for 

the ordinary expenses including mate-

rials of the public schools. 

2. Act 754 - An Act of the Legislature of the State 

of Louisiana which purpose is to as-

sure and require that the State shall 

fund a program of free appropriate 

public education and related services 

for all of the exceptional students in 

their least restrictive environment. 
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3. Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) -

That component of the regulatory system 

of education for Louisiana which assumes 

the responsibility for educational pro-

grams at the preschool, elementary, and 

secondary levels, inclusive of vocation-

al education. 

4. Louisiana Learning Resources System (LLRS) - A 

teacher-support system for special edu-

cators and other professionals who work 

with exceptional children which is co-

ordinated by the Division of Special 

Educational Services of the State 

Department of Education. 

5. Ideal collection of materials - that accumulation 

of items, equipment, resources, and/or 

instructional aids to fulfill necessary 

expectations based on present or antici-

pated levels of programming. 

6. Louisiana Learning Resources System Director -

The person hired as chief administrator 

with programmatic and fiscal responsi-

bility in the operation of the Learning 

Resource Center. 



13 

Parish - The civil district of the State of 

Louisiana comparable to the county of 

other states. 

8. Parish, size of - The number of students enrolled 

in special education classes. 

9. Special Education Classroom Teacher - One who 

teaches exceptional children and holds 

Louisiana certification in the area(s) 

of Special Education in which he/she is 

currently employed. 

10. Special Education Supervisors - The position in 

an administrative unit which assumes the 

purpose of providing administrative 

leadership for all existing programs of 

instruction and services for exceptional 

students. To be eligible for this 

position, an individual must hold a 

Master's degree with certification as a 

Supervisor of Special Education, a 

minimum of two areas of Special Education 

certification, with a minimum of three 

years teaching experience, two of which 

have been in Special Education. 

Other terms will be defined in context when it is 

felt that such a definition is necessary for clarity of 

meaning. Many of the terms that relate to Special 
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Education have been specifically defined in Public Law 

94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Children's 

Act of 1975, and Louisiana Act 754, Education for All 

Exceptional Children. The special education terms 

used in this study will conform to those definitions. 

Acronyms used in this study are listed alphabetically 

in the glossary. 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the respondents to the ques-

tionnaires would respond in a professional manner to 

the instrument. It was further assumed that if the 

questionnaire were to be distributed a second time the 

results would be the same. 

Summary 

Chapter II presents a review of literature related 

to the history of the materials/media movement, current 

status of Southeast Learning Resource Center, needs 

assessments of the Southeast Region, national surveys 

of materials/media, and research methodology. Chapter 

III contains the procedures of the research methodology 

used in this study. Analysis of data comprises Chapter IV. 
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Chapter V includes the summary, findings, conclusions, pro-

jections, and recommendations for further research. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

History of the Materials/Media Center Movement 

President John F. Kennedy's Task Force on Mental 

Retardation in 1962 recommended the development of special 

educational Instructional Materials Centers (IMC's) and 

Regional Materials Centers (RMC's) for the purpose of 

providing special educators with ready access to valid 

instructional materials and information for the education 

of handicapped children (Olshin, 1968). An initial three 

phase program was planned to establish functional activi-

ties of the IMC/RMC's as 

(a) a service function; 

(b) a research and development activity; 

(c) the stimulation of materials production 

activity (Olshin, 1968). 

Olshin (1968) clarified the responsibilities estab-

lished for each phase. Phase I, the service function, 

included (a) the acquisition of commercial and teacher-

prepared instructional materials; (b) the description, 

classification, and organization of these materials; and 

(c) the dissemination of materials and information to 

teachers. The major components in Phase II, research 

16 
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and development, were the evaluation of instructional 

materials and the production of new materials. Contact-

ing private and commercial producers for potential 

development of materials and consulting with producers 

fell under Phase III, that of stimulation of materials 

production. 

In 1964, the Division of Research of the Bureau of 

Education for the Handicapped (BEH) established two pro-

totypes of instructional media centers funded under 

Public Law 88-4, Title III. This program added eight 

additional centers so that there were ten Special Education 

Instructional Materials Centers (SEIMC) in 1966. The 

following year four more SEIMC's were added as well as the 

Education Research Information Center (ERIC). By 1968, 

four previously established Media Centers for the Deaf were 

incorporated into the system bringing the total to nineteen 

components (Lege, 1978). 

Two experimental mental retardation IMC's had been 

established in 1964 to field test the IMC concept. These 

centers were located at the University of Wisconsin and at 

the University of Southern California, respectively. With-

in two years, these prototype centers demonstrated that they 

had fulfilled their primary purpose sufficiently to justi-

fy the expansion into a network (Newberg, 1970). Addition-

ally, a number of related projects were developed subse-

quent to 1964, based upon program decisions and funding 

through BEH in the U. S. Office of Education (USOE). 
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These projects included Regional Resource Centers (RRC's), 

the National Center on Education Media and Materials for 

the Handicapped (NCEMMH), and the Educational Media 

Distribution Center (EMDC). 

Each of these projects was responsible for providing 

resources and support services on a state, regional, or 

national basis to assist special educators in improving 

the education of exceptional children. Although all were 

directed toward the same final objective, each project 

had a different focus. The SEIMC's were the most involved 

with instructional materials and media; RRC's dealt pri-

marily with the diagnostic-prescriptive process; RMC's 

major thrust was providing services to those who worked 

with the hearing impaired; the Council for Exceptional 

Children Information Center focused primarily on the stor-

age, retrieval, and dissemination of information related to 

all aspects of special education (Erickson, 1974). Norwood 

(1976) stated that the EMDC was primarily concerned with the 

distribution of captioned films for the deaf. NCEMMH was 

established to focus on a number of related problems, in-

cluding national coordination for projects related to 

materials needs assessment and the development, evaluation, 

and dissemination of new instructional materials for the 

handicapped (Blackhurst, 1974). Taken as a conglomerate, 

these various projects dealt with most, if not all, of 

the various instructional problems which were encountered 

in the education of exceptional children. 
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A significant factor of the SEIMC/RRC network was that 

as it developed and delivered teacher-support services, the 

demand for these services far exceeded the delivery capa-

bilities. As a consequence, state educational agencies 

began to make an investment in the concept and developed 

their own instructional materials, media, or resource cen-

ters. These centers, often called "associate" SEIMC's 

were located occasionally in the local educational agencies 

but more often at an intermediate district level. Many 

states, using local, state, and federal funds, established 

intrastate networks of associate SEIMC's. As of May, 1974, 

over 400 associate SEIMC's spanned the United States and 

represented an annual investment by the states of approx-

imately $20 million or four times the annual federal in-

vestment in the regional SEIMC program at that time 

(Erickson, 1974). 

Blackhurst (1974) pointed out that it was a well-

known fact that some of the difficulties had been encoun-

tered in attempting to coordinate all of the regional/ 

national projects with each other and with the various 

state components. Some of the difficulties encountered, 

he felt, were the lack of planning for coordinating pro-

ject activities and the problems inherent in funding from 

several sources. He further noted that several sections 

of the country did not have access to any of the projects. 



20 

Additionally, not only were the projects themselves at 

various stages of development but many had gradually devel-

oped differing program emphasis making it difficult, if not 

impossible, to mold the projects into one cohesive whole. 

In an attempt to remediate these problems, a systema-

tic planning effort was undertaken. The effort was directed 

toward the elimination of the problems and the refocusing 

of the efforts of federally funded programs to make them 

more responsive to the needs in the field. Top priority 

was to develop a more coordinated and systematic approach 

to the entire realm of service delivery systems. These 

planning efforts resulted in two Requests for Proposals 

(RFP's) which were issued on January 11, 1974, by BEH 

(Erickson, 1974). The two RFP's established that the United 

States and its territories would be divided into thirteen 

regions and would be served by two separate but coordinated 

support systems which would be known in the aggregate as the 

Learning Resource Centers (LRC) Program. The LRC Program 

was designed to capitalize on the best aspects of the ear-

lier individual projects. In general, the major changes 

included (a) nationwide coverage of services; (b) co-

ordinated management of the projects; (c) emphasis on 

providing services as well as technical assistance; (d) 

more uniformity among centers in structure, role, and 

program interpretation; and (e) the sharing of some 

common services and a better definition of the division 

of labor among the projects (Blackhurst, 1974). 
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Each region was served by a RRC which placed primary 

emphasis on the educational, diagnostic, and prescriptive 

process. A portion of those projects was assigned to 

work directly with specific children; other efforts were 

devoted to working with the states to develop and refine 

intrastate capacity for individual child assessment and 

prescription (Brown, 1976). 

Each one of the thirteen regions was served by an Area 

Learning Resource Center (ALRC). The following guidelines 

as to function were established: 

1. stimulation, development, and technical assistance 

to projects, such as local media centers which 

provided materials to teachers; 

2. consultation, demonstration, dissemination, and 

training on the use of instructional materials; 

3. access to national information storage, retrieval, 

and delivery systems; 

4. identification of needs for training in the use 

of instructional materials; 

5. consultation, location, and training in the use of 

teacher-training materials; and 

6. design of new teacher-training materials on the 

use of instructional media (Blackhurst, 1974). 

Four national speciality centers were funded to serve 

in tandem with the ALRC programs: (1) Visually Impaired, 

(2) Hearing Impaired, (3) Other handicapping conditions, 
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and (4) a Depository for child-use and teacher-training 

use materials. The four previously established Media 

Centers for the Deaf had been incorporated into the national 

system which brought the total to nineteen components which 

included the regional SEIMC's and the Education Research 

Information Center (ERIC) housed at the Council for 

Exceptional Children (Lege, 1978). 

In response to solicitation, NO. RFP 74-78, an Area 

Learning Resource Center (ALRC) was established for the 

Southeast, Region Thirteen. On September 23, 1974, the 

Southeast Learning Resources Center (SELRC) was funded 

by the USOE through a contract, #300-75-0071, awarded 

to Auburn University at Montgomery, Alabama (AUM). AUM 

was the prime contractor with Dr. Faye Brown as the 

Project Director (Brown, 1977a). 

This contract was, in reality, an extension of the 

Southern States Cooperative Learning Resources System 

(SSCLRS) that activated on April 1, 1971, under a BEH 

grant to AUM. The SSCLRS was initially organized to meet 

the instructional material needs of special educators in 

the Southeast Region. Their needs were particularly 

great at that time due to the void in the BEH/IMC network 

created by the phasing out of the IMC at the University of 

South Florida in Tampa, Florida (Brown, 1977b). 

The SELRC provided a lightly-manned regional office 

which functioned as a coordinating and supporting agency 

for state-formulated programs. Regional support included 
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provision for the allocation of money directly to the 

States, money that could be used to support their own 

particular materials requirements in a manner most ad-

vantageous to the structure of the state's program. A 

major thrust of the system was that of encouraging the 

State Education Agencies (SEA's) to assume leadership 

roles in the establishment of media centers within their 

own state to serve the needs of teachers of the handicapped. 

The SELRC was one of thirteen national ALRC's which served 

specific geographic areas. They shared a common delivery 

plan which included (a) acquisition or development of 

materials; (b) training of those who would design, select, 

prescribe, or use materials; (c) dissemination of informa-

tion to teachers about materials; and (d) provisions of ma-

terials when and where needed by teachers (Brown, 1978). 

The SELRC was phased out in August of 1977, in a di-

rective from BEH which disbanned the national ALRC program 

(Martin, 1977). The six states and two territories which 

composed the original region (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, and 

the Virgin Islands), despite the lack of federal leadership 

and money, have continued to function. They now operate 

under the direction and funding of their own individual 

states. 

Of the states which composed the original SELRC, a 

search of the literature relative to the current status of 
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the individual state's learning resources centers revealed 

that there are certain similarities as well as differences 

in regard to all of the items under consideration in this 

study: (1) functions; (2) administrative structure; 

(3) funding patterns; and (4) ideal collection of materials. 

Current Status of Original SELRC's 

The State Directors of Special Education or appropri-

ate designees were contacted for information concerning the 

existing LRC's in their respective states. In 1975, the 

Alabama Learning Resources System (ALRS) established two 

associate resource centers as the initial phase of develop-

ment of the ALRC network. It was established as a com-

ponent of the SELRC, ALRC/RRC Network and operated through 

the Programs for Exceptional Children and Youth in the 

Alabama State Department of Education. It was an instruc-

tional resource system providing materials and media sup-

port services to 127 local education agencies (LEA) in 

Alabama. According to Mr. Fred Wells, State Coordinator 

of the ALRC, major efforts of the ALRS were directed to-

ward the provisions of locally accessible services to 

Alabama's exceptional educators and parents through the 

establishment of associate centers to serve local education 

agencies and coordination of these as an effective state-

wide network. The state center and six associate learning 

resource centers provided services in three major areas: 



25 

(1) selection, utilization, and evaluation of instruc-

tional materials and media; (2) inservice training re-

lating to instructional materials and media; and (3) in-

formation dissemination (Wells, 1979). 

The Florida Learning Resources System (FLRS) operated 

through the Program Services Section, Bureau of Education 

for Exceptional Students, Division of Public Schools, 

Florida Department of Education. Prior to academic year 

1974-75, the FLRS Associate Center network was comprised 

of five centers. The FLRS network now consists of eigh-

teen associate centers and a Clearinghouse Information 

Center which is a specialized center which functions as a 

coordinating unit for associate centers and district pro-

gram information and materials services (Knobbe, 1979). 

Three major goals of the system were identified by Largent 

(1979) to be the following: 

(1) establish, monitor, and coordinate a network of 

FLRS Associate centers so that educators have 

local access to direct services related to 

materials and media information, delivery, and 

training; 

(2) establish and maintain, in conjunction with the 

Bureau of Education for Exceptional Student's 

Clearinghouse Information Center, a systematic 

comprehensive dissemination system; and 

(3) develop and coordinate a system of training 
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of educators to increase competencies in the 

appropriate use of instructional materials and 

educational technology for handicapped learners. 

The Georgia Learning Resources System (GLRS) estab-

lished ten centers in June of 1972. As of February, 1979, 

the system had expanded into sixteen centers plus seven 

satellites which reported to the State Director of Special 

Education in the Georgia State Department of Education. 

Two primary functions were identified by Ms. Kathy Bush, 

GLRS State Coordinator, (1978) as: (1) staff development 

and (2) diagnostic services. Availability of materials, 

training, and information exchange were considered to be 

secondary functions. Of major importance in meeting the 

first priority of staff development, the State of Georgia 

House Bill 671 by the 1974 General Assembly mandated a 

minimum of five credit hours in the identification of handi-

capped children for all educators seeking new or renewed 

teaching certificates. In connection with this require-

ment the GLRS served as the disseminating and training 

agent for a course developed to meet this mandate. 

The Mississippi Learning Resource System (MLRS) began 

in April, 1971, as part of the Southern State Cooperative 

Learning Resources System (SSCLRS). In 1974, in coopera-

tion with the SELRC, the Mississippi Department of Educa-

tion, realizing the importance to teachers of the materials/ 

media center concept, instituted legislation in the form 
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of the Mississippi Learning Resources Act of 1974 which 

provided for four local resource centers. As of February, 

1979, the State of Mississippi has expanded the network of 

ten centers with a variety of services including materials/ 

media as well as inservice programs. The major service 

is considered, however, to be diagnostic evaluations of 

students as stated by Mr. Robert Moore, State Coordinator 

of MLRS (1978). 

The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico operates a school 

system which is a highly centralized organization that 

serves the entire island and is administered by the 

Department of Education of which the Special Education 

Program is a part. From September, 1970, to July, 1973, 

a Center for the Production of Educational Materials and 

Related Services created by Public Law 91-230 was perform-

ing all functions concerning production, translation, 

adaptation, and distribution of curricular and instruc-

tional materials. Also, a Center for the Production of 

Materials for Deaf and Speech Impaired Children under 

Public Law 89-313 was in operation. However, the required 

funds for operation were discontinued and the programs's 

effectiveness was greatly reduced. Using SELRC monies, 

these services were again provided in one center (Valentin, 

1979). Additional services included (a) locating, 

acquiring, selecting, translating, and adapting appro-

priate educational materials; (b) developing a capacity to 
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conduct materials and media conferences and workshops; (c) 

inservicing in the appropriate use of materials and educa-

tional technology for handicapped learners; (d) granting 

access to instructional resources; and (e) quality instruc-

tional materials (Valentin, 1977). As of August, 1977, 

Puerto Rico operated one center and some seventeen months 

later, February, 1979, there is still one center for the 

island (Mendez, 1979). 

Operating under the auspices of the Office of Programs 

for the Handicapped, South Carolina State Department of 

Education, the South Carolina Learning Resource Center 

(SCLRC) was established in 1968 as part of the SEIMC 

network. In January, 1972, South Carolina became a mem-

ber of the SSCLRS and five local Learning Resources Centers 

were established the same year. The SCLRC network is com-

prised of one state center and five local centers. The 

main purpose is to provide sample instructional materials 

and equipment for teachers in order that they may evaluate 

efficacy of materials for use in their programs (Black, 

1979). 

The schools in the Virgin Islands operate under the 

State Government; i.e., State Department of Education, with 

no county or local school districts. Two LRC's were 

established: one on the island of St. Thomas and one on the 

island of St. Croix. According to a statement made in 1978 

by Mr. Robert Rogers, former Director of Special Education 

for the Virgin Islands, their primary function was the 



29 

selection, evaluation and short-term loan of instructional 

materials to the special education classroom teachers 

throughout the islands. There are currently two function-

ing centers in the Virgin Islands (Brown, 1979). 

Various funding patterns have emerged in the Southeast 

Region as one looks at the current status of the individual 

state centers. According to Dr. Walter Moore, Mississippi 

State Director of Special Education (1979), Dr. Alan 

Gurley, Georgia State Director of Special Education (1979), 

and Mr. Wayne Largent, Florida State Coordinator (1979), 

Mississippi, Georgia, and Florida operate on a state allo-

cation. Alabama, Puerto Rico, South Carolina and the Virgin 

Islands use a combination formula for funding sources 

(Cain, 1979). These combinations which vary from state 

to state are basically combinations of state allocation 

monies, State and Local Public Law 94-142 monies and lo-

cally generated funds. 

Administrative staffing patterns further point up 

the basic functions performed by the various state LRC's. 

Mississippi now employs a total of ninety-eight people 

which includes both the professional staff and the 

clerical staff. South Carolina has filled thirteen posi-

tions including both professional and clerical positions. 

The Georgia Learning Resources System operates with a 

professional and clerical staff of thirty-nine. 
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In analyzing administrative structure, the only com-

ponent which was common to all of the states which origi-

nally composed the Southeast Region was that the centers 

functioned as a system. It was found that Mississippi was 

the only state which reported that the centers were con-

sidered state units serving a particular region and located 

within that region. In such instances, the Center Directors 

function as state employees with all that such a status 

might imply, i.e., salary schedule, fringe benefits, 

retirement, and/or calendar (Moore, 1979). 

Based upon communication with the State Directors of 

Special Education, it was found that the centers in all the 

states provided services to teachers of all exceptionali-

ties. In the State of Florida, while there is duplication 

of services from one center to another, there is some 

attempt at specialization of function and materials 

(Brown, 1977a). Georgia is unique in its service delivery 

plan in that it establishes satellite centers in conjunc-

tion with the sixteen original centers (Gurley, 1979). 

The other centers provide services only from the major cen-

ter without any effort to further expand the delivery sys-

tem (Brown, Moore, Gurley, Black, 1979). 
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The following chart illustrates the Learning Resource 

Center activities in each state at the present time (Wells, 

1979; Largent, 1979; Gurley, 1979; Moore, 1979; Brown, 1979; 

Black, 1979; Rogers, 1978). 

TABLE I 

CURRENT STATUS OF FORMER SELRC'S 

(excluding Louisiana) 

Location No. of No. of 
Centers Staff Funding Functions 

Alabama 

Florida 

Georgia 

Mississippi 

Puerto Rico 

South Carolina 

Virgin Islands 

18 

16* 

10 

6 

14 

43 

39 

98 

13 

Combination 
Formula 

State 

Allocation 

State 

Allocation 

State 
Allocation 
Combination 
Formula 

Combination 
Formula 

Combination 
Formula 

Materials/Media 
Inservice 
Information 

Dissemination 

Materials/Media 

Staff Development 
Diagnostic Service 

Diagnostic 

Materials for 
Distribution 

Materials for 
Distribution 

Short-term loan 
of Materials 

•Georgia has seven satellite centers in addition to program 
indicated. 
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Needs Assessments of Southeast Region 

The seven original states of the SELRC were polled as 

to whether they had conducted surveys of their respective 

systems. Only two of the states, Alabama and South 

Carolina, had completed a comprehensive needs assessment 

of their systems. The State of Georgia is currently in 

the process of drafting a new needs assessment which is 

tentatively scheduled to be conducted in late Fall of 1979. 

It will be patterned after the format used in 1975 in which 

three major areas with their respective target populations 

were polled: (1) Continuing Education (Staff Development) 

Needs; (2) GLRS Center Utilization; and (3) Manpower Needs 

in Special Education (Bush, 1979). Mississippi replied 

that they have not made a formal needs assessment and that 

there were no statistics in the central office, other than 

requisitions on file to determine the number of materials 

in the centers or to categorize the materials (Moore, R., 

1978). Louisiana, Puerto Rico, Florida, the Virgin Islands 

have not attempted formal needs assessments of the LRC 

system at this time. 

The primary purpose identified for the Alabama 

Learning Resource System was to keep special education 

personnel abreast of current developments in instructional 

materials, media, and technology through a constantly im-

proving program of inservice (Bobo, 1979). In order to 
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determine the extent to which the ALRS was meeting its 

stated objective and to ascertain future directions, in 

May of 1976, questionnaires were developed and mailed to 

three consumer groups in the state: (1) special education 

teachers; (2) chairmen of university special education 

programs; and (3) local school district coordinators of 

special education. A specific questionnaire for each 

group was utilized to acquire insights as to the unique 

interests and perspectives of each group. 

The results from the questionnaires provided insight 

into the current functioning of the system and further 

allowed projections based upon need to be made. Several of 

the needs recognized were addressed in the official con-

clusion/summation. The need for additional services to the 

teachers became apparent. The traditional leadership role 

of the centralized learning resource centers at the region-

al and state levels was recognized while at the same time 

pointing out the necessity for re-examining funding priori-

ties in order to make materials more accessible to the 

classroom teacher. The difficulty in serving teachers on 

a large scale basis from a centralized location was recog-

nized. It appears that the role of the ALRS may have to 

be expanded in functions to include large scale training 

of teachers pursuant to the usage of equipment and 

materials in addition to that of serving as a lending and 

preview service. As a final recommendation of the survey, 
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Wells (1979) noted that a de-emphasis on the state lending 

facilities had to begin with a new thrust being that of 

building dependence on the local associate centers. 

A state survey was completed in 1977 of the South 

Carolina Learning Resource Center Network. It was a 

twenty item questionnaire that was aimed primarily at 

three groups; (1) special education classroom teachers, 

(2) local education agency directors of special education; 

and (3) college students. Several pertinent facts/trends 

emerged in the tabulation and analysis of the responses. 

Most persons reported using the centers once a month; 86 

per cent of consumers checked out materials in person. 

The rankings of the services were positive: excellent -

(36%); good - (53%); average - (10%); and poor - (1%). 

The most frequently requested service was for material loans 

with the request for materials development or information 

almost equally chosen as second function. Although the 

majority of the respondents had access to an annotated 

materials catalog, only 13 per cent used the catalog for 

borrowing materials. In the area of improvement of ser-

vices, the two frequent responses were a longer loaning 

period and the possibility of check-out on Saturday. Par-

ticular problems encountered by the consumers generally 

fell into the categories of the need for multiple copies of 

popular items, longer hours of operation, and better parking 

facilities. The only inservice need which was identified 
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by over half of the respondents was that of assistance in 

selecting materials to fit classroom/pupil needs. In 

general, the responses toward the state system were posi-

tive; i.e., comments such as LRC introduced new and needed 

material; it provided a very good service; and it is a 

good place to make materials. Mr. Robert Black, Director 

of Special Education for the State of South Carolina, 

(1979) stated that he was pleased with the survey; however, 

he indicated the system was in the process of developing 

another questionnaire which dealt primarily with projected 

needs of the system as opposed to the previous one which 

was concerned primarily with the current delivery of 

services. 

National Surveys on Materials/Media Issues 

Dr. Norman Howe (1979) in the Division of Media 

Services of BEH stated that before the federal ALRC Program 

was phased out there had been no third-party evaluation of 

the system conducted. Only one official publication had 

been issued, a Personnel Directory: Learning Resource 

Centers Program, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. 

This was a directory of the ALRC personnel coupled with 

their respective services and published as a joint pub-

lication of the National Center on Educational Media and 

Materials for the Handicapped (NCEMMH) and the Coordinating 

Office for Regional Resource Centers (COORC). Dr. M. C. 

Martinson, Director of COORC and Dr. S. C. Ashcroft, 
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Director of NCEMMH, were co-authors of this volume which 

was published in the Spring of 1977. 

Lance (1978) stated that there were approximately 800 

special education learning resource centers in the United 

States. Some were highly sophisicated and were able to 

direct educators to the newest and most appropriate 

applications in technology while others were only able to 

afford an opportunity to view a few of the most common and 

least expensive materials. He felt that the federal 

government should design a dissemination system of infor-

mation and materials but he recognized the problems in-

herent because of lack of financial resources and federal 

authorization. 

One such system has remained as a carry-over from the 

former ALRC network. The National Instructional Materials 

Information System (NIMIS) is being refined and after 

necessary modifications by the National Information Center 

for Special Education Materials (NICSEM), it will be 

known as the National Instructional Materials Information 

System II (NIMIS II). NIMIS I operated for three years as 

a specialized office in which more than fifteen thousand 

items of instructional materials were reviewed and those 

items which were approved were entered into the NIMIS I 

data bank (Propp, 1978). In 1977 this data bank was trans-

ferred from Ohio State National Information Center on 

Educational Materials (NICEM) in Columbus, Ohio, to the 
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University of Southern California in Los Angeles, 

California. The NIMIS I data can presently be retrieved 

from the Lockheed computer bank in Palo Alto, California. 

In preparation for the transition from NIMIS I to 

NIMIS II, the National Association of State Directors of 

Special Education, Inc. (NASDSE) conducted a needs assess-

ment which was submitted to NICSEM. William Schipper, 

Associate Director of NASDSE, spearheaded the interview 

questionnaire process throughout the United States. Data 

from all of the state directors on the following questions 

were gathered on the following concerns: (1) type of 

information desired; (2) targets for information; (3) 

format of information delivery; (4) categorical needs; 

(5) state constraints; and (6) type of interim products 

desired. 

The Preliminary Report of the State Directors of 

Special Education Interviews on the Needs Assessment for 

NIMIS II. was released on January 5, 1978 (Risner, 1978). 

The procedure which was followed involved interviews 

with all State Directors of Special Education or their 

designees representing the fifty-seven states, territories, 

District of Columbia, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs 

(BIA). Interviews were conducted by a team formed and 

trained especially for the interview questionnaire. The 

interviews were informal and unstructured with the inter-

viewees invited to speak freely and spontaneously about 

JU + M * i ^ 
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their desires and expectations in regard to NIMIS II. A 

standardized report form was used. In addition to the 

data summaries, ten interviewers also delivered their inter-

view notes, and, in some instances, materials prepared by 

an SEA especially for the needs assessment. The data were 

compiled and analyzed and the interviewers had the oppor-

tunity to verify that their data were being correctly 

interpreted. 

The conclusions from this study, although targeted 

at the national dissemination level, have significance for 

individual state learning resource systems. Comprehen-

sive descriptive data rather than prescriptive information 

about child-use material were preferred. Evaluation data 

had a high priority. High interest was shown in having 

information classified and accessible by objective and by 

handicapping condition. Information dealing with the low-

incidence handicaps and with vocational/career education 

were two significant priorities. Both large and small 

SEA's felt the need to keep up-to-date on current program 

activities elsewhere, new and innovative program ideas, and 

exemplary programs. A significant need for testing and 

assessment information was expressed; a top priority re-

quirement was inservice training. The view espoused by 

NIMIS II of their information system serving primarily as 

a resource for use by SEA staff and consultant was con-

sistent with the SEA concept. However, the use of NIMIS II 
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should be anticipated at all levels, from SEA to LEA, with 

no assumptions as to parameters or limitations for the 

application of NIMIS II information. A significant fact 

emerged in that existing information systems operated 

primarily through regional centers or agencies and the 

activities of SEA staff. All energies at NICSEM are cur-

rently focused on the NIMIS II data entry. (NICSEM update, 

1979). The first NIMIS II publication will be available 

in late Spring, 1979. The NICEM Index to Nonprint Special 

Education Materials-Multimedia became available in April, 

1979. It represents a joint effort of two organizations: 

National Information Center for Educational Media (NICEM) 

and the National Information Center for Special Education 

Materials (NICSEM). 

A study currently underway with an estimated com-

pletion date of Summer, 1979, is being conducted by Barbara 

Slater, Director of the Special Education Resource System 

for the State of Missouri. The stated purpose of the pro-

ject is the acquisition of information on existing state 

systems so that there may be a comparison of the services 

offered by Missouri and other states (Slater, 1979). The 

instrument used for collection of information was a mailed 

questionnaire composed of twenty-eight items. The majority 

of the items dealt with operational issues, i.e., funding 

source(s), number of centers, number of staff, size of 

collections, and circulations. Items further addressed 
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were types of inservice needed and target populations, 

distribution of newsletters, and projections of the system 

where one existed. 

A recently completed BEH sponsored national needs 

assessment of educational materials and media for the handi-

capped, involving 28,000 special educators, showed 88 per 

cent of the teachers need new media and materials in order 

to meet instructional objectives of the exceptional students 

in their classes. The preliminary results of this NASDSE 

study also indicated a need for materials to assist parents 

in the use of materials at home; Carol Vale (1979), speak-

ing for the Educational Testing Service, however, noted 

that the survey never directly addressed the issue of 

parent involvement. Instead it directed its attention to 

educators. Those educators who were surveyed in the study 

included 

1. teachers of the learning disabled, mildly mentally 

retarded, emotionally disturbed/behavior dis-

ordered, and handicapped not categorically defined; 

2. teachers of the blind and visually impaired; 

3. teachers of the deaf and hard of hearing; 

4. teachers of speech and language impaired; 

5. teachers of the physically/orthopedically impaired; 

6. teachers of the severely retarded, trainable 

retarded, severe and profound, and multiply 

handicapped; 
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7. special education supervisors, media specialists, 

inservice trainers, librarians, and education 

specialists. 

The domains addressed in the needs assessment included 

1. media and materials development; 

2. training in the use of media and materials; 

3. information about media and materials; 

4. distribution modes of media and materials (Vale, 

1979, p. 5). 

The final report of the questionnaire is to be delivered to 

BEH by the end of April and the individual state reports 

will be mailed to all of the State Directors of Special 

Education by mid-May. At that time the results of the 

entire effort will be available for publication. 

A recent news release from the Association of Media 

Producers (AMP) in Washington, D.C., dealt with budget 

justifications for Public Law 95-561, Instructional Materials 

and School Library Resources. Although school budgets have 

risen astronomically, the instructional materials' allocation 

has declined by over 50 per cent since 1965; some states 

spend as little as $5.00 per pupil on instructional materials 

while the national average is $14.00. AMP cited a recent 

survey by the National Education Association (NEA) which 

showed that teachers spent a minimum of $30 million out of 

their own pockets annually for school supplies. Another 

NEA survey of 24,000 teachers revealed that instructional 

materials were vital in 95 per cent of classroom time. 
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Based upon the results of the survey, NEA recommended that 

5 per cent of the total education budget should be spent 

to acquire quality instructional materials. Despite the 

influence of these materials on daily classroom activities 

and the proportion of time in which they play a vital role, 

the U. S. spent only 1.1 per cent of its education budget 

for instructional materials (Vale, 1979). 

A computer search through the Council for Exceptional 

Children revealed a dearth of information on special edu-

cation materials/media centers. Through the efforts of 

the staff of Coordinating Information for Texas Educators 

(CITE), a computerized search of the literature in the 

ERIC files found no materials in either the document col-

lection or journals relative to the object of this study. 

Dissertation Abstracts International listed nothing in the 

area of research on the topic of special education materials/ 

media centers. Neither Education Index, Social Science 

Index, Social Science Citations Index, nor Library Literature 

reported findings from any studies conducted in the area of 

concern of this study. 
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Research Methodology 

The methodology for collecting the data for use in 

this study was a questionnaire. Covert (1977) defines a 

questionnaire as a paper and pencil device used to elicit 

responses from people about their feelings, needs, atti-

tudes, and behaviors toward themselves or other objects 

(things or people). Asher (1976) maintains that a question-

naire is an attempt to obtain information which will de-

scribe educational phenomena. 

A review of the literature revealed that there are 

certain advantages to the use of a questionnaire that make 

it appropriate procedure for the collection of data in 

this study. One of the primary reasons for the selection 

of a questionnaire technique is that it permits collection 

of data from a much larger sample. Another advantage 

claimed for the questionnaire according to Sax (1968) is 

that each respondent receives that same set of questions 

phrased in exactly the same way and thus data yielded by 

the questionnaire technique are more comparable than data 

collected through other techniques. Because this study was 

targeted at a large population, because it was important 

that the respondents could interpret questions consistent-

ly, because the data were to be computer scored, and because 

the data were to be used for arriving at conclusions from 

the study, it was determined that the questionnaire tech-

nique would be the best procedure for collecting data. 
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Attempts have been made in this study to reduce the 

disadvantages associated with the questionnaire technique, 

Hopkins (1976) states that the misuse of the questionnaire, 

rather than its nature, has been the cause of its poor repu-

tation. Issac (1975) maintains that questionnaires tend to 

be poorly planned and overdone. Asher (1976) concurs and 

even goes as far as to say that when poorly used they are 

a waste of effort for both the researcher and those who fill 

them out. 

Most authors agree that the validity and worth of the 

questionnaire are directly related to the level of skill and 

expertise employed in the construction of the questionnaire. 

The literature revealed that a well-developed rationale for 

the study motivates the respondents to participate and has a 

positive effect upon the rate of returns (Asher, 1976; Covert, 

1977; Hopkins, 1976; Sax, 1968). Covert (1977) states that 

the purpose of the questionnaire and information on its use 

should be written prior to the actual construction of the 

items. Asher (1976) indicates the need for a set of specific 

objectives which can be translated into questions which, in 

turn, can be answered by a respondent. According to Asher, 

the questionnaire items shotild flow logically from the stated 

objectives. Consistent with these directives, the rationale 

for the study was established and the purpose of the question-

naire was developed prior to the construction of the ques-

tionnaire utilized in this study. 
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While there seems to be unanimity concerning the need 

for a concise statement of the purpose of a questionnaire 

a consensus does not exist relative to the effect of ano-

nymity on the respondent. Several of the authors surveyed 

(Asher, 1976; Gay, 1976; Hopkins, 1976; Isaac, 1975; Jacobs, 

1974; Sax, 1968; Wiersma, 1975) support the value of keep-

ing the respondents anonymous; only Isaac (1975) differed 

when he states: 

studies of common questionnaires returned either 
anonymously or with identification indicate that 
there is very little difference on most items and 
that adults tend to answer questions the same in 
either case (p.93). 

In areas where the question is controversial the ele-

ment of anonymity possibly has a greater impact upon the 

honesty with which individuals will respond. There must 

be an explicit statement as to whether an individual's 

responses will be accessible to others or they will be 

reported only as part of an aggregation. Once this deci-

sion is made, it must be maintained as it is illegal to 

elicit information under one pretext and then use it other-

wise (Covert, 1977). It was decided that the questionnaire 

respondents in this study would remain anonymous. The 

letter to each participant indicated that all individual 

responses would be kept in strictest confidence and that 

data reported from the questionnaire would be used only 

in aggregate form. This anonymity was essential because 

of the potentially political nature of the issues involved 

in this study. 
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One of the factors affecting the usefulness of the 

questionnaire technique of research is that of the valid-

ity of the results obtained. Inherent to this validity 

is the quality of the instrument by which the information 

is gathered. Three elements appear to be crucial: (1) for-

mat of the instrument, (2) length of the instrument, and 

(3) items of the instrument (Hopkins, 1976). 

Respondents, as well as their rate of responses, are 

affected by the format of the instrument presented. The 

most effective format for extracting information and the 

procedure by which data collected will be analyzed form 

the basis for the decision as to the format which the in-

strument will take. It is commonly accepted that the 

language of the questionnaire must be appropriate to the 

level of the respondent, not of a highly technical nature 

unless the subjects of the study function at that level. 

Directions must be complete, nonambiguous, and concise as 

they must supply the respondent with the necessary in-

formation for a valid response. Eye appeal is important 

as the decision to respond is frequently made on the basis 

of the initial impact of the questionnaire. Because of 

this fact, the instrument must be as eye appealing as 

financial cost will tolerate (Sax, 1968). To insure that 

the questionnaire in this study produced the desired 

results and provided an accurate data base, it was sub-

mitted to an evaluation committee. This group was asked 
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to comment on ambiguity, clarity of directions, format, and 

appropriateness of items. 

The researcher faces a dilemma when deciding upon 

length of an instrument. He wants to get maximum infor-

mation as well as a high response rate and generally speak-

ing, short questionnaires get higher response rates than 

longer ones. According to Covert (1977) one must attempt 

to determine the respondents' tolerance rate for answering 

questions. Asher (1976) suggested the possibility of 

paying respondents if the information were considered val-

uable to the study. A commonly accepted criteria for 

establishing length is the fact that every item included 

in the instrument must fulfill some objective of the study 

or it should be eliminated from the instrument. 

Motivators may induce respondents to reply to a 

longer instrument. Commonly used for motivational purposes 

are letters of support from influential individuals. The 

promise of the results of the study also serves to encourage 

some individuals to respond. The greatest single factor, 

however, is the level of interest of the respondent in the 

area being researched. With a highly interested respondent, 

length will not be a great deterrent. 

Hopkins (1976) believes that preparation of an instru-

ment capable of delivering necessary data involves three 

aspects: 
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1. the researcher must first learn how to ask a 
question that is definite and clearly presented, 
and one that generates an answer that is also 
definite and quantifiable; 

2. the format of the questionnaire must be structured 
so that the respondent will have no difficulty 
in recording his response and the questionnaire 
must be composed of a logical sequence of ques-
tions; and 

3. the instructions must be sharpened so that all 
ambiguity is eliminated (p. 145). 

The researcher has the option of using either sub-

jective (open-ended) or objective items. Duckworth (1973) 

in his technical report, Construction of Questionnaires, 

states that,"We cannot say one type of item is the 'best' 

type." One has to consider the characteristics and the 

resulting advantages and disadvantages in arriving at a 

decision as to the most effective form for eliciting the 

information desired. The basic characteristic of an open-

ended question is that it provides the respondent freedom 

of expression. It often serves as a "safety valve" giving 

the respondent the opportunity to expound on feelings and 

opinions not freely expressed. The primary problem with 

the open-ended item is the element of time: time required 

for the respondent to complete the item and time required 

for the researcher to collate data collected. Not only is 

time a negative element but this is further compounded by 

the difficulties in interpreting data, of making it com-

parable between numerous respondents. 
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In comparison Duckworth (1973) lists the following 

advantages for the objective type item: 

1. they are easy for the respondent to complete; 

2. they are easy to score or rate; 

3. they can elicit varieties as well as degrees of 
information, opinion, and fact; and 

4. they can be written in various forms to allow 
flexibility in item variety (p. 32-33), 

All of these elements were factors which formed the basis 

for the decision to use objective items, 

Jacobs (1974) found that the advantages to the respon-

dent as identified by Duckworth placed a burden upon the 

individual developing the instrument. Since there is no 

provision for answers furnished by the respondent the full 

range of alternative responses must be provided by the 

question-maker. Not only must all alternatives be included 

but all must be viable options and must be so placed that 

the suitability of the item rather than the placement of 

the option dictates the response. Research supports the 

concept of a "response set" whereby respondents tend to 

select the middle items. If one is to obtain valid re-

sults, such factors must be given consideration. 

Sax (1968) concurs with Campbell who indicates that 

there are four types of items which might be used: (1) 

nondisguised - structured; (2) nondisguised - nonstructured; 

(3) disguised - nonstructured; and (4) disguised -

structured. In the first type (nondisguised - structured) 
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the respondent is given accurate information about the 

purpose of the questionnaire but is restricted in his 

responses by the investigator. In the second type (non-

disguised - nonstructured) the respondent is given full 

range for response whereas the third type (disguised -

nonstructured) restricts the responses of the subject 

while simultaneously hiding the purpose of the study. 

The type of item used must be consistent with the purpose 

of the study and the population to be surveyed. The 

respondents in this study were given accurate information 

about the purpose but were restricted in their responses. 

Such accurate information served as a motivational factor; 

the restrictions in responses made the data more easily 

adapted for use in this study. 

Literature provides exhaustive lists of do's and 

don't's in the area of item construction (Covert, 1977; 

Duckworth, 1973; Gay, 1976; Jacobs, 1974). Such lists 

include suggestions for drafting of the cover letter, 

identification of respondents, establishing of objec-

tives, writing of items, and validating of the instrument. 

Prior to its distribution the instrument must be 

pretested or evaluated. Gay (1976) stresses the impor-

tance of the piloting of the instrument to determine 

deficiencies as well as to gather suggestions for improve-

ment. He states that it appears unlikely that there will 



51 

be any major inadequacies in an instrument that has been 

submitted for evaluation by a pilot group comparable to 

the respondent population of the study. For purposes of 

this study an evaluation group was convened to examine the 

questionnaire prior to its distribution. The members of 

the evaluation group were chosen because of their com-

parability with the respondents of the population of this 

study. 

Authors were consistent in their demand for the neces-

sity of an evaluation of the instrument. Validated ques-

tionnaires may be used in interview form or as distributed 

instruments. Advantages of the interview relative to per-

sonalism and opportunity for clarification of information 

desired must be weighed against the wider sampling of pop-

ulation possible with a distributed instrument and the 

reduced cost of obtaining data. As in other elements the 

literature revealed no "best" approach (Gay, 1976; Hopkins, 

1976; Sax, 1968; Wiersma, 1975). 

If information obtained in a survey is to be valid, 

not only must the population surveyed be representative 

of the total population of concern but the returns from 

the sample population must approximate that of the popu-

lation and the returns must be representative of the 

thinking of the population group. In order to insure an 

adequate base for decision-making upon analysis of survey 
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returns, it is an acceptable procedure to utilize a sys-

tematized random sample of the population using a higher 

percentage of the population than that needed for adequate 

sampling size (Gay, 1976). To make certain that the per-

centage of teacher responses in this study would be suffi-

cient according to Gay, every tenth teacher on the mailing 

lists of individual centers was included in this study. 

Other techniques suggested by Gay (1976) for assuring 

responses to a survey instrument are the dissemination of 

the questionnaire through a person in authority rather 

than directly to the respondent (the procedure employed in 

this study) and a preliminary screening of potential re-

spondents to determine receptivity to participation in the 

project. If the questionnaire has not been distributed 

anonymously, a follow-up letter may be directed to those 

individuals who do not respond in the initial contact. No 

follow-up was possible because respondents remained anon-

ymous in this study. 

There exists wide disparity as to the rate of respon-

ses necessary for the validity of questionnaire results. 

More important than percentage of returns is the study of 

possible bias in returns when considering the total popu-

lation. A very conservative set of figures for rate of 

return is given by Babbie (1973) as: 50 per cent adequate 

for analysis/reporting; 60 per cent is good; and 70 per 

cent is very good. Gay (1976) predicts a 40 per cent return 
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from an initial mailing while a second contact should 

bring the percentage up to 70 per cent. Considering the 

variables and the population under study, Wiersma (1975) 

indicated that 75 per cent is considered a minimum rate 

of return. Asher (1976) is more demanding in suggesting 

that the rate of returns should be 80 to 90 per cent. 

In a study conducted by Shannon on "Percentage of Returns 

of Questionnaires in Reputable Educational Research" 

reported by Sax (1968), it was found that the average rate 

of returns was about 75 per cent. 

A review of literature regarding research methodology 

supports the use of questionnaire for acquisition of data 

appropriate to this study. The procedures employed in 

this study are consistent with the opinions of recognized 

authorities in educational research. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

This study utilized the questionnaire technique as 

the means by which data were collected. The initial 

questionnaire was evaluated and revised by members of 

the State Department of Education (SDE) prior to its 

distribution. All members of the BESE and LLRS Direc-

tors groups and the group of Special Education Supervisors 

received the questionnaire at state scheduled meetings. 

Questionnaires were mailed to every tenth teacher on the 

LLRS mailing list. A 60 per cent return of questionnaires 

was agreed upon as acceptable. 

The Instrument 

A questionnaire was developed based upon input from 

two major sources: existent surveys and interviews. The 

two national surveys in progress mentioned relative to 

special education instructional materials centers in con-

junction with surveys conducted by individual states 

within the Southeast Region provided the basis for the 

draft of the questionnaire. Interviews with the LLRS 

Directors formed the basis of additional input for incor-

porating statewide concerns into the questionnaire which 

57 



58 

consisted of six sections: 

1) descriptors of the respondents with cover letter; 

2) projected functions of the LLRS; 

3) administrative structure of centers; 

4) funding source for the centers/network; 

5) ideal collection of materials; 

6) the extent to which the functions are currently 

performed. 

Each of the groups received the section of cover 

letters and descriptors (Appendix H) relative to its group 

and those sections pertinent to that group's position. 

In addition to the descriptors, the BESE members received 

the sections on administrative structure (Appendix J) and 

funding sources (Appendix K) as they are responsible for 

decision-making and allocation of funds (Appendices H, J, 

K). The Special Education Classroom Teachers received 

the sections on perceived functions (Appendix L) and ideal 

collection of materials (Appendix M) as they are the 

primary consumers of the LLRS (Appendices H, L, M). The 

Special Education Supervisors and the LLRS Directors 

received all five sections (Appendices H, J, K, L, and M) 

because of their dual roles as both consumer and admin-

istrator. The LLRS Directors were the only group to 

respond to the questionnaire (Appendix N) dealing with 

the extent to which the functions were being performed. 
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Evaluation of the Instrument 

For the purpose of determining appropriateness of 

items in the instrument for each target population, the 

questionnaire was distributed to twenty-five Division of 

Special Educational Services (DSE) personnel of the 

Louisiana State Department of Education representing the 

four groups. Five of the Division of Special Education 

(DSE) staff who have primary responsibility for channeling 

information to the BESE members reacted to the question-

naire which was to be distributed to the BESE members 

(Appendices H, J, K). Five individuals of the DSE who 

have previously served as Special Education Supervisors 

responded to the questionnaire which was to be submitted 

to the Special Education Supervisors (Appendices H, J, K, 

L and M). On the staff of the DSE were Regional Coor-

dinators who are based in the same areas serviced by the 

LLRS centers and worked closely with the directors in 

conducting workshops and seminars. These five Regional 

Coordinators reviewed the questionnaire (Appendices H, J, 

K, L, M, and N) which the LLRS Directors were to complete. 

Ten staff members of the DSE who were former Special 

Education Classroom Teachers analyzed the questionnaire 

to be distributed to the Special Education Classroom 

Teachers (Appendices H, L, and M). The cover letter to 

the evaluation group is found in Appendix 0. 
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Comments and recommendations from the evaluation 

group on the initial questionnaire forms were collated. 

Similar comments which were submitted by at least two 

of the five evaluators (four out of ten representing 

teachers) in each category were considered for possible 

revision. 

From the twenty-five members who composed the eval-

uation group, twenty-one responses were received. The 

distribution of responses was as follows: 

1. four of the five representing the group, 
BESE - 80 per cent return; 

2. four of the five representing the group, 
Supervisors of Special Education - 80 per cent 
return; 

3. five of the five representing the group, LLRS 
Directors - 100 per cent return; and 

4. eight of the ten representing the group, 
Special Education Classroom Teachers - 80 
per cent return. 

In regard to the matter of ambiguity and clarity of 

directions, all evaluators felt that the individual items 

were concise; that the directions were clear; and that 

the format was presented in a style that made for effi-* 

cient responding. Two evaluators expressed concerns 

dealing with the element of appropriateness. One eval-

uator was concerned with the ability of the individual 

respondents to deal with the subpart related to funding. 

Another evaluator indicated that a more general know-

ledge base relative to the LLRS might be needed to 

respond to the questions. 
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The overall analysis of the questionnaire by the 

group was that the questionnaire was indeed appropriate; 

that it was not ambiguous; that the directions were under-

standable for each group; and that there was internal 

consistency in the questionnaire. In general, the eval-

uators of the study felt that the questionnaire was com-

plete, relevant, and a good assessment instrument. One 

respondent felt that the five-point option on the subparts 

relating to the function and ideal collection of materials 

was excellent. All concurred that the instrument would 

produce the information desired. Questionnaire revisions 

were made according to the criteria established. 

Distribution of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was distributed to members of 

each of the four groups. The questionnaires for the 

administrative groups (BESE members, Special Education 

Supervisors, and LLRS Directors) were distributed at 

state scheduled meetings of each respective group. The 

questionnaires for the Special Education Classroom Teachers 

were mailed with an enclosed self-addressed, stamped enve-

lope . 

The Population 

The population of this study consisted of four major 

groups: three groups of administrators and one group of 
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classroom teachers. The administrative groups were: all 

eleven BESE members, all ten LLRS Center Directors, and 

all fifty-three Special Education Supervisors whose 

parishes were served by an LLRS Center. A group of 306 

Special Education Classroom Teachers was identified by 

the Center Directors through a systematic process of 

selecting every tenth name on the mailing list of teachers 

of each regional center. A 60 per cent return of the 

questionnaire by each group was required in order to 

represent the opinion of that group as a whole. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

The data from the questionnaires were compiled for 

each respondent group (BESE Members, Supervisors of 

Special Education, LLRS Directors, and Special Education 

Classroom Teachers). Means and standard deviations were 

calculated for each group on each of the four major 

questions addressed in the questionnaire. Non-parametric 

statistics were selected because of their appropriateness 

for analysis of data involving small sample size according 

to Halshberger (1977), Hays (1963), and Mendenhall, Ott, 

and Scheaffer (1971). 

To test the hypotheses, the means and standard devia-

tions were computed for each group. Kendall's Coefficient 

of Concordance was used to determine the relationship in 

rank ordering among the groups. These procedures were 

followed for Hypotheses I, III, IV and the sub-hypothesis 
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in Hypothesis I. For Hypothesis II, a bionomial test was 

used for the two discrete categories. In each instance 

the null hypothesis was rejected because the chi square 

was less than .05 which was established as the point at 

which the null hypothesis was to be rejected. In Hypo-

theses I and IV the probability of the chi square was 

less than .001 which has greater significance than the .05 

level at which the null hypothesis was to be rejected. 

Reporting of Data 

Following the completion of the raw data collection, 

all information was entered into tables for ease of report-

ing, analyzing, and interpretation. Additional tables 

were developed to report the information presented in 

Chapter IV. The findings and conclusions based upon this 

collection of data are presented in Chapter V. Pro-

jections and recommendations for further research are also 

in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The problem addressed in this study arose from an 

absence of data necessary for making long-range projections 

in terms of (1) functions, (2) funding, (3) administrative 

staffing, and (4) collection of materials for the LLRS net-

work in 1985. The absence of data and long-range projec-

tions hindered the ability of decision-makers to make pro-

visions for appropriate resources needed by educators in 

the system. 

The major purpose for this study was to make long-

range projections regarding (1) functions, (2) funding, 

(3) administrative staffing, and (4) collection of materials 

for the LLRS in 1985. In order to accomplish the major 

purpose and provide decision-makers with necessary input, 

a data base was established for each topic. 

Data for this study were collected from members of 

the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 

(BESE), the Louisiana Learning Resource Directors (LLRS), 

the Supervisors of Special Education; and Special Education 

Classroom Teachers throughout the state of Louisiana 

during the Spring, 1979. Automatic data processing by the 
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Louisiana State University Department of Experimental 

Statistics was used in the analysis of the data. 

Data collected for this study were presented in 

the order of the questions and respective null hypothesis 

formulated in Chapter I. In the analysis of data, tables 

were used to present means, standard deviations, rank 

order, and numbers by groups. Respondents answered each 

item on the questionnaire, thereby making it unnecessary 

to report N in each instance. For the purpose of con-

serving space in the tables, the terms LLRS Directors, 

Special Education Supervisors, Special Education Class-

room Teachers, and BESE were coded in the tables as fol-

lows: Directors as "LLRS", Supervisors as "SoSE", 

Teachers as "SECT", and "BESE". 

A total of 380 questionnaires was distributed to the 

four groups: BESE, (11); LLRS, (10); SoSE, (53); and 

SECT, (306). Of the 380 distributed, 297 were returned 

which represents a 78 per cent return. 

Table II represents the distribution of the question-

naires to the four groups and the per cent returned by 

each group. It had been previously agreed that a 60 per 

cent return of the questionnaires would adequately rep-

resent the opinions of each group as a whole. Each 

group far exceeded the sixty per cent (75% - 100%) thereby 

assuring the results as being representative of the 

individual group. 
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TABLE II 

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE RETURN BY GROUPS 

Group Distributed/Mailed Returned % Returned 

BESE 11 10 91% 

LLRS 10 10 100% 

SoSE 53 47 88% 

SECT 306 230 75% 

TOTAL 380 297 

00 
t> 

Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis I stated that there would be no significant 

relationship in the rankings of functions of the LLRS in 

1985 as projected by the following groups: (a) Special 

Education Supervisors (SoSE), (b) LLRS Directors (LLRS), 

and (c) Special Education Classroom Teachers (SECT). 

To test this hypothesis, Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance was used to determine if the three groups 

agreed significantly in the rank order of the twenty-one 

functions. The means and the standard deviations were 

computed for each group and are depicted in Table III. 

In order to establish concordance, a chi square test was 

used, the degrees of freedom were specified (twenty, because 

there were twenty-one functions), and the level of signi-

ficance was computed. The results showed there to be a 
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2 

significant degree of agreement (W=.8142, X = 48.85, df= 

20, p ^..001). The null hypothesis for Hypothesis I was 

rejected because the probability of the chi square is 

less than the .001 level. This has greater significance 

than the established .05 level which was established as 

the basis for determining the point at which the null 

hypothesis would be rejected. Table IV depicts the rank 

ordering of the functions as perceived by the Supervisors 

of Special Education (SoSE), the LLRS Directors (LLRS), 

and the Special Education Classroom Teachers (SECT). 

The data in Table V were based upon information 

recorded in Table IV giving the rank order of the functions 

by each of the groups responding to that section of the 

questionnaire. Of the twenty-one functions listed, ten 

functions (Numbers 1, 2, 4, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19) 

were ranked within three places of each other by the three 

groups. Function 4 (Inservice training on various excep-

tionalities) and Function 2 (Adjunct college instructor) 

were ranked identically or within one place by each of the 

groups; however, they were considered to be of little 

importance as a function. Function 14 (Third party eval-

uator) likewise was consistently ranked as being least 

important. The functions dealing with materials and media 

(15, 16, 17, 18, and 19) were consistently ranked by each 

of the groups and viewed as being very important by all. 

Function 2 (Inservice training of P.L. 94-142 and Act 754) 
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RANK ORDER OF FUNCTIONS BY THE GROUP 
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Functions SoSE LLRS SECT 

1. Inservice Training on the 
Use of Special Education 
Materials 17 18 16 

2. Inservice Training on 
Federal and State Laws 11 13 10 

3. Inservice Training on 
Developing Materials 14 9 12 

4. Inservice Training on 
Various Exceptionalities 7 6 6 

5. Training Sessions for 
Parents 6 10 13 

6. Development and Distribution 
of Newsletter 13 16 4 

7. Organization and Administra-
tion Media Fair 9 14. 5 3 

8. Coordinate Dissemination 
Programs 11 8 7 

9. Central Purchasing Agent 1 6 5 
10. State Textbook Adoption 

Committee 5 12 9 
11. Retrieval System for 

Research Data 11 4 8 
12. Adjunct Instructor at 

College 3 1.5 2 
13. Staff of Educational 

Consultants 4 6 11 
14. Third Party Evaluator 2 3 1 
15. Preview and Collection 

of Commercially Developed 
Material 16 20. 5 17 

16. Catalog and Organization of 
Materials for Distribution 19 20. 5 19 

17. Inventory of Material 20 18 20 
18. Catalog to Every School 21 18 21 
19. Dissemination of State 

Printed Materials 18 14. 5 15 
20. Development of Special 

Education Curriculum Guides 8 1.5 14 
21. Production/Reproduction of 

Special Education Materials 15 11 18 
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was ranked consistently as important by all three groups, 

with the Directors seeing the most value in this function. 

The remaining eleven functions were not ranked as 

consistently with the range of discrepancy being from 4.5 

to 12.5 in rank order placement. The two most discrepant 

functions were Number 7 (Media fairs) which the Special 

Education Teachers considered to be of little importance , 

but which the LLRS Directors saw as an important function, 

and Number 20 (Development of curriculum guides) which the 

LLRS Directors listed as the least important function but 

which the Special Education Teachers considered to be one 

of the top seven functions which the LLRS Directors could 

perform. There was wide divergence in the rankings of 

Functions 5, 6, 10, 11, 13, and 21 where they ranged seven 

or eight places when ranked by the Special Education 

Supervisors, the LLRS Directors, and the Special Education 

Classroom Teachers. 

The twenty-one functions identified in the question-

naire could be broken into four major categories of 

responsibility: (1) Inservice training function, (2) 

Materials and media function, (3) Dissemination function, 

and (4) Professional educator function. A composite value 

attached to each category of function was determined by 

identifying the individual function with its major category, 

recording the mean for each function group and for the group 

as a whole, and computing the mean for the entire category. 
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Table VI through Table IX depict the data base for 

computing the rank order of function. The categories of 

function in rank order from highest to lowest based on 

the composite value of the category as a whole were 

Materials Function 4.2* 

Inservice Function 3.98 

Dissemination Function 3.67 

Professional Educator Function 3.55 

*0n a five point scale with five being the most 
important. 

Under Hypothesis I, a sub-hypothesis stated that 

there would be no significant relationship between the 

teacher distance from the Center and the projected 

functions of the LLRS in 1985, as ranked by the Special 

Education Classroom Teacher. Distance was broken into 

five categories: (1) within the city, (2) 9-10 miles 

from the Center, (3) 11-25 miles from the Center, (4) 

26-50 miles from the Center, and (5) over 50 miles from 

the Center. The mean was computed for each of the sub-

categories. In regard to the twenty-one functions listed 

and the means for each category portrayed in Table X, 

there is almost uniform consistency in the mean for each 

separate function regardless of distance from the Center. 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II stated that there would be no significant 

relationship in the projected administrative structure for 
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TABLE VI 

RANK ORDER OF INSERVICE TRAINING FUNCTIONS 

Inservice Training Function SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

Use of Special Education Material 4.5 4.9 4.3 4.4 

Federal and State Laws 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.9 

Developing Materials 4.2 3.2 4.0 4.0 

Various Exceptionalities 3.7 3.0 3.6 3.6 

Parents 3.7 3.3 4.1 3.7 

TABLE VII 

RANK ORDER OF MATERIALS FUNCTION 

Materials Function SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

Preview and Collection 4.5 5.0 4.4 4.5 

Catalog and Organization 4.7 5.0 4.6 4.6 

Inventory of Materials 4.8 4.9 4.6 4.7 

Catalog to Every School 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.8 

State Printed Materials 4.6 4.0 4.2 4.2 

Curriculum Guides 3.9 2.3 4.1 4.0 
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TABLE VIII 

RANK ORDER OF DISSEMINATION FUNCTIONS 

Dissemination Function SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

Newsletter 4.1 4.1 3.6 3.7 

Media Fairs 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.6 

Dissemination Program 4.0 3.1 3. 7 3.7 

TABLE IX 

RANK ORDER OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATOR FUNCTIONS 

Professional Educator 
Function SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

Central Purchasing Agent 2.7 3.0 3.6 3.4 

State Textbook Adoption 
Committee 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.8 

Research Assistant 4.0 2.9 3.8 3.8 

Educational Consultant 3.4 3.0 3.9 3.8 

Third Party Evaluator 2.9 2.4 3.2 3.1 

College Instructor 3.0 2.3 3.5 3.4 
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the LLRS in 1985 as proposed by the following groups: 

(a) BESE, (b) Special Education Supervisors (SoSE), and 

(c) LLRS Directors (LLRS). The frequency of response 

and the corresponding per cent are illustrated in Table 

XI. To test the hypothesis the binonial test was chosen 

because the data are in two discrete categories. The 

null hupothesis was rejected for the LLRS Directors and 

the Special Education Supervisors groups because p <. .05. 

In Item 1 dealing with the concept of the LLRS 

functioning as a system or as a loose combination of 

individual entities, the LLRS Directors were almost 

unamimous (90%) in their selection of the concept of a 

system as a whole, while the BESE (70%) and the Special 

Education Supervisors (80%) supported the idea of the 

centers functioning as individual entities. 

Item 2 dealt with the concept that the LLRS Center 

should be considered a local unit rather than a state 

unit. Each of the three groups opted for the local unit: 

BESE (70%), Special Education Supervisors (75%), and 

LLRS Directors (60%). 

There was greater divergence of opinion on Item 3 

concerned with having a single center or a center with 

smaller satellite centers. The BESE (80%) supported the 
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TABLE XI 

*FREQUENCY AND PER CENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE 

STRUCTURE RESPONSES BY GROUPS 

Administrative Structural Pattern BESE SoSE LLRS 

1. A. The LLRS Centers Function as 
a System 

3 
30% 

9** 
19.2% 

9 
90% 

B. The LLRS Centers Function as 
an Entity 

7 
70% 

38** 
80.8% 

1 
10% 

2. A. LLRS as a State Unit in Parish 3 
30% 

12** 
23% 

4 
40% 

B. LLRS as a Local Unit in Region 7 
70% 

35** 
75% 

6 
60% 

3. A. One LLRS Center for All 
Parishes 

8 
80% 

24 
51% 

2 
20% 

B. One LLRS Center and Satellite 
Centers 

2 
20% 

23 
49% 

8 
80% 

4. A. LLRS Center for All Services 2 
20% 34% 

2 
20% 

B. LLRS Specialized Center 8 
80% 

31** 
66% 

8 
80% 

5. A. LLRS Calendar-Academic Calendar 7 
70% 

32** 
68% 

8 
80% 

B. LLRS Calendar-State Calendar 3 
30% 

15** 
32% 

2 
20% 

6. A. LLRS Director-State Employee 5 
50% 

14** 
30% 

8** 
80% 

B. LLRS Director-Local Education 
Agency Employee 

5 
50% 

33** 
70% 

2 
20% 

* Top number is frequency; bottom number is per cent 
••Probability less than .05 
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practice of having one center serving all parishes, whereas 

the LLRS Directors (80%) felt that it would be more advan-

tageous to have smaller satellite centers in addition to 

the major center. The Special Education Supervisors were 

divided in their view: 51 per cent for the single center 

and 49 per cent for the satellite concept. 

Concensus on Item 4 was that the LLRS Centers should 

be specialized rather than provide all services. Per cent 

of support for the specialization ranged from Special 

Education Supervisors (66%) to LLRS Directors and BESE 

(80%). A similar concensus at the same level was indicated 

in regard to Item 5 which related to the working calendar 

of the local school systems rather than that of the 

twelve month calendar of the state. Levels of support 

were: BESE (70%), Special Education Supervisors (68%), 

and LLRS Directors (80%). 

The question raised in Item 6, whether the LLRS 

Director should be a state employee or an employee of 

the local school system, indicated all three possibilities 

of responses. The BESE members were equally divided (50%) 

in their determinations; the Special Education Supervisors 

(70%) supported the idea that the Directors should be 

employees of the local system. The LLRS Directors (80%) 

indicated that they would prefer to be state employees. 
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Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis III stated that there would be no relation-

ship in the rankings of the most viable funding source 

projected for the LLRS in 1985 as identified by members of 

the following groups: (a) BESE, (b) Special Education 

Supervisors, and (c) LLRS Directors. This section of the 

questionnaire was sub-divided into overall funding pat-

terns and listings of possible funding options. 

To test this hypothesis, Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance was used to determine if the three groups 

agreed significantly in the rank order of the twenty func-

tions. The means and the standard deviations were computed 

for each group and are depicted in Table XII. In order to 

establish concordance, a chi square test was used, the de-

grees of freedom were specified (nineteen, becauuse there 

were twenty funding options), and the level of significance 

was computed. The results showed there to be a significant 

degree of agreement (W=.9198, X^=52.43, df-19, p < .05). 

The null hypothesis for Hypothesis III was rejected because 

the probability of the chi square is less than the .05 

level which was established as the point at which the null 

hypothesis would be rejected. 

Table XIII depicts the funding options of the functions 

as perceived by the BESE, the Supervisors of Special Edu-

cation (SoSE), and the LLRS Directors (LLRS). 



83 

X 

W 

»HI 

PQ 
< 

EN 

CQ 

£I 

O 

W 

EH 

FT 

O 

O 

HH 

Q 

PH 

« 

o 
PH 

CQ 
525 

O 
hH 
EH 

<3 
IH 
> 

W 
Q 

Q 

<J 

Q 

IZ; 

< 3 
EH 

CO 

Q 

CQ 

< 

W 

0) Q CM O LO CO CO CO RH 05 
P 00 • • • • • • . . 
•H RH RH RH RH RH RH RH 
CQ 

0 

ft 
S 

0 O CO M CO 00 LO 

O S . . . . . . . . 
CO CO CO CO CO RH RH 

Q CO 1> LO CM RH CO 
CQ . . . . . . . . 

RH RH RH RH RH 

CO 

25 25 

HJ 

J RH 00 O CM CO CO 00 RH 

S . . . . . . . . 
CO CO CO CO RH RH 

Q CM R—I IN RH O 

CO . . . . . . • . 
RH T—1 TH RH RH RH RH RH 

W 
03 03 

0 
CQ T> O T> LO CO CO LO 

S . . . . CO . 
CO CO CO CO CO RH RH 

P CO O CO LO L> CM 0 5 

CO . . . . . . . . 
H RH RH RH 

W 
CO CO 

H 
PQ CO 05 CD 0 0 CO CO O 0 0 

S • . • . . • 

0 3 CO CO CO CO CO CM RH 

£ CO S3 A CO CO 

O RH 0 0 O CO CO & RH D RH 
•RH CTF •RH •RH •RH R-H P O CTF O CTF 

P - H P P P A3 CO •H *RH •H - H 

CTF CTF C& CTF *H 0 P 5H P> U 

U 0 JH CO SH JH *H O CTF 0 CI 0 
A) P 0 RH CD CD CD U P> U P 

ft OJ ft D ft ft P> R~H CD G$ 0 

O S O *H O O D RH ft^ ft^ 
£-1 S < O O 

FH 0 U U ?H U 
0 0 O O P O CO 0 U !H ^ O U 0 
<P SH SH D <H RH <H O O O "P O <P 

S D CH «P SH «H 

CM CM CM CM CM - H CM CM CM 

^ ?H ^ ?H ^ £ £ S3 ^ 
T—1 RH RH TH O RH CD H O O O TH O RH 

1 1 1 1 «H 1 P 1 *H •RH •H I •H I 

^ AI ^ P P P ^ P> ^ 

0 5 0 5 05 05 CO 05 S OI D CTF D 05 

£ CD O O O O 
?H • • • *H • ?H • O 0 O • O • 
CD CQ J I-3 ^ A J O T-3 RH RH RH I-L RH J-3 
P • P> • • 0 • <H • I—1 I—! RH • RH • 
P ft CO ft ft ft S ft ft <1 <! <J ft ^ ft 
CTF O O I 

ft <1 <J ft ^ ft 

ft 0 A 0 RH (D I—I CD TH 0 CD CD 0 0 0 I—1 
P P CTF P CJ P P P P P P P CTI 

50 03 RH CTF O AI O AI P CTF AS AI A$ CTF AJ O 
A P RH P> O P O P O P P P P P P O 
•H 
RRT 

0 0 <C CQ ^ CQ I-3 CO <C <Z2 CO CQ CO CO 

£ . , . . . . . 
# TH CM CO M CO L> 00 

PH 



84 

T5 
CD 
3 
a 
•H 
P 
G 
0 
o 
1 
I 

X 
pq J 
PQ < 
Eh 

a) P 00 CD O rH <M G) CM 
P CQ . . • • . • . . 
•H rH rH rH tH 
CO 
0 
ft 
a 
o LO CM t> CM O O 00 o S • . . . • . . • 

rH rH rH CM CM <M rH rH 

Q CO CO rH rH (M !> rH 
CQ • > . • • . • • 

tH rH rH rH tH 
CO rr; 

rH rH CO O rH o 
S • • • • • • • • 

tH rH cm CM rH csi rH eg 

P 0) CD 00 tH rH CM o CM 
CO . . . . . . . . 

rH t-H rH rH rH w 
w 
0 
CO lO <M LO O o Oi 00 G> s . . . • . . . . 

rH rH rH CM CQ rH rH rH 

p 0) t> LO [> o CD 0) 
CO • • • • • • • • 

w 
CO CO w 
PQ 00 CO 00 LO CO 00 rH o PQ s . • . . . . . . 

rH tH rH cm <M CM (M CM 

CO CO CO 
CJ £ rH rH CO p 
O o ctf rH CO 
•H •rH •H •rH 0$ o 
P P Sh Ph •H o 
ctf CO 0$ CD CD Ph 
Ph rH a p a p a fl CD rH 
<D ctf 0 0 ctf o a o 0 P rH 
ft *h ft •H S •h s •H •H Ctf <J 
O Ph O P p P P S 

<D ai Ph ctf Ph a* d Jh 
Ph P Sh CO Ph 0 Ph 0 Ph CO Ph Ph O 
O ctf O rH CO Q) CH CD <H 0 rH CD 0 <H 

<H Ctf P ft ft ft d ft^H 
•H CO O CM O CM O *H O CM 

£ Ph G Ph o U S3 o o O CD o ?H tH Ph rH Ph CD fH 0 rH 
•H <H •H P 0 1 0 1 O P O *H 1 
P p ri rH <H ^ SH <P P 
cj CO d S rH 0) G) aJ 05 

fi O 0 O < CO CO CO CO O 
pH O *H O *H T3 • TJ • 0 • 

CD rH SU rH O ph fl .-3 a j C3 O SH rH p rH O rH «H 0 3 • 3 • J=i SH ^ rH • 

p <a s <1 <H PH ft Ph ft Ph PH <! ft 
aJ O Oi 
ft 0 i—1 CD tH i—1 i—1 (1) rH rH i—1 rH i—1 CD i—1 P ctf P ci P d 0$ ctf ai p ctf 
hfi ctf O ctf p o O ctf O O O P O O 

P O P O 0 0 P O O o o 0 P O 
•H CO CZ3 <! J J CO J <5 iJ CO 
d . . . . . . . . 

O rH CSI CO LO CD FH tH rH rH tH rH rH tH 



85 

T * 
CD 
3 
G 
• H +-> 

0 
0 
1 
1 

X! 

W J 
C Q < 

E h 

CD Q o C O r H CS1 
+̂ » C Q . • . • 
• H t H t H r H r H 
CO 
o 
Q H 
C3 C 
0 t > o O O 
u S . . . . 

t H CSJ Cvl CSJ 

P o r H O 
C O . . • • 

r H r H r H r H 
C O 
Pr* M-H 
J 
J C D r H C O r H 

s • • • • 
T H CSJ CM CSJ 

Q o CSJ <M 
G O • . . • 

r H r H r H r H 
w 
C O 
0 
0 3 C D 0 0 C D 

S . . , • 

r H t H r H r H 

Q O Csl o r H 
g q . . . . 

r H r H r H r H 
W 
C O 
w 
P Q C D C O r H r H P Q . • . • 

r H C M c a 

£ a a £ 
0 CO o O CO 0 
• H r H • H •rH r H • H 
p> ri - P ctf - P 
Ctf * H -rH d 
u u JH *H U 
CD CD a) CD CD CD 
& +J P ^ - P P H 
O o O 03 O 

u JH ^ U 
o u O CO O o 
< H O S H r H < H O t H CO 

< H cti < H r H 
C Q CSJ - H CSJ CSJ aJ 
^ £ ^ U SH - H 
r H O r H CD r H 0 r H £h 
1 * H 1 - P 1 * H 1 0 

^ - P aS ^ P> ^ - P 
C D ai C D ^ C D ctf C D d 

O O ««=H 
JH • O • 5H • O • 

0 i—1 J o h-3 r H H—3 fH 
4-> • r H • t H • i—1 • o 
- P a , < u Pn cu < d PH < H 
ctf C D 

PH < H 

P H i—1 CD r H t H r H 0 r H i—1 
Ctf - P Ctf Ctf 4-> cd 

b D O ctf O P> O ctf O O 
O * P o o O P> o o 

• H »-3 0 Q •J < G O 
" d 
a . . . . 
3 0 0 C D o 
P=H r H r H r H CSJ 



86 

W 
X 

W 
J 
PQ < 
Eh 

CO 

o 
M 

ft 
O 

O 
sz; 

ft 
ft o 
PS 
w Q 
PS o « 

<3 
PS 

CQ LO 
PS • 

»J 0) o lO CO 00 CD CM CO rH CQ h- o 
J rH CQ rH rH rH rH rH rH rH 

w LO LO LO 
OQ • • • 

0 CO o 05 CD LO t> t> csi rH (M CO tH 
OQ rH OQ rH rH rH rH rH rH rH 

w lO LO lO LO LO LO 
CO • . • * • « 

w LO O CO 00 CD 00 CD CO CO rH CO CO rH 
PQ rH CQ rH rH tH rH rH rH tH 

CO 
1—1 CO CO CO 
d rH rH rH 
•H d d d 
?H •rH •H •H 
CD CO U U JH 
P> rH 0 0 0 CO CO CO 
d d P P> P> rH iH i—1 

•H d •crj »«£? 
d »̂ri »«=-5 

d 
S 

d 
•H 

d 
•rH 

d 
•rH 

*H CD JH u 
O P CO 5H fH 0 0 0 
<H d rH 0 O O P CO P> p> 

d <H SH cp d i—1 d d 
<N •H S d S 

fH U PS CQ CM •rH 
rH O CD O ?H u 5H 
1 P •H rH TH O 0 O O CO 

d P 1 1 <P P CH rH 
05 CO •er* d d d 

CD O 05 05 CO S CQ CQ •H 
• •H fH O 0 

PS 0 i—I • • •rH tH rH 0 . 0 <H rH h-3 0 o 1 1 P» 
ft s 

O) 
< 

ft* ft 
O 
S 

CH 

94
 

94
 d 

i—1 rH rH CD 05 
d d P> 0 rH rH rH • . 
O O P d P> d d .-3 O 
0 O o P d O o P> • • <P 
J HJ <3 CO P 

gq 
O o O 

<1 
ft ft 

05 
Td T3 TS T3 0 rH H 
c a PS G T3 *d P d 
d d d d PS 

d 
a 
d d 

a 
d 

d 
-P 

O 
0 

P 
O 

CO ps a PS a CO <1 
P> o o o o CO PS G a a 
CO *H •H •H •H P> O 0 o O TS 
0 P p P P CO •rH •H •rH •H a PS a 
O d d d d O P P p P d d d 

JH JH fn O d d d d 
rH 0) CD 0) CD JH ?H 5H PS a PS 
rH ft ft ft rH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
< O O o O rH ft ft ft ft •H •H •rH 

< O O O o P P P 
u *H ?H U d d d 
0 o 0 0 0 u U U u fH 
CH <P <P <P <P o o 0 o 0 CO 0 0 0 

<P SH •P CH m P ft ft ft 
CXI OQ CQ CQ CM CO o O o 

PS a PS C3 fl O 
r-i tH rH rH tH 0 o o 0 0 o fH JH Jh 
1 1 1 1 1 •rH •rH •H •rH •H 0 0 0 

P> P> P P P rH CH <P <p 
O) 05 05 05 05 d d d d d rH 

a o O O o o < CO CO CO 
• • • • • O o O O O •d 

0 .-3 ij J J i—I rH i—I rH i—I u a su 
p • • • • • rH i—I rH r—1 i—l o pi pj P5 
p ft ft ft ft ft < < < < < CH [j-j ft 
d 

ft 
ft CD 0 CD CD 0 CD 0 0 0 0 rH rH rH i—I 

P p P P p P> P P P P d d d d 
bD d d d d d d d d d d O O O O 
£ P 4-> P P P P> P P P p o 0 0 0 
•H GQ CO CQ CO 03 CO CO GO hJ J 
T5 
fl . . . • . • • • • . . • . . 
3 tH CQ CO LO CD CO 05 O rH CQ CO 
ft rH rH rH rH tH 



87 

T* 
0 
3 
S3 
•H 
4-5 
a 
0 
o 
1 
i 

x 
w 
J 
PQ 
< 3 
Eh 

co LO 
03 . 
J 00 io o CSI o 
>-3 rH rH rH 

W LO 
CO • 

0 CD O) LO O 00 rH 
CO rH rH 
w m LO LO LO lO LO 
CO • . • . . • 

w o CD lO rH O LO 
CQ TH 

w w 
r-H r-H 
d d 
•H •H 

5H 
0 0 w 4-5 4-5 

I—) d d 
d S S 
•H 

W 
CD O r-H 0 CO 
+•> <H d <H 1—1 
d •rH d 
S S3 S3 •H 

O 0 O u 
U •H 4-5 •rH 0 o d 4-5 4-> 
SH d »c-H 

-̂H 
d d 

O O S 
S3 O 0 
0 rH 0 r-H 
•H rH <H i—1 O 
4-5 < < 
d O 
O 0 rH 0 rH 
0 4-5 4-> d 
rH d 4-» d o 
rH 4-5 O 4-5 0 < GQ <3 GQ J 

0 T3 -d T3 
4-> £ C3 S3 S3 
d d d d d 
-p 
00 03 a S3 a S3 

-P 0 O 0 O 
73 01 •H •rH •H •H 
d 0 P̂ •P 4-5 4-5 
d o d d d d 

IH 
S3 i—i 0 0 0 0 
0 rH ft ft ft ft 
•H < O C O O 
4-> d u fH U u U o o 0 o 0 
0 «H <H <H <H 
ft 
O CQ <N <M CM CQ 

rH rH rH rH rH o 1 1 1 1 1 
<H 

G> <5) 05 Gi d w 
"d • • * • , 

0 S3 J 
-p 3 • • • • • 

4~> ft ft ft ft ft 
d 
A i—1 rH rH rH i—1 i—I d d d d d d 
hO O O O O O O a O O O O O O 
•H J 1̂ t-1 J 
T5 a • • • • • • 

m CD l> 00 cn O 
p=* TH T—1 rH rH rH CQ 



88 

The types of funding were broken into three major cate-

gories: federal, state, and local monies. A composite 

value for each category of funding was computed by identi-

fying the individual funding pattern with its major cate-

gory, recording the mean for each function group and for 

the group as a whole, and computing the mean for the 

entire category. Table XIV through Table XVII depict the 

data base for computing the rank order of the funding 

pattern. The funding patterns in rank order from highest 

to lowest based on the composite value of the category 

as a whole were 

Federal monies 3.2* 

State monies 2.47 

Local monies 2.0 

*0n a five point scale with five being the most important. 

Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV stated that there would be no signifi-

cant relationship in the ranking of items of a projected 

collection of materials for an LLRS Center in 1985 as 

identified by the following groups: (a) Special Education 

Supervisors (SoSE), (b) LLRS Directors (LLRS), and (c) 

Special Education Classroom Teachers (SECT). 

To test this hypothesis, Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance was used to determine if the three groups 

agreed significantly in the rank order of the twenty-two 

items. The means and standard deviations were computed 
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TABLE XIV 

RANK ORDER OF SINGLE LEVEL FUNDING SOURCES 

Single Level Funding BESE SoSE LLRS Composite 

Federal for All 3.3 3.7 4.1 3.7 

State for All 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Local for All 1.8 1.5 2. 3 1.7 

TABLE XV 

RANK ORDER OF FEDERAL FUNDING OPTIONS 

Federal Funding Options BESE SoSE LLRS Composite 

State P.L. 94-142 
for All 3.3 3.7 4.1 3.7 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
Local P.L. 94-142 3.9 4.0 4.8 4.0 

Local P.L. 94-142 
for All 2.0 1. 9 2.0 1.9 
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TABLE XVI 

RANK ORDER OF STATE FUNDING OPTIONS 

State Funding Sources BESE SoSE LLRS Composite 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
Act 19 3.8 3.5 3.2 3.5 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
State Allocation 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.4 

State Allocation and 
State P.L. 94-142 2.0 1.8 1. 8 1.8 

State Allocation and 
Act 19 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.2 

RANK ORDER OF LC 

TABLE XVII 

)CAL (PARISH) FUNDING OPTIONS 

Local Funding Sources BESE SoSE LLRS Composite 

Local and Local 
P.L. 94-142 2. 3 2.0 1.9 2.0 

Local P.L. 94-142 
for All 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.9 

Local P.L. 94-142 
and Local 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.0 
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for each group and are depicted in Table XVIII. In order 

to establish concordance, a chi square test was used, 

the degrees of freedom were specified (twenty-one, because 

there were twenty-two items), and the level of significance 

was computed. The results showed there to be a significant 

degree of agreement (W=.6400, X^=40.32, df-21, p < .001). 

The null hypothesis for Hypothesis IV was rejected because 

the probability of the chi square is less than the .001 

level. This has greater significance than the .05 level 

which was established as the basis for determining the 

point at which the null hypothesis would be rejected. 

Table XIX depicts the rank ordering of the items in 

Ideal Collection of Materials as perceived by the Super-

visors of Special Education (SoSE), the LLRS Directors 

(LLRS), and the Special Education Classroom Teachers (SECT). 

In the rank ordering of items to be included in the Ideal 

Collection of Materials for the LLRS of 1985 as identified 

by Special Education Supervisors, LLRS Directors, and 

Special Education Classroom Teachers, it was found that 

only two items of the twenty-two listed in this section 

of the questionnaire were considered to be of the same 

rank or with a discrepancy in rank order of two or less. 

These two items were Item 5 (Kits and Manipulative 

Materials) and Item 14 (Teaching Methodologies). Of the 

remaining twenty items, the range of discrepancy in rank 

order was from 3.5 to 17. Item 9 (Hardware for Duplication 

of Printed Materials) was ranked by one group as being the 
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least important item in the Collection by Special Education 

Supervisors, whereas the Special Education Classroom 

Teachers considered it to be one of the top five items 

most important in the Collection. A similar discrepancy 

was found in Item 12 (Films and Filmstrips Regarding 

Special Education) which were ranked as being in the 

five least important items by the Special Education Class-

room Teachers, while the LLRS Directors viewed the same 

item as being in the top five most important. The same 

pattern emerged in Item 3 (Films and Filmstrips Regarding 

P.L. 94-142 and Act 754) when the Special Education Class-

room Teachers regarded this item as among the five least 

important, and the LLRS Directors and the Special Edu-

cation Supervisors considered the same filmstrips to be 

in the top eight items of importance. In regard to 

Item 19 (Current Professional Journals) the Special 

Education Classroom Teachers did not view these as being 

important, ranking them five from the bottom in impor-

tance, while the LLRS Directors valued their inclusion, 

ranking them in the top five. 

Table XX depicts the discrepancy in the rank order 

of all of the items of these and all of the other items 

listed in the Ideal Collection section of the question-

naire. The Items identified in the questionnaire section 

on materials were broken into three major categories: 

(1) Teacher oriented materials, (2) Student oriented 

materials, and (3) Hardware. A composite value attached to 
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each category of materials was determined by identifying 

the individual material in the collection with its major 

category, recording the mean for each function group and 

for the group as a whole, and computing the mean for the 

entire category. Table XXI through Table XXIII depict 

the data base for computing the rank order of the materials. 

The categories of materials in rank order were from highest 

to lowest based on the composite value of one category as 

a whole were 

Student Oriented Materials 4.41* 

Hardware 4.27 

Teacher Oriented Materials 4.12 

*0n a five point scale with five being the most important. 
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TABLE XXI 

RANK ORDER OF TEACHER ORIENTED MATERIALS 

Teacher Oriented Materials SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

P.L. 94-142 and Act 754 4.4 4.8 4.1 4.2 

Films...P.L. 94-142 and 
Act 754 4.5 4.6 3. 9 4.0 

Films...Exceptionalities 4.6 4.9 4.2 4.3 

Films... Special Education 4.5 4.9 4.0 4.1 

Professional Reference 
Books 4.6 5.0 4.3 4.4 

Teaching Methodologies 4. 7 4.8 4.4 4.4 

Data Bank 4.1 3.3 3.8 3.8 

Printed Materials... 
Parents 4.4 4.0 4.2 4.2 

Current Professional 
Journals 4.2 4.8 4.0 4.1 

Bound Professional Journals 4.0 3.1 3.8 3.8 

State Printed Materials 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.1 
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TABLE XXII 

RANK ORDER OF STUDENT ORIENTED MATERIALS 

Student Oriented Materials SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

State Adapted Materials 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.0 

Printed Materials ... 
Academic 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 

Kits and Manipulatives 4.7 5.0 4.8 4.8 

Vocational Materials 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.6 

Leisure Time Materials 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.1 

Life Skills 4.4 4.4 4. 3 4.4 

TABLE XXIII 

RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF HARDWARE IN COLLECTION 

Hardware SoSE LLRS SECT Composite 

Production of Materials 4.1 3.6 4.3 4.2 

Use of Materials 4.2 4.6 4.4 4.4 

Duplication of Materials 3.9 GO
 

00
 

4.4 4.3 

Reproduction of Tapes 4.0 3.2 4.3 4.2 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, PROJECTIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem addressed in this study was the lack of 

long-range projections resulting from an absence of data 

in terms of (1) functions, (2) funding, (3) adminis-

trative staffing and (4) collection of materials for the 

Louisiana Learning Resources System (LLRS) network in 1985, 

The purpose of this study was to make long-range projec-

tions regarding (1) functions, (2) funding, (3) adminis-

trative staffing, and (4) collection of materials for the 

LLRS in 1985. In order to accomplish this purpose and to 

provide decision-makers with necessary input, a data base 

was established for each topic. 

A review of the related literature was subdivided 

into five sections. The first four sections (1) history 

of the materials/media movement, (2) current status of 

original SERRC'S, (3) needs assessments of the Southeast 

Region, (4) national surveys of materials/media issues, 

dealt with the materials/media aspect of the study. The 

102 
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fifth section was research methodology, the process by 

which the data were collected. 

To accomplish this study the population was divided 

into four groups. A statewide systematic random sampling 

of teachers was conducted to determine the population of 

teachers for the special education classroom teachers 

group. The administrative groups were: members of the 

State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, Special 

Education Supervisors, and LLRS Center Directors. 

An instrument in questionnaire form was developed, 

evaluated, and revised. Descriptive data from the ques-

tionnaire were compiled and presented in tables by groups 

and items illustrating means, standard deviations, and 

rank order. Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance was used 

to determine rank ordered relationships. In order to es-

tablish concordance, a chi square distribution was utilized. 

A binomial test was applied to Hypothesis II since the 

options in that section were mutually exclusive. 

Findings 

An analysis and interpretation of the data obtained 

revealed the following: 

1. All groups examined (LLRS Directors, Supervisors 

of Special Education, and Special Education Classroom 

Teachers) indicated acceptance of all the functions (21) 

listed in the questionnaire. In the rank ordering of 
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functions there was close similarity as indicated on Table 

XXIV which presents the rankings of the functions consid-

ered to be most important. Six of the seven functions were 

chosen by all three of the groups with there being diver-

gence on only one item. 

TABLE XXIV 

RANK ORDER OF THE MOST IMPORTANT FUNCTIONS 

BY EACH GROUP 

Function LLRS SoSE SECT Composite 

Preview and Collect 
Commercial Materials 1.5 6 5 4 

Catalog Materials 1.5 3 3 2 

Inventory of Materials 4.5 2 2 3 

Inservice Training on 
Special Education 
Materials 4.5 5 6 5 

Catalog to Every School 4.5 1 1 1 

Newsletter 6 

State Printed Materials 7 4 7 6 

Production/Reproduction 
of Special Education 
Materials 7 4 7 

Table XXV presents those functions considered to be 

least important. 
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Due to the wide disparity of rankings of the SoSE when 

compared with other groups a composite score was not 

calculated. 

TABLE XXV 

RANK ORDER OF LEAST IMPORTANT FUNCTIONS 

BY EACH GROUP* 

Function LLRS SoSE SECT Composite 

Adjunct Instructor 3 14 2 . . . 
Third Party Evaluator 3 12 1 . . . 

*A rank of 1 represents the least important item. 

2. All groups examined (Special Education Supervisors, 

LLRS Directors, Special Education Classroom Teachers) ac-

cepted all of the four categories of functions with the 

materials functions ranked most important in rank followed 

by the inservice training functions; the dissemination 

functions and professional educator functions were ranked 

in descending order. In the area of inservice training, 

training on special education materials was ranked most 

important by all, followed by training on developing mate-

rials. The area of least importance was that of inservice 

training on the various exceptionalities. 

3. In regard to the dissemination function, the rank 

order showed that LLRS Directors placed more importance on 

the development and distribution of the newsletter, ranking 
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it as one of their most important functions, while the 

teachers viewed the newsletter as holding low priority in 

regard to the functions of the LLRS Directors. The Special 

Education Supervisors saw value in its dissemination, but 

not at the high level of the LLRS Directors, nor at the low 

level of importance attributed it by the Special Education 

Classroom Teachers. 

4. All groups preferred to continue with the status 

quo of responsibilities of LLRS Directors rather than ex-

pand those responsibilities into new areas, i.e., the 

possibilities of the LLRS Directors becoming adjunct col-

lege instructors, third party evaluators, research analysts, 

or central purchasing agents. 

5. The distance from the Center did not significantly 

affect the ratings of the functions of the Special Education 

Classroom Teachers. 

6. The six items relative to administrative struc-

ture, although stated independently of one another and 

ranked in the same manner, possessed internal relationships. 

The responses in specific instances were contradictory of 

the internal relationships implied by the responses. One 

apparent contradiction appeared in the responses of the 

LLRS Directors who responded that the system should function 

as a whole in Item 1, but indicated in Item 2 that the Cen-

ter should be considered a local unit. Further contradiction 
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was indicated by the LLRS Directors who responded that they 

would prefer to be state employees, and also opted to func-

tion as part of a local unit. 

7. All groups examined (LLRS Directors, Special 

Education Supervisors, and BESE) ranked the same six funding 

sources as having top priority with an identical first 

choice and similarity in the ranking of the other six op-

tions. Table XXVI presents the rank order of most important 

funding options. 

TABLE XXVI 

RANK ORDER OF MOST IMPORTANT FUNDING OPTIONS 

Options LLRS SoSE BESE Composite 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
Local P.L. 94-142 1 1 1 1 

State Allocation for All 3 4 2.5 2 

State P.L. 94-142 for All 2 3 6 3 

State P.L. 94-142 and Local 6 2 4.5 4.5 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
Act 19 5 5 2.5 4.5 

State P.L. 94-142 and 
State Allocation 4 6 4.5 6 

A higher level of similarity was reached in the ranking of 

the least important funding sources. These rankings are 

depicted in Table XXVII. 
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TABLE XXVII 

RANK ORDER OF LEAST IMPORTANT FUNDING OPTIONS 

Options LLRS SoSE BESE Composite 

State Allocation and 
Act 19 1 1 1 1 

State Allocation and 
Local P.L. 94-142 2 3 2 2 

State Allocation and 
Local 3 2 3 3 

Local P.L. 94-142 and 
State Allocation , , 4 . . • • 

Local Monies 4 

Local Monies and State 
Allocation 4 • • 

8. One element of consistency in regard to funding 

pattern was the heavy reliance upon federal monies (P.L. 

94-142 funds) as the primary source of funding and the 

preference for avoiding the use of local monies to support 

the cost of the LLRS. 

9. Items in the Ideal Collection of Materials were 

classified in three major categories: (1) teacher oriented 

materials, (2) student oriented materials, and (3) hard-

ware. In the rank order of materials there were consisten-

cies across groups as indicated in Tables XXVIII and XXIX. 

The groups individually responded as follows: (1) the 
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Special Education Classroom Teacher gave highest priority 

to student oriented materials; (2) the LLRS Directors 

ranked as most important materials which were teacher 

oriented; (3) and the Special Education Supervisors as 

administrators placed value on both of the preceeding types 

of materials and hardware. 

TABLE XXVIII 

RANK ORDER OF MOST IMPORTANT ITEMS IN IDEAL 

COLLECTION OF MATERIALS 

Items in Collection LLRS SoSE SECT Composite 

Kits and Manipulatives 1.5 3 1 1 

Printed Materials on 
Special Education • • • 1 2 2 

Professional Reference 
Books 1.5 5 6 3.5 

Vocational Materials . . . 2 3 3.5 

Teaching Methodologies 5 4 5 5 

Films on Special Education 3.5 6 

Films on Exceptionalities 3.5 6 • • 

Current Professional 
Journals 6 .. 
Copies of P.L. 94-142 
Act 754 • • • 7 .. .. 
Hardware for Special 
Education Materials ... .. 4 

Life Skills Materials 7 
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TABLE XXIX 

RANK ORDER OF LEAST IMPORTANT ITEMS IN IDEAL 

COLLECTION OF MATERIALS* 

Items in Collection LLRS SoSE SECT Composite 

Bound Professional 
Journals 1 2 1 

Data Bank 3 1 2 

State Adopted Special 
Education Materials . . 2 . . • • 

Hardware for Tapes 2 

Hardware for Duplication 1 • • 

Leisure Time Materials 3 

Films re. Laws 94-142 
and 754 3 

*A rank of 1 represents the least important item. 

Conclusions 

The 78 per cent of return of the questionnaires made 

it possible to draw conclusions from this data applicable 

to the future projections for the LLRS of 1985. The find-

ings of this study resulted in the following conclusions: 

1. The LLRS Directors were viewed primarily as a 

materials/media specialists by the Directors themselves 
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and by the persons to whom they provided services. Of 

the seven functions rated as most important by the LLRS 

Directors, the Special Education Supervisors, and the 

Special Education Classroom Teachers, six of the seven 

related directly to materials and media. 

2. The idea of expanding the roles and functions of 

the LLRS Directors was rejected. The LLRS Directors felt 

most comfortable in the role of materials/media specialist; 

the Special Education Classroom Teachers placed the highest 

value on the Directors functioning in this role; and the 

Special Education Supervisors valued this role as a means 

of augmenting the services delivered to their students. 

3. In addition to training in the use of and devel-

opment of special education materials, inservice to 

parents was recognized to be an important function of the 

LLRS Directors. 

4. Much effort was expended by the LLRS Directors 

in the development and dissemination of the newsletter. 

The Directors viewed the importance of disseminating a 

newsletter as much more important than did the teachers 

for whom it was written. 

5. Whether the individual teacher was in close 

proximity to the Center or had to travel over fifty miles 

to reach the Center made no significant difference in 

ranking of functions. 
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6. All groups examined (BESE, Special Education 

Supervisors, LLRS Directors) concurred that the LLRS of 

1985 should be a local unit which would be specialized 

in function and operate on the same academic calendar 

as that of the local education agency. 

7. Consensus was not reached as to whether the LLRS 

should function as a state system rather than as a col-

lection of individual entities, whether it would be more 

advantageous to have satellite centers, or whether it 

would be best to consider the LLRS Directors state or 

local employees. Responses to discrete items regarding 

a preference for a state system over a collection of 

individual entities were in conflict with one another. 

8. The primary funding source projected for the 

LLRS was the use of federal monies (P.L. 94-142 monies). 

9. Student oriented materials, teacher oriented 

materials, and hardware were important for the LLRS Ideal 

Collection of materials. 

Projections 

The major purpose of this study was to make long-

range projections for the LLRS of 1985. Based upon 

analysis of the data collected in this study and the 

conclusions drawn from this analysis, the following 

projections describing the LLRS of 1985 were made: 

1. The LLRS of 1985 should be a local unit which 

would be specialized in function and operate 
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on the same academic calendar as that of the 

local education agency. 

2. The role of the LLRS Director of 1985 should con-

tinue to be that of a materials/media specialist. 

3. The primary funding source of the LLRS of 1985 

should be that of federal dollars. 

4. The Ideal Collection of Materials for the LLRS of 

1985 should include teacher oriented materials, 

student oriented materials, and hardware for use 

with special education materials. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

This study was initiated to meet the need for long-

range projections on which to base decisions regarding the 

LLRS. Input from teachers and administrators affected by 

the LLRS was analyzed through questionnaires for use in 

making projections and providing a data base for other 

administrative considerations. Through the process of the 

collection, analysis, and presentation of data emerged the 

following concerns and recommendations for further research: 

1. In any educational delivery system there are many 

components, some of which work naturally and in harmony with 

one another and others of which are in open conflict with 

each other. The LLRS, as one component of the educational 

system of the state of Louisiana, must continue through 

research to clarify its role in the delivery system of the 



114 

State Department of Education, its compatability with the 

efforts of the local education agency, and its relation-

ship with the individual classroom teacher whom it is 

designed to serve. 

2. An area of contradiction in this study, admin-

istrative structure, must be further examined through in-

depth research concerned with ramifications of each choice, 

the conflicts resulting from isolated choices, and the 

possible resolutions of resulting conflicts. 

3. Further investigation is needed to determine the 

appropriateness of continuing to disseminate a newsletter. 

It is important to ascertain why the Special Education 

Classroom Teachers ranked its importance low and make 

efforts to increase its value for teachers. The discrep-

ancy between high rankings by administrators and low 

rankings by teachers should be explored. 

4. The LLRS as a teacher-support system must be 

attuned to the needs of teachers. An ongoing needs assess-

ment of this population is recommended. 

5. Further exploration is needed into funding sources 

The projected continuing federal monies preferred by the 

population of this study have limitations superimposed upon 

the system. The problems inherent in the use of federal 

monies to support a continuing system suggest that other 

funding sources be investigated. 
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6. It was suggested that this research methodology 

be replicated yearly to provide appropriate data for deci-

sion makers. 
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GLOSSARY 

ALRC 

ALRS 

AMP 

AUM 

BEH 

BESE 

BIA 

CEC 

CITE 

CORRC 

DSE 

EMDC 

ERIC 

FLRS 

GLRS 

IMC 

LEA 

LLRS 

LRC 

MLRS 

NASDSE 

Area Learning Resources Center 

Alabama Learning Resources System 

Associated Media Producers 

Auburn University in Montgomery, Alabama 

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped 

Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Council for Exceptional Children 

Coordinating Information for Texas Educators 

Coordinating Office for Regional Resource 
Centers 

Division of Special Educational Services 

Educational Media Distribution Center 

Education Research Information Center 

Florida Learning Resources System 

Georgia Learning Resources System 

Instructional Media Center 

Local Education Agency 

Louisiana Learning Resources System 

Learning Resource Center 

Mississippi Learning Resource System 

National Association of State Directors of 
Special Education 
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NCEMMH 

NEA 

NICEM 

NICSEM 

NIMIS 

P.L. 94-142 

RFP 

RMC 

RRC 

SCLRC 

SDE 

SEA 

SECT 

SEIMC 

SELRC 

SSCLRS 

SoSE 

USOE 

National Center on Education Media and 
Materials lor the Handicapped 

National Education Association 

National Information Center for Education 
Media 

National Information Center for Special 
Education Materials 

National Instructional Materials Information 
System 

Public Law 94-142 

Request for Proposal 

Regional Media Center 

Regional Resource Center 

South Carolina Learning Resources Center 

State Department of Education 

State Education Agency 

Special Education Classroom Teacher 

Special Education Instructional Media Center 

Southeast Learning Resource Center 

Southern States Cooperative Learning 
Resource System 

Supervisor of Special Education 

United States Office of Education 
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1972-73 

Acadlana 
*No 

0* 
records kept 

0* 0* 2/3000 0* 0* 

1973-74 

Acadiana 1450 117 1541 4/6000 1800 0 

Bayou 117 22 69 0 0 0 

Magnolia 198 91 94 0 0 0 

1974-75 

Acadiana 3074 718 2410 2/3000 2000 0 

Bayou 409 107 130 0 0 0 

Magnolia 205 111 159 0 0 100 

1975-76 

Acadiana 4151 1123 2051 8/14000 1000 1000 

Bayou 2259 395 973 350 350 600 

Magnolia 578 297 307 0 0 150 

1976-77 

Acadiana 4031 1102 6230 4/8000 1000 600 

Bayou 2304 417 892 2/1200 200 100 

Creole 688 236 1367 440 22 200 

Magnolia 761 540 920 1/200 0 570 
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1977-78 

Acadiana 

Bayou 

Cenla 

•Creole 

Magnolia 

Pelican 

•Creole 

of this 

4731 

1976 

1864 

3032 

1738 

1180 

Center operated v 

time. 

1083 

620 

815 

689 

1021 

408 

ithout 

2650 

2099 

2705 

1732 

1641 

1664 

a Di 

5/3277 

1/1800 

4/1639 

1267 

3/900 

860 

rector 

800 

50 

430 

369 

400 

0 

for 

5340 

250 

0 

400 

700 

478 

a portion 

1978* * 

Acadiana 

Bayou 

Cenla 

Creole 

Crescent 

Delta 

Dixie 

Magnolia 

Pelican 

HI/VI 

2083 

1304 

1554 

1827 

836 

218 

335 

1244 

1441 

330 

**These figures represent 

month period (July 1 to 

603 1285 847 9 128 

343 968 600 400 250 

406 2262 645 44 0 

350 890 650 78 715 

616 747 2783 0 2104 

129 1481 3400 0 2000 

150 853 600 0 0 

557 1122 350 50 750 

300 1395 600 0 280 

370 200 0 150 30 

the statistics for a five (5) 

December 1). 
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APPENDIX C 

LLRS REGIONAL CENTERS NAMES 

1. Lafayette LLRS LLRS/Acadiana 

2. Lafourche LLRS LLRS/Bayou 

3. Rapides LLRS LLRS/Cenla 

4. Calcasieu LLRS LLRS/Creole 

5. Orleans LLRS LLRS/Crescent 

6. Jefferson LLRS LLRS/Delta 

7. Caddo LLRS LLRS/Dixie 

8. Lincoln LLRS LLRS/Magnolia 

9. Franklin LLRS LLRS/Pelican 

*10. HI/VI Depository 

*A tenth center, the Hearing/Visually Impaired Depository 

(HI/VI), was designed to serve the entire state because 

of its unique function. 
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APPENDIX D 

DIRECTOR OF LLRS ASSOCIATE CENTER 

OFFICE: 

Louisiana Learning Resources System, Division of 

Special Educational Services, Louisiana State 

Department of Education 

POSITION REQUIREMENTS: 

1) A Master's degree from an accredited university 

2) Valid Louisiana teaching certificate 

3) Certification in at least two areas of Special 

Education or generic certification 

4) A minimum of three years of teaching experience 

with at least two of the three years in 

Special Education 

5) Knowledge of media/materials/methods in the field 

of Special Education 

6) Knowledge and capability of conducting inservice 

7) Membership in appropriate professional organizations 
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APPENDIX D 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

Job Identification 

TITLE: Director 

The Louisiana Learning Resources System (LLRS) is a 

teacher-support system for special educators and other 

professionals who work with exceptional children. 

The LLRS presently maintains a statewide network of 

instructional materials centers where educators of ex-

ceptional children preview and borrow materials. The 

collection includes diagnostic materials and prescriptive 

teacher training and professional materials and child-

use instructional materials. 

In addition to the media/materials, services of the 

center are provided primarily to educators of exceptional 

children; special education teachers and aides in public, 

private and parochial schools; regular education teachers 

who work with identified exceptional children; parents; 

principals; university directors, professors, and students; 

diagnostic teams; supervisors of local school systems; 

state school administrators and teachers; and the state 

special education staff. 
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In addition to the media component, the center is in-

volved in the following: inservice training in instruc-

tional materials and equipment for teachers of exceptional 

children; media exhibits; programmatic orientations; infor-

mation dissemination; public awareness of Special Education; 

and consultant services. 

Description of duties include: 

A. Internal Management 

1. provide leadership in development and operation 

of the center; 

2. supervise and appropriately direct other center 

personnel; 

3. preview, evaluate, and purchase instructional 

materials for purchase; 

4. maintain standardized library procedures in pro-

cessing, cataloging, classifying, shelving and 

loan procedures of materials and equipment; 

5. provide an annotated materials catalog of all 

materials housed in the resource center; 

6. maintain monthly circulation records of all 

instructional materials and equipment; 

7. assist regional administrators, special education 

supervisors, principals of special schools, and 

teachers in the selection and purchasing of 

appropriate specialized materials for their school 

systems; 
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8. assist teachers in selection and proper utili-

zation of appropriate materials from the resource 

center for use in their classrooms; 

9. assist special education teachers in coordinating 

the instructional programs for specific handicapped 

children between the special education room and 

the regular classroom; 

10. work closely with the diagnostic teams in assisting 

teachers of the handicapped in the process of 

educational assessment, writing individualized 

educational programs, and using appropriate 

instructional materials; 

11. attend LLRS Director's meetings; 

12. compile statistical data for state, regional, and 

national reporting; 

13. compile and submit program circulation/activities/ 

monthly report to LLRS State Coordinator; 

14. attend State Special Education staff meetings 

upon request; 

15. assist the LLRS Media Specialist in developing 

LLRS slide presentations; 

16. as new LLRS Resource Centers are opened in other 

geographic areas, assist in providing training in: 

(a) standardized library processes 

(b) instructional material selections 

(c) conducting inservice training sessions 

(d) information dissemination 
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17. continue to provide existing LLRS center personnel 

information as needed on internal/external 

management. 

B. Inservice Training: 

1. train and assist area special education teachers, 

teacher aides, university students, and teacher-

trainers in proper utilization of equipment in 

developing instructional materials; 

2. conduct in-house orientation sessions for 

university education personnel, special education 

teachers, parent and civic groups, and 

state agencies; 

3. plan and conduct media training workshops in 

the center service area; 

4. plan and conduct media production workshops 

in the center service area; 

5. plan and assist special education administrators 

in area and state workshops by arranging 

instructional materials/equipment exhibits and 

demonstrations; 

6. conduct awareness workshops on current special 

education trends. 
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C. Information Dissemination: 

1. disseminate four newsletters to special educators 

in the LLRS center area, State Department of 

Education, personnel, and other LLRS Directors; 

2. disseminate the LLRS Annotated Materials Catalog 

to the area special educators with an annual up-

dated supplement; 

3. disseminate informational brochures on the Resource 

Center; 

4. serve as an information exchange agent between 

school systems and the State Department of 

Education. 



128 

APPENDIX E 

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS 

CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICTS 

WOfttHOuU / a t i f 

kMOL 
r t i J T u 

l i t WILLI 

K KTO " V 1 1 > f n l 

U SALLC 

11 KCUM 

t * A » c a i « i i y o w n 

sr. uNf t j r r 

ST UMHAIff 
— * UYINOSTON 

IT. k A l T l ^ ^ ^ i M P t y u i r 
jcrrtAKM I *CAI>U 

C A i a n c w S 

T JOH 

IT JUlLl I 

UUWfMN 
n f t M i n o n CMAMJJ 

ST l i m n 

JT raJTT 

lATOUftCMt • ( 
OUttflHU 



129 

EH 
P5 
< 
W 
O 

o 
i-3 
1-̂  

£; 
o 
l_4 

FH Eh 
<J 

X! O 
M £> 
Q Q 
2 W 
w 
ft PH 
ft O 
c 

Eh 
£; 
w 
s 
Eh 
03 

ft 
W 
Q 

W 
Eh 
<a 
Eh 
CO 

C£ HH 

a 
rH O 

•H P 
O ctf 
CD O 
ft 2 
CO TJ 

W 

u 
d 

*H 
rH 
•H 
X 
3 

CG 
S 
ctf 
U 
bD 
O 

<J On 

o 

P 
d 
0 
B 
ft 

oS T3 O 
CD $3 rH 
CO a3 CD 
CD > 
PS CD 

Q 

p 
a 
0 0 
S O 
CD T3 a 
be a aJ 

C 
c •H 
ctf P*H 
S 

P bJD 

O CO 



130 

EH 
PS 
<3 
ffl 
O 

O 
P»H 

O 
k—4 1 1 
EH o < 
U 

X P 
M Q p W 
£; 
W J 
ft <d 
ft M 
<1 u 

w 
ft 
CQ 
P=H o 
sz; 
o 
M 
CZ) 
> hH 
Q 

CO CD 

T3 O 

03 QJO 

0 *h> 
CO <D 

0 O +3 
Ph CQ CO 

A ft 

0 > 
•H 
ctf -P 
U 
4-> O CO Oh 
•rH ft 
•rH C£ s 
<3 

O O 



131 

APPENDIX H 

COVER LETTERS AND QUESTIONNAIRE SECTIONS 

COVER LETTER AND APPROPRIATE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTIONS 
FOR BESE MEMBERS 

Dear 

The State Department of Education, Division of Special 
Education Services, is conducting a survey to assist in 
the formulation of long-range projections for the Louisiana 
Learning Resources System (LLRS). We would like to request 
that you participate in this study by returning the 
enclosed questionnaire. 

As a member of the Board of Elementary and Secondary 
Education (BESE), you are more aware of the educational 
system of the entire State. Because of your responsibility 
in the decision-making process, your input will be 
extremely valuable. 

In addition to members of BESE, the other participants will 
be those Special Education Supervisors whose parishes are 
served by a LLRS Center, the Directors of the LLRS Centers, 
and a sample of Special Education Classroom Teachers whose 
names appear on the LLRS mailing list. The material 
gathered from this study will be shared with the Center 
Directors and other appropriate individuals. All individual 
responses will be kept in strictest confidence and data 
reported from your questionnaire will be used only in 
aggregate form. 

Please return the questionnaire at your earliest possible 
convenience. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is 
enclosed. 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

BESE Member 
Page 2 

Thank you for your cooperation in this study. The findings 
of this study will be used to define, to refine, to 
strengthen, and to augment the services of the LLRS. Your 
input is crucial to the achievement of these goals. It 
is efforts such as this that assist us in providing the 
best quality education for all of our students in 
Louisiana. 

Sincerely, 

William K. Brooks 

Section Chief, LLRS State Coordinator 

WKB:bbm 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

DESCRIPTORS: Members of Board of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 

DIRECTIONS: Listed below are a series of descriptors 
regarding you as a member of the State Board 
of Elementary and Secondary Education. Please 
check the one answer in each item A-F which 
best describes you. Answer item G only if 
your answer to F was yes. 

A. Membership on Board as: 
1. Representative of District 
2. Member-at-Large 

B. Years on Board 
1. 0 to 1 
2. 2 to 6 
3. More than 6 

c. Member of Sub-committee: 
1. Special Education Sub-committee 
2, Finance Sub-committee 

D. Previous membership on Sub-committee: 
1. Special Education Sub-committee 
2. Finance Sub-committee 

E. LLRS serving your district: 
1. Acadiana 
2. Bayou 
3, Cenla 
4. Creole 
5. Crescent 
6. Delta 
7. Dixie 
8. Magnolia 
9. Pelican 
10, All of the above 

F. Professional Educator 
1. Yes 
2. No 

G. Years of experience in education 
1. 0 to 5 
2. 6 to 10 
3, 11 to 15 
4, More than 15 
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APPENDIX H 

COVER LETTER AND APPROPRIATE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTIONS FOR 
SUPERVISORS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Dear 

The State Department of Education, Division of Special 
Educational Services, is conducting a survey to assist in 
the formulation of long-range projections for the Louisiana 
Learning Resources System (LLRS). We request that you 
participate in this study by returning the enclosed 
questionnaire. 

As a Supervisor of Special Education, you are aware of the 
programs and problems related to special education in 
your parish. Because of your responsibility in the decision-
making process, your input will be extremely valuable. 

In addition to Supervisors of Special Education, the other 
participants will be members of BESE, the LLRS Center 
Directors, and a sample of Special Education Classroom 
Teachers whose names appear on the LLRS mailing list. 
The material gathered from this study will be shared with 
the Center Directors and other appropriate individuals. 
All individual responses will be kept in strictest con-
fidence and data reported from your questionnaire will be 
used only in aggregate form. 

Please return the questionnaire at your earliest possible 
convenience. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is 
enclosed. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this study. The findings 
of this study will be used to define, to refine, to streng-
then, and to augment the services of the LLRS. Your input 
is crucial to the achievement of these goals. It is efforts 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

Special Education Supervisor 
Page 2 

such as this that assist us in providing the best quality 
education for all of our students in Louisiana. 

Sincerely, 

William K. Brooks 

Section Chief, LLRS State Coordinator 

WKB:bbm 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

DESCRIPTORS: Supervisors of Special Education 

DIRECTIONS: Listed below are a series of descriptors 
regarding you as a Supervisor of Special 
Education. Please check the one answer 
in each item A-F which best describes your 
present situation. Check all items in G 
which apply. 

A. Position as Special Education Supervisor 
1. Full-time 
2. Part-time 

B. Years in position 
1. 0 to 1 
2. 2 to 5 
3. 6 to 10 
4. More than 10 

C. Years of teaching experience 
1. 0 to 5 
2. 6 to 10 
3. 11 to 15 
4. More than 15 

•D- Size of Parish 
1. 1 to 500 special education students 
2. 501 to 1,000 special education students 
3, 1,001 to 2,500 special education students 
4, 5,001 to 7,500 special education students 
5. More than 7,500 special education students 

E. LLRS serving you 
1. Acadiana 
2. Bayou 
3. Cenla 
4. Creole 
5. Crescent 
6. Delta 
7. Dixie 
8. Magnolia 
9. Pelican 

LLRS located in your parish 
1. Yes 
2. No 
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G. Areas of certification 
1. Elementary 
2. Secondary 
3. EMR 
4. ED 
5. LD 
6. HI 
7. VI 
8 . Speech and Hearing 
9. Supervisors of Special Education 
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APPENDIX H 

COVER LETTER AND APPROPRIATE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTIONS FOR 
LRRS 

Dear 

The State Department of Education, Division of Special 
Educational Services, is conducting a survey to assist in 
the formulation of long-range projections for the Louisiana 
Learning Resources System (LLRS). We request that you 
participate in this study by returning the enclosed 
questionnaire. 

As a Director of a LLRS center, you carry the major 
responsibility for providing services as they are identi-
fied locally. Because this survey is directed at long-
range projections, it is important that services currently 
offered are carefully examined. You will be asked to 
respond not only to the importance of listed functions 
and to categories of an ideal collection of materials, 
but also to the degree to which the particular functions 
are being provided by your Center and the extent to which 
the ideal collection is available at your facility. 

In addition to the LLRS Directors, the other participants 
will be the BESE members, those Special Education Supervisors 
whose parishes are served by a LLRS Center, and a random 
sampling of Special Education Classroom Teachers. All 
individual responses will be kept in strictest confidence 
and data reported from your questionnaire will be used only 
in aggregate form. 

Please return the questionnaire at your earliest possible 
convenience. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed. 
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LLRS Directors 
Page 2 

Thank you for your cooperation in this study. No one can 
appreciate more than you how valuable this study can be 
toward making the LLRS even more effective. 

Sincerely, 

William K. Brooks 

Section Chief, LLRS State Coordinator 

Enclosure 
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DESCRIPTORS: LLRS Directors 
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DIRECTIONS: Listed below are a series of descriptors 
regarding you as a LLRS Director. Please 
check one answer in items A, B, E, and F. 
Items C and D may have more than one option 
checked. Item G should be rank ordered. 

A. Years in the LLRS System 
1. 0 to 1 
2. 2 to 3 
3. 4 to 5 
4. More than 5 

B. Years of teaching experience 
1. 0 to 3 
2. 4 to 7 
3. 8 to 10 
4. More than 10 

C. Levels of teaching experience 
1. Pre-school 
2. Elementary 
3. Secondary 
4, Vocational 
5, College or university 

D. Areas of certification 
1. EMR 
2. ED 
3. LD 
4. HI 
5. VI 
6. Speech and Hearing 

E, Number of parishes served 
1. 1 to 2 
2 . 3 to 5 

_3. 6 to 10 
4. More than 10 

Number of teachers served (Special Education) 
1. 0 to 100 
2. 101 to 250 
3. 251 to 400 
4. More than 400 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

G. Personal preference 
1. Inservice training 
2. Preservice training 
3. Publication of newsletter 
4. Working in-house with materials 
5. Demonstration of materials 
6. Community awareness 
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APPENDIX H 

COVER LETTER AND APPROPRIATE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SPECIAL 
EDUCATION CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

Dear 

The State Department of Education, Division of Special 
Educational Services is conducting a survey to assist in 
the formulation of long-range projections for the Louisiana 
Learning Resources System (LLRS). Your name was randomly 
selected from the mailing list of (Center Namel > and 
we request that you participate in this study by returning 
the enclosed questionnaire. 

As a Special Education Classroom Teacher, you are the one 
who is most aware of the needs of the individual classroom 
teacher. Because teachers have been the major consumers 
of the services offered by the LLRS and because your 
response will be considered to represent that of Special 
Education Teachers in general, your input in this study 
will be extremely valuable. 

In addition to Special Education Classroom Teachers, the 
other participants will be the members of the Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE), the Special 
Education Supervisors whose parishes are served by a 
LLRS Center, and the Directors of the LLRS Centers. The 
material gathered from this study will be shared with the 
Center Directors and other appropriate individuals. All 
individual responses will be kept in strictest confidence 
and data reported from your questionnaire will be used only 
in aggregate form. 

Please return the questionnaire at your earliest possible 
convenience, A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed, 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

Special Education Classroom Teacher 
Page 2 

Thank you for your cooperation in this study. The findings 
of this study will be used to define, to refine, to 
strengthen, and to augment the services of the LLRS. Your 
input is crucial to the achievement of these goals. It 
is efforts such as this that assist us in providing the 
best quality education for all of our students in Louisiana 

Sincerely, 

William K. Brooks 

Section Chief, LLRS State Coordinator 

WKB:bbm 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

DESCRIPTORS: Special Education Classroom Teachers 

DIRECTIONS: Listed below are a series of descriptors 
regarding you as a special education teacher 
Please check the one answer in each item 
A-F which best describes your present 
situation. 

A. Special Education Teaching Assignment 
1. Deaf/Blind 
2. Emotionally Disturbed/Autistic 
3. Educationally Handicapped/Slow Learner 
4. Gifted/Talented 
5. Hearing Impaired 
6. Learning Disabled 
7. Multi-Handicapped 
8, Mentally Retraded 
9. Physically Handicapped/Orthopedically Handicapped 
10. Pre-School 
11. Speech/Language 
12. Visually Impaired 

B. Class Arrangement 
1. Self-Contained 
2 . 
3. 

Resource Room 
Itinerant 

Years of Experience 
1. 0 to 1 
2. 2 to 5 
3, 6 to 10 
4. More than 10 

D. Level of Students 

E, 

1. Pre-School 
2. Elementary 
3. Secondary 
4, Vocational 

Center serving you 
1. Acadiana 
2. Bayou 
3, Cenla 
4. Creole 
5. Crescent 
6. Delta 
7. Dixie 
8. Magnolia 
9. Pelican 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

F. Distance from your assigned center: (One way) 
1. Within city limits 

Outside City limits: 
0 to 10 miles 
11 to 25 miles 
26 to 50 miles 
Over 50 miles 
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DIRECTIONS: Please check one answer in items A-F. 

Where did you first hear about LLRS? 
1. Brochure 
2. Workshop 
3. Friend 
4. College Professor 
5. Newsletter 
6. Administrator 
7. Catalog 

B. Number of materials you have borrowed from the 
center this year? 

1. None 
2. 1 to 10 
3. 11 to 20 
4. More than 20 

C. Which of the following keeps you from making 
greater use of the LLRS? 

1. Distance 
2. Lack of time 
3. Inconvenient hours 
4. Inappropriate materials available 
5. Inability to get released time 

D. How much money are you allotted each year to buy 
instruction materials for your classroom? 

1. None 
2. $1 to $25 
3. $26 to $50 
4. $51 to $100 
5. $101 to $200 
6. More than $200 

E. How much personal money do you invest each year to buy 
instructional materials for your classroom? 

1. None 
2. $1 to $25 
3. $26 to $50 
4. $51 to $100 
5. $101 to $200 
6. More than $200 
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APPENDIX H—Continued 

F. How do you decide on which materials to buy? 
1. Colleague's recommendation 
2. Salesman's recommendation 
3. Professor's recommendation 
4. Center Director's recommendation 
5. Description in publisher's catalog 
6. Description in LLRS catalog 
7. Preview or borrow from LLR.S 
8. Field-test results published 
9. Demonstration or preview at inservice meeting 



148 
APPENDIX J 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPTIONS SECTION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

There are several options regarding the administrative 
structure of the LLRS. 

DIRECTIONS: Which of these options do you consider to be 
the best one for the LLRS? Please check A 
or B in each of the six questions. 

A. 1. The LLRS centers should function as a state-
wide system. 

B. The LLRS center should function as an entity 
unto itself. 

A. 2. The LLRS center should be considered a state 
unit located in and serving a specific region. 

B, The LLRS center should be considered a local 
unit located in and serving a specific region. 

A. 3. The LLRS should have one center in each region 
providing all services to that region. 

B. The LLRS should have one major center and 
satellite centers designed to provide services 
to specific areas within the region. 

A. 4. Each LLRS center should provide all services, 
B. ~~ Each LLRS center should specialize so as not 

to duplicate services. 

A, 5, The LLRS center should function in a manner 
consistent with the academic calendar (ten 
months). 

B. The LLRS center should function in a manner 
consistent with the state calendar (twelve 
months). 

A, 6, The LLRS center director should be considered 
a state employee and function as such, 

B. The LLRS center director should be considered 
a LEA employee and function as such. 
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FUNDING OPTIONS SECTION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

There are three basic sources of funding for the LLRS 
system: Federal (PL 94-142); State (State Allocation, 
Act 19); or Local (Locally generated). Combinations 
of these funding sources could be used. 

DIRECTIONS: Which of the funding sources would you con-
sider to be the most viable for the LLRS? 
Rank order the following 1 to 3 with 3 
being the highest. 

Federal monies (PL 94-142) 

State monies (State Allocation, Act 19) 

Local monies (Locally generated) 

Combinations of the above 

There are two basic expenditures incurred by the LLRS 
operational costs and materials and supplies costs. 

DIRECTIONS: 

Viabillty 

Below is a list of funding options. Please 
rate the importance of the option on a 
scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being the most 
viable option. 

Funding Option 

1 2 3 4 5 1. 
1 2 3 4 5 2. 

1 2 3 4 5 3. 
1 2 3 4 5 4. 

1 2 3 4 5 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 6. 

1 2 3 4 5 7. 

1 2 3 4 5 8. 
1 2 3 4 5 9. 

1 2 3 4 5 10. 
1 2 3 4 5 11. 

1 2 3 4 5 12. 

1 2 3 4 5 13. 

State PL 94-142 funds for all costs 
State PL 94-142 for operational costs 
and Act 19 for materials 
State allocation for all costs 
State allocation for operational and 
State PL 94-142 for materials 
State allocation for operational and 
Act 19 for materials 
State PL 94-142 for operational and 
State allocation for materials 
Local funds for operational and Local 
PL 94-142 for materials 
Local PL 94-142 for all costs 
Local PL 94-142 for operational and 
Local for materials 
Local for all costs 
Local funds for operational and Act 
19 for materials 
State PL 94-142 for operational and 
Local PL 94-142 for materials 
State PL 94-142 for operational and 
Local monies for materials 
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1 2 3 4 5 14. 

1 2 3 4 5 15. 

1 2 3 4 4 16. 

1 2 3 4 5 17. 

1 2 3 4 5 18. 

1 2 3 4 5 19. 

1 2 3 4 5 20. 

State allocation for operational and 
Local PL 94-142 for materials 
State allocation for operational and 
Local monies for materials 
Local funds for operational and State 
PL 94-142 for materials 
Local funds for operation and State 
allocation for materials 
Local PL 94-142 operational and State 
allocation for materials 
Local PL 94-142 for operational and 
Act 19 for materials 
Local PL 94-142 for operational and 
State allocation for materials 
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PROJECTION FUNCTIONS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Presently the LLRS centers and Directors are performing 
a variety of functions. There are possibilities of 
additional functions not presently being performed. 

DIRECTIONS: Below is a list of possible LLRS functions. 
We would like to obtain your opinion con-
cerning the relative importance of each 
of the specific functions. Would you please 
complete the questionnaire by reading the goal 
and then circling the number to the left of 
the functions that best gives your opinion 
on the importance of the function. Use the 
key below in denoting the importance of the 
function. 

Key on Importance of the Function 

1 - Not Important at All 
2 - Little Importance 
3 - Medium Importance 
4 - Important 
5 - Very Important 

Importance Function 

1 2 3 4 5 1. Conduct inservice training on the use 
of special education materials 

1 2 3 4 5 2. Conduct inservice training on federal 
and state laws regarding special 
education 

1 2 3 4 5 3. Conduct inservice training on develop-
ing teacher-made materials 

1 2 3 4 5 4. Conduct inservice training on various 
exceptionalities 

1 2 3 4 5 5, Conduct training sessions for parents 
of exceptional students 

1 2 3 4 5 6. Develop and distribute a quarterly 
newsletter 

1 2 3 4 5 7. Organize and administer media fairs 
1 2 3 4 5 3. Coordinate activities with other state 

and national dissemination activities 
1 2 3 4 5 9. Serve as a central purchasing agent 

for special education materials for 
LEA'S 

1 2 3 4 5 10. Serve as a voting member on state 
textbook adoption committee 

1 2 3 4 5 11. Establish a retrieval system for 
research data regarding special 
education 
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1 2 3 4 5 12 . 

1 2 3 4 5 13 . 

1 2 3 4 5 14 . 

1 2 3 4 5 15. 

1 2 3 4 5 16 . 

1 2 3 4 5 17 . 

1 2 3 4 5 18 . 

1 2 3 4 5 19 . 

1 2 3 4 5 20 . 

1 1 2 4 5 21 . 

Serve as an adjunct instructor in 
area of special education 
Maintain a staff of special education 
consultants 
Act as a third party evaluator for 
LEA's or SDE 
Preview and collect commercially-
developed special education material 
Catalog and organize materials for 
distribution 
Maintain an inventory of available 
materials 
Distribute a catalog of available 
materials to every school 
Serve as a disseminator of state-
printed materials 
Develop special education curriculum 
guides 
Assist in production/reproduction 
of special education materials 
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COLLECTION OF MATERIALS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

One of the functions of the LLRS is to maintain a collection 
of materials to be used by classroom teachers, administra-
tors, parents and/or civic groups. Below is a list of 
materials which might be part of the ideal collection 
in a LLRS center. 

DIRECTIONS: Please circle the number to the left of the 
item that best gives your opinion on the im-
portance of that item being included in the 
ideal collection. Use the key below in 
denoting the importance of the item. 

Key on Importance of Material in Collection 

1 - Not Important at All 
2 - Little Importance 
3 - Medium Importance 
4 - Important 
5 - Very Important, 

Importance Ideal Collection of Materials 

1 2 3 4 5 1, 

1 2 3 4 5 2 

1 2 3 4 5 3 

1 2 3 4 5 4 

1 2 3 4 5 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 7 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

1 2 3 4 5 10 

1 2 3 4 5 11 

1 2 3 4 5 12 

Copies of state adopted textbook 
materials 
Copies of PL 94-142 and Regulations 
for Act 754 
Filmstrips and films on PL 94-142 
and Act 754 
Printed materials for teaching aca-
demic areas to particular exception-
alities 
Kits and manipulative materials for 
teaching academic areas to particular 
exceptionalities 
Vocational materials for particular 
exceptionalities 
Hardware for production of teacher-
made materials 
Hardware (machines) for use with 
special education materials 
Hardware for duplication of printed 
materials 
Hardware for reproduction of tapes 
and records 
Films and filmstrips regarding 
particular exceptionalities 
Films and filmstrips regarding 
special education in general 
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Collection of professional reference 
books regarding particular excep-
tionalities 
Collection of teaching methodologies 
regarding particular exceptionalities 
Data banks for research retrieval 
system 
Printed materials on parent's role 
regarding special students 
Collection of leisure time 
materials for particular exception-
alities 
Collection of life skills materials 
for particular exceptionalities 
Collection of current professional 
journals 
Collection of bound professional 
journals 
Collection of state-printed materials 
Multiple copies of a single item 
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CURRENT EXTENT OF FUNCTIONS SECTION 

Presently the LLRS centers and Directors are performing a 
variety of functions. There are possibilities of additional 
functions not presently being performed. 

DIRECTIONS: Below is a list of possible LLRS functions. 
We would like to obtain your opinion 
concerning the extent to which they are now 
being carried out. Would you please complete 
the questionnaire by reading the goal and then 
circling the option of the extent to which 
it is being carried out. Use the key below 
in denoting the extent. 

Key on the extent to which the function is 
being carried out 

A - Not Being Done at All 
B - Occasionally 
C - Low Priority 
D - Priority 
E - High Priority 

Function Extent To Which Being ; Done 

1. Conduct inservice training 
on use of special education 
materials 

A B C D E 

2. Conduct inservice training 
on federal and state laws 

A B C D E 

3. Conduct inservice on 
developing teacher-made 
materials 

A B C D E 

4. Conduct inservice on 
various exceptionalities 

A B C D E 

5. Conduct training sessions 
for parents of 
exceptional children 

A B C D E 

6. Develop and distribute 
newsletter 

A B C D E 

7. Organize and administer 
media fairs 

A B C D E 

8. Coordinate dissemination 
programs 

A B C D E 

9. Serve as central 
purchasing agent for 
special education 
materials for the LEAs 

A B C D E 
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1 0 . Serve as voting member 
on State textbook 

A B C D E 

1 1 . Establish retrieval 
system for research 
data 

A B C D E 

1 2 . Serve as adjunct 
instructor for colleges 

A B C D E 

1 3 . Maintain staff of 
special education 
consultants 

A B C D E 

1 4 . Act as third party 
evaluator for LEAs 
and SDE 

A B C D E 

1 5 . Preview and collect 
commercially-made 
materials 

A B C D E 

1 6 . Catalog and organize 
materials for 
distribution 

A B C D E 

1 7 . Maintain inventory A B C D E 
1 8 . Distribute catalog A B C D E 
1 9 . Serve as disseminator 

of state-printed 
materials 

A B C D E 

2 0 . Develop special 
education curriculum 
guides 

A B C D E 

2 1 . Assist in production/ 
reproduction of special 
education materials 

A B C D E 
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APPENDIX 0 

COVER LETTER TO EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

TO: Recipients of the Questionnaire 

FROM: William K. Brooks 

SUBJECT: Questionnaire Evaluation 

The attached questionnaire was designed to be used as a 
survey instrument in order to establish a data-base on 
which to build projections of the LLRS for the year 1985. 
It will be sent to four groups: the BESE, Special Education 
Supervisors, LLRS Directors and Special Education Classroom 
Teachers. The content is divided into four parts in regard 
to the future: (1) Functions; (2) Administrative Staffing; 
(3) Funding; and (4) Ideal Collection of Materials. 

You have been selected to participate in analyzing the 
survey procedures in order that the instrument may be 
validated relative to the appropriateness of the items for 
the target population. I would like to request that you 
examine the questionnaire, not respond to the items. 
Please scrutinize for ambiguity of items, clarity of 
directions, appropriateness of format, and consistency. 

Please examine the questionnaire closely. If you have any 
suggestions that you feel might improve the instrument 
and/or enhance the quality of the data gathered, please 
make them - in a general way to the instrument or in a 
specific manner to the individual items. I encourage 
your making comments on the questionnaire itself. Any 
comments that you might make will be most appreciated. 
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